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FIRST SITTING 
Sunday 28 April 2010 (Morning) 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 11.00 am 

 
 
1. Opening of the Session 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  welcomed al l  those present,  part icular ly new 
members.  He said how honoured he was to chair  the ASGP, and that  he hoped, 
thanks to mutual  co-operat ion,  that  the Associat ion would remain a l ively focus for  
enr iching dia logue. 
 
He ment ioned a number of  pract ical  arrangements for  the meet ing.  
 
 
2. Orders of the Day 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  descr ibed matters on the agenda, thanked 
those members who were to moderate debates and present communicat ions,  and 
encouraged al l  members to th ink of  fur ther subjects for  communicat ions,  
quest ionnaires or  topics for  a general  debate which could be included on the 
agenda for  the next  conference in Geneva. Members who had such proposals were 
invi ted to approach the Joint  Secretar ies as soon as possible,  so that  their  
suggested topics could be included in the draf t  agenda to be adopted later .  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  read the proposed Orders of  the Day as fo l lows: 
 
Sunday 28 March 

Morning 
 
9.30 am  Meet ing of  the Execut ive Commit tee 
 
11.00 am  Opening session 
 

Orders of  the day of  the Conference 
 
 New members  
  
 Welcome and presentat ion on the par l iamentary system of  Thai land 

by Mr Pitoon PUMHIRAN, Secretary General  of  the House of  
Representat ives and Mrs Suvimol PHUMISINGHARAJ, Secretary 
General of  the Senate of  Thai land 
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Afternoon 
 
2.30 pm  Communicat ion by Mr PARK Kye Dong, Secretary General of  the 

Nat ional Assembly of  the Republ ic  of Korea: “The new think tanks of  
the Nat ional  Assembly:  NABO (Nat ional Assembly Budget Off ice) and 
NARS (Nat ional  Assembly Research Service)”  

 
 General debate:  “Commit tee work beyond the precincts of  

Par l iament”  
 Moderator :  Mr Marc BOSC, Vice-President of  the ASGP, Deputy 
Clerk of  the House of  Commons of  Canada 

 
 
Monday 29 March 

Morning 
 
9.30 am Meet ing of  the Execut ive Commit tee 
 
10.00 am  Communicat ion by Mrs Adel ina SÁ CARVALHO, Former President of  

the ASGP, Secretary General of  the Assembly  of  the Republ ic of  
Portugal:  “A hemicycle for  the 21st  century”  

 
General debate:  “Demonstrat ions of  members (and v is i tors)  dur ing 
sessions and the rules of  order”  
Moderator:  Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER, Deputy Secretary General of  the 
German Bundestag 

 
 

Afternoon 
 
2.30 pm   Communicat ion by Dr.  V.K. AGNIHOTRI, Secretary General  of  the 

Rajya Sabha of  India:  “Statements by Ministers on the f loor of  the 
House” 

 
Communicat ion by Mrs Jacquel ine BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN, 
Secretary General of  the House of  Representat ives of  the States 
General of  the Nether lands:  “The process of  par l iamentary self  
ref lect ion in the House of  Representat ives of  the States General”  

 
 
Tuesday 30 March 
 
7.45 am   Vis i t  of  Par l iament and excursion to Ayutthaya 
 
5.30 pm  Return to Bangkok 
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Wednesday 31 March 
Morning 

 
9.30 am  Meet ing of  the Execut ive Commit tee 
 
10.00 am  Communicat ion by Mr Marc BOSC, Vice-President  of  the ASGP, 

Deputy Clerk of  the House of  Commons of  Canada: “The role of  
of f icers of  Par l iament”  

 
 Communicat ion by Mr P D T ACHARY, Secretary General  of  the Lok 

Sabha of  India:  “ Independence of  Par l iament secretar iat”  
 
 Communicat ion by Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV, Secretary General,  

Counci l  of  Federat ion of  the Federal Assembly of  the Russian 
Federat ion:  “Appraisal of  professional  potent ia l  as a tool  for  
personnel  rat ing” 

 
 

Afternoon 
 
2.30 pm   Presentat ion by Mr Mart in CHUNGONG on the recent act iv i t ies of  
the IPU 
 
 General debate:  “Pet i t ioning the Par l iament”  

Moderator :  Dr .  V.K.  AGNIHOTRI, Secretary General  of  the Rajya 
Sabha of  India 

 
 
Thursday 1 Apri l  

Morning 
 
9.30 am  Meet ing of  the Execut ive Commit tee 
 
10.00 am  Communicat ion by Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN, Secretary General of  

the House of  Representat ives of  Afghanistan:  “E-democracy and e-
Par l iament in Afghanistan:  achievements,  p lans and suggest ions” 

 
 Communicat ion by Mr Mohamed Kamal MANSURA, Secretary to the 

Nat ional Assembly of  South Afr ica:  “The corr idors of  Par l iament:  a 
record of  par l iamentary history or a ref lect ion of  i ts people" 

 
 

Afternoon 
 
2.30 pm  Discussion of  supplementary i tems ( to be selected by the Execut ive 

Commit tee at  the  current  Session) 
 
Review of  the rules and working methods of  the Associat ion 
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Administrat ive and f inancial  quest ions 
 
Examinat ion of  the draf t  agenda for  the next  meet ing (Geneva, 
October 2010) 
 
Closure 

 
The Orders of  the Day were agreed  to.  
 
 
3. Review of the Rules 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  announced that ,  as indicated in the Orders of  
the Day,  the Associat ion would take a decis ion on Thursday on the amendments 
proposed by the Execut ive Commit tee to the ru les of  the Associat ion.  This text  
had been agreed to by the Execut ive Commit tee in Geneva in October 2009, and 
had been sent to a l l  members in January 2010,  invi t ing any who wished to do so to 
submit  their  own amendments.  The only amendments to have been received were 
f rom Mrs BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Nether lands).  Some of  these had been 
accepted by the Execut ive Commit tee at  that  morning’s meet ing:  i t  was thus a 
s l ight ly  revised text  which would be put  to the Associat ion on Thursday. An up-to-
date version would be avai lable the fo l lowing day (Monday).  
 
Any members wishing to propose sub-amendments could do so,  by midday on 
Wednesday at  the latest ,  to a l low the Execut ive Commit tee to consider them at  i ts  
meet ing on Thursday morning before put t ing them to the plenary.  
 
 
4. New Members 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  said that  the secretar iat  had received several 
requests for  membership which had been put  before the Execut ive Commit tee and 
agreed to.  These were:  
 
Mr Mohammad Kazim Malwan  Deputy Secretary General of  the Senate of  

Afghanistan 
 
Dr Rosemary Laing     Clerk of  the Austral ian Senate 
      ( replacing Harry Evans) 
 
Mr Idès de Pelsemaeker   Deputy Secretary General of  the House of  
      Representat ives of  Belgium  

( replacing Mrs Emma de Pr ins who became 
Secretary General)  

 
Mr Athanassios Papaioannou   Secretary General of  the Hel lenic Par l iament 
      ( replacing Mr Nikolas Stefanou) 
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Mr Calvin Randriamahafanjary  Secretary General of  the Nat ional  Assembly of  
Madagascar 

 
Mr Adrian Fetescu    Director  General  of  the Secretar iat  of  the 
      Par l iament of  the Republ ic of  Moldova 

(This country is jo in ing for  the f i rs t  t ime) 
 
Mr Damir Davidovic     Secretary General  of  the Par l iament of   
      Montenegro 
 
Mr Abdelouahed Khouja  Secretary General of  the House of  Counci l lors 

of  Morocco 
(This Chamber is jo in ing the ASGP for 
the f i rst  t ime) 

 
Mr Mohammed Ataba Sani-Omolori  Clerk of  the House of  Representat ives of   
      Niger ia 
      ( replacing Mr Oyeniy i  S.  Aj iboye) 
 
Mr Kurt Thomas    Clerk of  Par l iament of  Saint  Lucia 

(This country is  jo in ing the ASGP for  the f i rs t  
 t ime) 

 
Miss Utara Amornchatr    Deputy Secretary General of  the Senate of  
      Thai land 
  ( replacing Mr Suchata Youyod) 
 
Mr Ramil  Hasanov  Secretary General  of  the Par l iamentary 

Assembly of  the Turk ic Countr ies (TURKPA) 
(This Par l iamentary Assembly is jo in ing the 
ASGP for  the f i rst  t ime) 

 
Mr Robert Rogers  Clerk Assistant  of  the House of  Commons of  

the Uni ted Kingdom 
(replacing Mr Douglas Mi l lar)  

 
Ms Lorraine Mil ler  Clerk of  the House of  Representat ives of  the 

Uni ted States of  America 
 
The new members were agreed  to.  
 



15 
 

5. Welcome and presentation on the parliamentary system of 
Thailand by Mr Pitoon PUMHIRAN, Secretary General of the 
House of Representatives and Mrs Suvimol PHUMISINGHARAJ, 
Secretary General of the Senate of Thailand 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr Pitoon PUMHIRAN, Secretary 
General  of  the House of  Representat ives and Mrs Suvimol  PHUMISINGHARAJ, 
Secretary General  of  the Senate of  Thai land to the plat form to give their  
presentat ions.  
 
Mr Pitoon PUMHIRAN  gave the fo l lowing presentat ion:  
 
“Good morning col leagues,  I  am very p leased to welcome al l  of  you to Thai land.  
As is  the t radi t ion of  our  Associat ion,  th is morning I  and Mrs.  Suvimol  
Phumisingharaj ,  Secretary General  of  the Senate wi l l  present  to you the system of  
the House of  Representat ives and the Senate,  respect ively.   
 
The Nat ional  Assembly of  Thai land was establ ished in 1932 af ter  the adopt ion of  
the f i rs t  Const i tut ion of  the Kingdom of  Thai land which changed our country f rom 
absolute monarchy to const i tut ional  monarchy.  Through seventy-seven years of  
democracy in Thai land,  e ighteen charters and const i tut ions were promulgated.  
The present  Const i tut ion,  or  the eighteenth,  was draf ted by the Const i tut ion 
Draf t ing Assembly and was approved through the nat ional  referendum in August  
2007 (2550).  This referendum process was the f i rs t  ever held in Thai  pol i t ical  
h is tory.   
 
(Due to the fact  that  the Thai  Nat ional  Assembly is  b icameral ,  the presentat ion on 
the par l iamentary system today shal l  be separated into two parts.  In the f i rs t  par t ,  
I  would l ike to present  to you about the House of  Representat ives of  Thai land and 
also the funct ion of  the Secretar iat ,  just  to g ive you the i l lustrat ion in overal l .  
Thereaf ter ,  Mrs.  Suvimol  PHUMISINGHARAJ, Secretary General  of  the Senate,  
wi l l  present  to you the administ rat ion of  the Senate.)  
 
About the House of Representatives 
The f i rs t  seventy temporary members of  the House had their  f i rs t  par l iamentary 
s i t t ing on the 28 t h  of  June 1932,  r ight  af ter  the regime in Thai land was turned to 
democracy.  Up to the present ,  there have been twenty- three tenures of  the House 
of  Representat ives.  The current  twenty- th i rd House,  subject  to the new 
Const i tut ion 2007, consists of  four hundred and eighty members,  four hundred of  
whom are f rom the elect ion on a const i tuency basis and eighty of  whom are f rom 
the elect ion on a proport ional  representat ion basis.  The length of  t ime serv ing in 
the of f ice is  d i f ferent  f rom the Senate which the term of  the House is  four years 
f rom the elect ion day and membership of  the House also commences on that  day.  
 
Members of the House of Representatives  
Al l  of  the members of  the House of  Representat ives reach their  posi t ion by 
elect ion v ia d i rect  suf f rage and secret  bal lo t .  In terms of  the qual i f icat ions of  a 
person who has the r ight  to be a candidate in an elect ion of  members of  the 
House, that  person is  basical ly  required to be Thai  nat ional i ty  by bi r th and must 
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be at  least  twenty- f ive years of  age on the elect ion day.  (Unl ike the member of  
the Senate,  members of  the House are required by the Const i tut ion to be a 
member of  a pol i t ica l  par ty. )  
 
In the elect ion of  members of  the House of  Representat ives on a const i tuency 
basis,  there are 157 const i tuencies throughout the country.  Each const i tuency 
shal l  have 1-3 members of  the House upon the calculat ion of  number of  
inhabi tants in that  const i tuency,  approximately one hundred and f i f ty- f ive 
thousand people per one member  of  the House of  Representat ives.  For the 
elect ion of  members of  the House on a proport ional  representat ion basis,  the area 
of  the ent i re country shal l  be div ided into e ight  groups of  provinces,  each group 
shal l  be regarded as a const i tuency and each const i tuency shal l  form ten 
members of  the House of  Representat ives.  A pol i t ical  party wi l l  prepare the l is t  of  
i ts  candidates and the voters can select  only one pol i t ical  party.  There is  a s logan 
for  the voters when they cast  a bal lo t ,  “Choose a person you love and choose a 
party you l ike” .  For the age of  the voters ,  they must  be over  e ighteen years of  age 
on the f i rs t  of  January of  the year the elect ion is  held.   
 
The members of  the House are not  prohib i ted to hold another minister ia l  posi t ion.  
However,  the Pr ime Minister  and that  Minister  must  abstain f rom vot ing on a 
matter  concerning the hold ing of  h is of f ice or  the performance of  dut ies or  having 
any interest  in the matter  (มาตร า  177).  Also,  members of  the House are not  a l lowed 
to hold any posi t ion in any government agency,  State enterpr ise or  hold a posi t ion 
of  member of  a local  assembly,  local  administ rator  or  local  government of f ic ia l .  
They shal l  prevent  f rom receiv ing,  in ter fer ing wi th or  intervening in any 
concession f rom the agency ment ioned above or  becoming a party to a contract  of  
a monopol is t ic  nature wi th the referred agency whether d i rect ly  or  indi rect ly .  As 
persons hold ing the pol i t ical  posi t ion,  a member of  the House of  Representat ives 
is  required to submit  an account showing part iculars of  assets and l iabi l i t ies of  
themselves,  their  spouses and chi ldren who are under 20 years of  age to the 
Nat ional  Counter Corrupt ion Commission on the occasion of  taking and vacat ing 
of f ice.  
 
Regarding the terminat ion of  the membership of  the House, i t  shal l  terminate 
upon expirat ion of  the term or d issolut ion of  the House, death,  resignat ion,  being 
disqual i f ied or  act ing in contravent ion of  any prohib i t ion under the provis ions 
speci f ied in the Const i tut ion or  resignat ion f rom membership of  h is or  her pol i t ical  
party.  Moreover,  i f  he or  she is  absent  for  more than one-fourth of  the number of  
meet ing days in a session the length of  which is  not  less than one hundred and 
twenty days wi thout  permission of  the Speaker of  the House of  Representat ives,  
h is or  her membership shal l  be terminated as wel l .  
 
Powers and duties of the House of Representatives 
1 Power to make law: Legis lat ive Process  
The members of  the House of  not  less than twenty members can introduce a bi l l  
wi th an explanatory note summariz ing essent ia l  contents of  the bi l l .  (มาตรา  142) 
 
There are three readings in considerat ion of  a b i l l  before submit t ing i t  to the 
Senate.  In the f i rs t  reading,  the House shal l  consider whether i t  shal l  accept  the 
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pr incip le of  the bi l l  or  not .  Provided that  the House resolves to accept  the 
pr incip le of  which,  the next  considerat ion shal l  be proceeded fur ther in the second 
reading.  At  the second reading,  the bi l l  shal l  be considered by a commit tee which 
may be a standing commit tee,  ad-hoc commit tee or  commit tee of  the whole 
House.  At  th is  stage,  the commit tee may add a new sect ion or  delete or  amend an 
exist ing sect ion but  i t  must  not  be contrary to the pr incip le of  such bi l l .  Having 
f in ished the considerat ion of  the bi l l  at  the second reading in the commit tee,  the 
bi l l  shal l  be proceeded to the House for  considerat ion,  i f  the House passes a 
resolut ion approving the bi l l ,  such bi l l  shal l  be submit ted to the Senate.  The 
Senate must f in ish the considerat ion of  such bi l l  wi th in s ixty days,  but  i f  i t  is  a 
money bi l l ,  the considerat ion thereof  must  be f in ished wi th in th i r ty  days.  
 
Af ter  the bi l l  has al ready been approved by the Nat ional  Assembly,  the Pr ime 
Minister  shal l  present  i t  to the King for  s ignature and i t  shal l  come into force upon 
i ts  publ icat ion in the Government Gazet te.  
 
2 The scrut iny of  administ rat ion of  State af fa i rs 
The procedure to scrut in ize the government  administ rat ion star ts wi th a pol icy 
statement of  the Counci l  of  Ministers making to the Nat ional  Assembly wi th in 
f i f teen days f rom the date i t  takes of f ice.  (มาตรา  176) 
 
Subsequent ly,  the House shal l  moni tor  the Counci l  of  Ministers ’  performance by 
interpel lat ing the Minister  on any matter  wi th in the scope of  h is or  her author i ty .  
By th is means,  the interpel lat ion and the answer to the interpel lat ion may be 
made once a week.  (มาตร า  157) Another overs ight  method is the submission of  a 
mot ion for  a general  debate for  the purpose of  passing a vote of  no-conf idence in 
the Pr ime Minister  or  an indiv idual  Minister .  (มาตร า  158) This may lead to the 
terminat ion of  the ministership of  that  Minister .  This k ind of  impeachment can 
create the balance of  power between the Execut ives and the Legis lature.  
 
3  The scrut iny of  unconst i tut ional i ty  of  enactment  
I f  the members of  the House are of  the opin ion that  the bi l l  approved by the 
Nat ional  Assembly is  contrary to or  inconsistent  wi th the Const i tut ion or  is  
enacted contrary to the provis ions of  the Const i tut ion,  before the Pr ime Minister  
presents i t  to the King for  s ignature,  they may submit  their  opin ion to the Speaker 
of  the House which then wi l l  refer  the Const i tut ional  Court  for  decis ion.  In a case 
where the Const i tut ional  Court  decides that  the provis ions of  such bi l l  are 
contrary to or  inconsistent  wi th the Const i tut ion or  enacted contrary to the 
provis ions of  the Const i tut ion and such provis ions of  the bi l l  are also the 
essent ia l  part ,  that  b i l l  shal l  lapse.   
 
4.  The Right  to refer  the complaint  to the Senate to remove a person hold ing 
a posi t ion speci f ied in the Const i tut ion 
Members of  the House may submit  a complaint  in order to request  the Senate to 
remove the Pr ime Minister ,  Minister ,  member of  the House of  Representat ives,  
senator ,  the President  of  the Supreme Court  of  Just ice,  the President  of  the 
Const i tut ional  Court ,  the President  of  the Supreme Administ rat ive Court ,  
Prosecutor  General ,  judge of  the Const i tut ional  Court ,  Elect ion Commissioner,  
Ombudsman, member of  the State Audi t  Commission,  judge,  publ ic  prosecutor ,  or  
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h igh-ranking of f ic ia l  f rom of f ice i f  he/she is  under the c i rcumstance of  unusual  
weal th iness,  or  appears  to commit  corrupt ion,  mal feasance in of f ice,  mal feasance 
in judic ia l  of f ice or  an intent ional  exerc ise of  power contrary to the provis ions of  
the Const i tut ion or  law, severely v io lates or  fa i ls  to observe ethical  s tandards.  Be 
noted that  members of  the House have merely the r ight  to lodge the complaint  to 
the President  of  Senate.  The power to remove the said persons is  h inged on the 
Senate.  
  
(Addi t ional ly ,  members of  the House also have the r ight  to submit  the complaint  to 
the President  of  the Nat ional  Assembly about d isqual i f icat ion of  an Elect ion 
Commit tee and to the President  of  the Senate about an unjust  act ion of  any 
member of  the Nat ional  Counter  Corrupt ion Commission which v io lated the 
Const i tut ion or  laws.)  
 
Secretariat  of  the House of Representatives  
The Secretar iat  of  the House of  Representat ives began wi th only seven of f ic ia ls 
on the 28t h  of  June,  1932,  the same day that  the f i rs t  s i t t ing of  the f i rs t  House of  
Representat ives was held.  With seventy-seven years passed, we now have 1,706 
par l iamentary of f ic ia ls,  s ix ty- f ive percent  of  whom are women. The Secretary 
General  is  the head of  the Secretar iat ,  hav ing the power to contro l  the operat ion 
of  the House in accordance wi th the Order  issued by the Speaker of  the House. 
However,  the Secretary General  has another seven Deputy Secretar ies General  to 
assist  and supervise the var ious works of  the House.  Besides th is,  there are 
advisors to g ive advice or  suggest ions on part icular  matters to the Nat ional  
Assembly,  the House of  Representat ives and the Secretar iat  of  the House of  
Representat ives;  ( the advisors inc lude Advisor on Legis lat ive Procedure,  Advisor 
on Foreign Af fa i rs,  Advisor on Informat ion Technology,  Advisor on Legis lat ive 
Af fa i rs and Advisor on Pol icy,  Planning and Budget ing).  Furthermore,  for  the 
educat ional  background of  the of f ic ia ls,  there are 781 persons graduated wi th a 
Bachelor ’s  degree,  467 have a Master ’s  Degree and 3 have a Doctorate.  ( I t  can 
be seen that  a lmost  f i f ty  percent  of  the tota l  have got  a Bachelor ’s  degree 
whereas twenty percent  have got  a Master ’s  degree.)  
 
The Secretar iat  is  composed of  twenty bureaus and four d iv is ions.  The main 
funct ion of  the Secretar iat  is  to general ly  support  the work of  the House which 
involves administ rat ive works,  the s i t t ing of  the House,  the works of  the 
commit tees,  fore ign af fa i rs,  in format ion technology serv ice and secur i ty  of  the 
persons and compound. 
 
For other dut ies re lat ing to the s i t t ing,  according to the Rules of  Procedure,  the 
Secretary General  has to convene the s i t t ing and the f i rs t  meet ing of  a commit tee,  
assist  the Presid ing Off icer  to contro l  the count ing of  votes,  prepare the minutes 
of  proceedings and record the vot ing,  conf i rm the resolut ion of  the House to the 
person concerned and keep al l  the archives and audio-v isual  equipment of  the 
House. 
 
As an autonomous sector ,  the Secretar iat  has i ts  own personnel  administ rat ion.  
The Par l iamentary Off ic ia ls Commission,  chaired by the President  of  the Nat ional  
Assembly,  was set  up to carry out  the work under the Par l iamentary Off ic ia ls Acts 
B.E.  2518 (1975) which involved making regulat ion to implement the above-
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referred Acts by hold ing the pr incip le of  human resource development,  that  is  to 
recrui t  and select  par l iamentary staf f ,  improve their  knowledge and ski l ls  through 
many ways such as t ra in ing,  and of fer ing scholarship,  keep them on t rack as they 
are an of f ic ia l  and reta in a database of  their  records as wel l  as take care unt i l  
thei r  ret i rement.  
 
Col leagues,  
 
In the subsequent stage,  Mrs Suvimol  PHUMISINGHARAJ, the Secretary General  
of  the Senate,  wi l l  take the f loor  to present  you the Upper House of  the Kingdom 
of  Thai land.  Anyhow, for  more informat ion about the Nat ional  Assembly,  the 
House of  Representat ives and Secretar iat  of  the House of  Representat ives of  
Thai land,  you can v is i t  our  websi te,  www.par l iament.go. th. ”  
 
 
Mrs Suvimol PHUMISINGHARAJ  gave the fo l lowing presentat ion:  
 
“On behalf  of  the host  Par l iament of  the ASGP Spr ing meet ing,  i t  is  a great  honour 
and pleasure of  the Secretar iat  of  the Senate and the Secretar iat  of  the House of  
Representat ives to welcome al l  of  you to Thai land. This is  the th ird t ime that  the 
Thai  Par l iament has hosted the IPU Conference and the ASGP Meet ing,  the f i rst  
t ime was in 1956 and the second t ime was in 1987. 
 
For me, i t  is  the last  t ime to do th is important  and honourable work as I  am going 
to ret i re f rom the of f ice of  Secretary General of  the Senate in the coming 
September.  
 
Anyway you may wish to know the goings-on in the Senate through the Senate 
websi te:  www.senate.go. th.  
 

THE THAI SENATE 
 
Thailand and the Parl iamentary System 
The Par l iamentary System was introduced in to Thai land for  the f i rs t  t ime on June 
24,  1932 when a const i tut ional  monarchy replaced the absolute ru le of  the King.  
 
By v i r tue of  the Provis ional  Const i tut ion Act  B.E.  2475 (1932),  the f i rs t  
Const i tut ion of  Thai land,  the f i rs t  Thai  Nat ional  Assembly,  namely the Provis ional  
House of  Representat ives which was unicameral  and composed of  seventy 
appointed members,  held i ts  f i rs t  s i t t ing as a democrat ic  par l iament on June 28,  
1932 at  Anantasamakom Throne Hal l .  On December 10,  1932 King Prajadhipok 
(Rama VII )  promulgated the Const i tut ion of  the Kingdom of  Siam, B.E.  2475 
(1932),  the f i rs t  Permanent Const i tut ion of  Thai land.  According to the then 
Const i tut ion,  the Nat ional  Assembly was unicameral  compris ing members of  two 
categor ies:  f i rs t ly ,  e lected by the people and secondly,  appointed by the King,  
each wi th equal  number.  
 
Since then there has been several  changes in the Const i tut ion and forms of  the 
Par l iaments.  Thai land had 18 Const i tut ions including the present one cal led “The 



20 
 

Const i tut ion of  the Kingdom, of  Thai land,  B.E.  2550 (2007) and 31 Par l iaments 
inc luding the present one cal led “The Nat ional  Assembly” .  
 
Regarding the previous Thai  Par l iaments,  some were unicameral  and others 
bicameral.  They were named di f ferent ly depending on the provis ions of  each 
Const i tut ion and had di f ferent  numbers of  e i ther e lected or appointed members.  
However,  every preceding Thai  Par l iament performed the same pr incipal  funct ions:  
legis lat ion control l ing the administrat ion of  State af fa i rs and approving var ious 
important  issues.  
 
The origin and evolution of the Senate 
After  having been a unicameral  par l iament wi th the House of  Representat ives 
compris ing members of  two categor ies for  14 years,  in 1946 the form of  par l iament 
was changed. Under the Const i tut ion of  the Kingdom of  Thai land,  B.E.  2489 
(1946),  the country was f i rs t  governed by a bicameral  par l iament wi th the House 
of  Representat ives compris ing members elected by the people and the Prudhi  
Sapha  or  the Senate compris ing members elected by members of  the House of  
Representat ives.  
 
The need for  having the  Prudhi  Sapha  in  the 1946 Const i tut ion was to provide for  
a pr incipal  inst i tut ion to act  as a reviewing body bear ing fu l l  responsibi l i ty  for  
g iv ing i ts  second thought in re lat ion to legis lat ion and other proposals put  forward 
by the House of  Representat ives.  In addi t ion to i ts  review funct ion,  the Prudhi  
Sapha  is  to help hold-up too fast  act ion of  making laws,  to ensure that  the law-
making of  the House of  Representat ives wi l l  be accurately performed and not  be 
harmful  to the interests of  the country and of  the people.  
 
As the resul t  of  the abol i t ion of  the 1946 Const i tut ion,  the Const i tut ion of  the 
Kingdom of  Thai land (Provis ional) ,  B.E.  2490 (1947),  the fourth Const i tut ion of  
Thai land,  was promulgated.  Under the Provis ional  Const i tut ion of  1947, the 
Nat ional  Assembly was composed of  two Houses:  the Senate (or  Prudhi  Sapha ,  
the changed name from then on) wi th members appointed by the King and the 
House of  Representat ives wi th members di rect ly  e lected by the people under a 
province-wide const i tuency system. 
 
The Senate whose members appointed by the King under the Provis ional  
Const i tut ion of  1947 would perform i ts  dut ies as the mentor body bear ing fu l l  
responsib i l i ty  for  support ing the performance of  dut ies of  the House of  
Representat ives unt i l  the people and elected members of  the House of  
Representat ives have enough knowledge to be able to perform dut ies themselves.  
 
The appointed senators have gradual ly  developed under the scope of  their  
funct ions and in the context  st ipulated by each Const i tut ion unt i l  the present  one 
under the Const i tut ion of  the Kingdom of  Thai land,  B.E.  2550 (2007) was 
promulgated.  
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Members of  the Senate 
According to the present Const i tut ion,  the Senate consists of  one hundred and 
f i f ty members of  two categor ies:  
 
F i rst ly ,  seventy-s ix senators obtained f rom elect ions in each Changwat,  one 
senator for  each Changwat;  
 
Secondly,  seventy- four senators obtained f rom select ion,  wi th the select ion of  a 
Senators Select ion Commit tee f rom sui table persons nominated by academic 
inst i tut ions,  the publ ic  sector ,  the pr ivate sector ,  professional  organizat ions and 
other sectors.  
 
In the select ion of  persons to be senators,  the Senators Select ion Commit tee wi l l  
have to regard knowledge, sk i l ls  or  exper ience,  which wi l l  be benef ic ia l  to the 
performance of  the Senate’s funct ions as wel l  as the composi t ion of  persons 
possessing interdiscip l inary knowledge and exper iences,  gender opportuni ty and 
equal i ty ,  the c lose apport ionment of  persons f rom each sector ,  inc luding the 
conferment of  opportuni t ies to the socia l ly  underpr iv i leged.  
 
The Select ion process must be completed wi th in th i r ty  days as f rom the date of  
receiv ing the name l is t  f rom the Elect ion Commission.  
 
The Senators Select ion Commit tee,  under the Const i tut ion,  consists of  seven 
commit tee members:  the President  of  the Const i tut ional  Court ,  Chairpersons of  
the Elect ion Commission,  President  of  the Ombudsmen, Chairperson of  the 
Nat ional  Counter Corrupt ion Commission,  Chairperson of  the State Audi t  
Commission,  a judge of  the Supreme Court  of  Just ice hold ing the posi t ion of  not  
lower than judge of  the Supreme Court  of  Just ice as entrusted by the general  
meet ing of  the Supreme Court  of  Just ice and a judge of  the Supreme 
Administ rat ive Court  as entrusted by the general  meet ing of  the Supreme 
Administ rat ive Court .   
 
The term of  membership of  senators is  s ix  years as f rom the elect ion date or  the 
date the Elect ion Commission publ ishes the resu l t  of  the select ion,  as the case 
may be,  and no senator  holds of f ice for  more than one term. 
 
At  the in i t ia l  per iod,  the term of  selected senators is  three years as f rom the date 
of  the commencement of  membership.  The prohib i t ion of  hold ing of f ice for  a per iod 
longer than one consecut ive term wi l l  not  apply to such persons in the next  
select ion subsequent to the terminat ion of  membership.  
 
Senators are under the prohib i t ions of  being a Minister  or  a person hold ing any 
pol i t ical  posi t ion or  a person holding posi t ion in an independent const i tut ional  
organ;  hold ing any posi t ion or  having any duty in a government agency,  State 
agency or  State enterpr ise or  hold ing of  a posi t ion of  a member of  local  assembly,  
local  administrator  or  local  government of f ic ia l ;  being the owner of  or  hold ing 
shares in a newspaper,  radio or  te levis ion broadcast ing or  te lecommunicat ion 
business,  whether in one’s own name, or  through the business ownership or  
shareholding of  others on one’s behal f  or  by other d i rect  or  indirect  means which 
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enable the administrat ion of  such business in the same manner as an owner or  
shareholder of  such business,  etc.  
 
Functions of the Senate 
Legislat ion :  in t roducing an organic law bi l l ,  together wi th members of  the House 
of  Representat ives,  scrut in iz ing and approving bi l ls  or  organic law bi l ls ,  and 
annual  appropr iat ions bi l l  as wel l  as approving the Emergency Decrees.   
 
Control l ing the Administrat ion of State Affairs :  in terpel lat ing,  submit t ing a 
mot ion for  the general  debate for  the purpose of  request ing the Counci l  of  
Ministers to make a statements of  fact  or  expla in important  problems in connect ion 
wi th the administ rat ion of  the State af fa i rs wi thout  a resolut ion to be passed as 
wel l  as select ing and appoint ing standing commit tees or  ad hoc commit tees to 
perform any act ,  inquire into or  study any matter  wi th in the funct ions of  the Senate 
and report  i ts  f indings to the Senate.  
Approval,  Recommendation or Selection of Persons to hold Posit ions as 
prescribed by the Constitut ion : judges of  the Const i tut ional  Court ,  Elect ion 
Commissioners,  Ombudsmen, members of  the Nat ional  Counter  Corrupt ion,  
members of  the State Audi t  Commission and Audi tor-General ,  members of  the 
Nat ional  Human Rights Commission,  President  and judges of  the Supreme 
Administ rat ive Court ,  At torney-General  and Secretary-General  of  the Nat ional  
Counter  Corrupt ion Commission.  
 
Removal of  Key Persons from Off ice :  Pr ime Minister ,  Ministers,  member of  the 
House of  Representat ives,  senator ,  President  of  the Supreme Court  of  Just ice,  
President  of  the Const i tut ional  Court ,  President  of  the Supreme Administrat ive 
Court ,  At torney-General ,  Elect ion Commissioner,  Ombudsman, judge of  the 
Const i tut ional  Court ,  member of  the State Audi t  Commission,  judge,  State at torney 
or  h igh ranking of f ic ia l  in accordance wi th the organic law on counter  corrupt ion in 
the case where the aforesaid persons are under the c i rcumstances of  unusual  
weal th iness indicat ive of  the commission of  corrupt ion,  mal feasance in of f ice,  
mal feasance in judic ia l  of f ice or  an intent ional  exerc ise of  power contrary to the 
provis ions of  the Const i tut ion or  law or ser ious v io lat ion or  fa i lure to comply wi th 
eth ical  s tandard.  
 
Approving Various Important Issues :  the appointment of  a Regent,  the 
succession to the Throne, the declarat ion of  war,  the conclusion of  a t reaty,  and 
the bi l l  indicated by the Counci l  of  Ministers in the pol ic ies stated to the Nat ional  
Assembly that  i t  is  necessary for  the administ rat ion of  State af fa i rs or  the organic 
law bi l l  which the House of  Representat ives resolves to d isagree i t  as wel l  as the 
fur ther considerat ion of  a draf t  Const i tut ion Amendment or  a b i l l ,  which has not  
yet  been approved by the Nat ional  Assembly in  case of  the expirat ion of  term or 
d issolut ion of  the House of  Representat ives.  
 
The Presiding Off icer of  the Senate 
In the Thai  Nat ional  Assembly,  both the Presid ing Off icers,  the Speaker of  the 
House of  Representat ives and the President  of  the Senate,  are e lected f rom 
among i ts  members.  According to the present  Const i tut ion,  the House Speaker is  
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President  of  the Nat ional  Assembly and the Senate President  is  Vice-President  of  
the Nat ional  Assembly.  
 
As provided in the Const i tut ion,  the Senate has one President  and one or two 
Vice-Presidents who are appointed by the King f rom the members of  the Senate in 
accordance wi th i ts  resolut ion.  
 
The Vice-Presidents have the powers and dut ies to assist  the President  in the 
act iv i t ies wi th in the powers and dut ies of  the President  or  to do such act  as 
entrusted by the President .  
 
The President  and Vice-Presidents of  the Senate hold of f ice unt i l  the day 
preceding the date of  e lect ion of  the new President  and Vice-Presidents.  
 
The President  of  the Senate and the person who acts as President  of  the Senate 
in h is p lace must  be impart ia l  in  the performance of  dut ies.  
 
The President  of  the Senate is  normal ly  the Presid ing Off icer  of  the s i t t ing of  the 
Senate.  
 
I f  the President  and Vice-Presidents of  the Senate are unable to at tend a s i t t ing of  
the Senate af ter  th i r ty  minutes f rom the t ime the s i t t ing has elapsed,  the Secretary 
General  of  the Senate shal l  in form the s i t t ing of  thei r  absence.  In th is case,  the 
Secretary General  of  the Senate shal l  ask the s i t t ing for  an approval  of  inv i t ing 
the most  senior  member of  the Senate present  at  the s i t t ing to act  as Presid ing 
Off icer  pro tempore  of  the s i t t ing of  the Senate in order to have the s i t t ing 
proceed to e lect  an ac hoc Presid ing Off icer  of  such s i t t ing.  
 
The Presid ing Off icer  has the power to consul t ,  suspend, adjourn or  terminate the 
s i t t ing as he/she th inks f i t .  
 
I f  the President  of  the Senate who acts as Presid ing Off icer  of  the s i t t ing of  the 
Senate leaves his/her seat  wi thout  entrust ing the Vice-President  of  the Senate 
wi th h is/her act ,  the s i t t ing shal l  be terminated.  
 
Session 
Each year,  there are two ordinary sessions:  a general  ordinary session and a 
legis lat ive ordinary session.  Each ordinary session shal l  last  one hundred and 
twenty days but  may be extended by the King.  An ordinary session may be 
prorogued before the end of  one hundred and twenty days wi th the approval  of  the 
Nat ional  Assembly.  
 
The King convokes the Nat ional  Assembly,  opens and prorogues i ts  sessions.  
 
Dur ing the expirat ion of  term of  d issolut ion of  the House of  Representat ives,  the 
Senate wi l l  not  hold s i t t ings unless i t  is  a s i t t ing at  which the Senate acts as the 
Nat ional  Assembly,  a s i t t ing at  which the Senate considers the appointment of  a 
person to an of f ice under the provis ion of  the Const i tut ion and a s i t t ing at  which 
the Senate considers and passes a resolut ion to remove a person f rom of f ice.  
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General  Ordinary Session 
The Nat ional  Assembly summoned for  the f i rs t  s i t t ing with in th ir ty days as f rom the 
date of  the elect ion of  members of  the House of  Representat ives. 
 
The day on which the f i rst  s i t t ing is held shal l  be considered as the f i rst  day of  the 
general ordinary session.  
 
Legislative Ordinary Session 
The f i rs t  day of  the legis lat ive ordinary session is  f ixed by the House of  
Representat ives.  In the case where there are less than one hundred and f i f ty  days 
to the end of  the calendar year fo l lowing the f i rs t  s i t t ing,  the legis lat ive ordinary 
session may be omit ted for  that  year.  
 
During the legis lat ive ordinary session,  the Nat ional  Assembly holds a s i t t ing only 
in cases regarding the King or  in cases of  the considerat ion of  b i l ls  or  organic law 
bi l ls ,  the approval  of  an Emergency Decree,  the approval  of  the declarat ion of  
war,  the hear ing and approval  of  a t reaty,  the elect ion or  approval  of  a person for  
hold ing of f ice,  the removal  of  a person f rom of f ice,  mot ions for  interpel lat ion and 
the amendment of  the Const i tut ion,  unless the Nat ional  Assembly has passed a 
resolut ion by the votes of  more than one-hal f  of  the tota l  number of  the exist ing 
members of  both Houses for  consider ing other matters.  
Extraordinary Session 
The King may convoke an extraordinary session of  the Nat ional  Assembly when i t  
is  necessary for  the interests of  State.  However,  members of  both Houses or  
members of  the House of  Representat ives of  not  less than one-th i rd of  the tota l  
number of  the exist ing members of  both Houses have the r ight  to present  their  
pet i t ion to the King for  the issuance of  a Royal  Command convoking an 
extraordinary session of  the Nat ional   Assembly.  
 
Committee 
According to the present  Const i tut ion and the Rules of  Procedure of  the Senate,  
the Senate has the power to select  and appoint  senators to const i tute a standing 
commit tee and have the power to select  and appoint  persons,  being or  not  being 
i ts  members,  to const i tute an ad hoc commit tee in order to perform any act ,  
inquire into or  study any matter  wi th in the powers and dut ies of  the House and 
report  i ts  f indings to the Senate.  The resolut ion appoint ing an ad hoc commit tee 
must  speci fy i ts  act iv i t ies or  the responsib le matters c lear ly  and wi thout  repet i t ion 
or  dupl icat ion.  
 
The Senate Commit tee has the power to demand documents f rom any person or  
summon any person to g ive a statement of  facts or  opin ions on the act  or  the 
matter  under their  inquir ies or  studies.  
 
Commit tees are the core work in the Senate.  They study speci f ic  b i l ls  and 
invest igate issues referred by the Senate.  Each standing commit tee has i ts  own 
area of  expert ise.  
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Each commit tee has the power to appoint  a sub-commit tee to consider any matter  
wi th in the scope of  i ts  author i ty .  
 
Standing Committee  
A standing commit tee shal l  have the powers and dut ies to consider b i l ls ,  carry out  
act iv i t ies,  invest igate or  study a matter  wi th in the powers and dut ies of  the Senate 
or  as entrusted by the Senate.  
 
There are twenty- two standing commit tees in the Senate and each of  which 
consists of  not  less than nine but  not  more than f i f teen members.  
 
In case of  necessi ty,  the Senate may establ ish more standing commit tees or  may 
decrease the number of  s tanding commit tees at  any t ime. 
 
A senator  may hold the posi t ion of  commit tee member  of  not  more than two 
standing commit tees,  except  the chairman of  a standing commit tee shal l  hold the 
posi t ion of  commit tee member of  only one standing commit tee.  A senator  hold ing 
the posi t ion of  secretary of  a standing commit tee shal l  hold the posi t ion of  
secretary of  a standing commit tee of  only one standing commit tee.  
 
In e lect ion standing commit tees,  the s i t t ing of  the Senate shal l  e lect  commit tee 
members f rom the l is t  considered by the standing commit tee establ ished by the 
s i t t ing.  
 
Ad Hoc Committee  
An ad hoc  commit tee shal l  be establ ished at  any t ime by the resolut ion of  the 
Senate to carry out  a speci f ic  issue assigned by the s i t t ing of  the Senate and be 
dissolved af ter  complet ion of  i ts  task and the resul t  thereof  has al ready been 
reported to the Senate.  
 
Composi t ion of  an ad hoc  commit tee shal l  be determined by the s i t t ing of  the 
Senate.  In e lect ing an ad hoc  commit tee to act  act iv i t ies other than to consider an 
organic law bi l l  or  a b i l l ,  to consider a bi l l  which el ig ib le voters submit t ing the 
pet i t ion and to consider a b i l l  which has been determined by the President  of  the 
Senate to contain essent ia l  substances re lat ing to chi ldren,  youth,  women, the 
elder ly,  the disabled or  handicapped, persons not  being commit tee members of  not  
less than one-th i rd but  not  more than one-hal f  of  the total  number of  a l l  commit tee 
members shal l  const i tute a commit tee.  The remaining ad hoc  commit tee members 
shal l  be elected f rom persons nominated by senators.  
 
Ad Hoc Committee on Senate Affairs  
The Ad Hoc Commit tee on Senate Af fa i rs shal l  be set  up in accordance wi th the 
Rules of  Procedure of  the Senate,  B.E.  2551 (2008) to carry out  act iv i t ies,  
invest igate or  study matters regarding Senate af fa i rs.  
 
The Ad Hoc  Commit tee on Senate Af fa i rs shal l  have the same term of  of f ice as the 
standing commit tees of  the Senate,  that  is  one and a hal f -year per iod of  i ts  
performance of  dut ies.  
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The Ad Hoc  Commit tee on Senate Af fa irs shal l  consist  of  the President or  a Vice-
President as entrusted by the President to be chairman of  the commit tee,  
representat ives of  a l l  s tanding commit tees for  one each, not  more than seven 
senators elected by the s i t t ing and Secretary General  of  the Senate.  
 
Ad Hoc Committee on Study of an Annual Appropriat ions Bil l  
After  the House of  Representat ive has resolved to accept  the pr incip le of  the 
annual  appropr iat ions bi l l ,  supplementary annual  appropr iat ions bi l l  or  t ransfer  of  
appropr iat ions bi l l ,  the Senate shal l  appoint  an ad hoc  commit tee consist ing of  
members in such number as prescr ibed by the s i t t ing to consider and study such 
bi l l .  
 
When the Senate has received an annual  appropr iat ions bi l l ,  a supplementary 
appropr iat ions bi l l  or  a t ransfer  of  appropr iat ions bi l l ,  the President  of  the Senate 
shal l  for thwi th send such bi l ls  to the ad hoc  commit tee and i t  shal l  consider and 
report  i ts  opin ion to the President  wi th in ten days of  the date of  receipt  of  such 
bi l l .  In considerat ion by the Senate,  the Senate must  approve or  d isapprove the 
bi l l  wi thout  any amendment wi th in twenty days as f rom the date the bi l l  reaches 
the Senate.  
 
The Secretariat  of the Senate 
Prior  to the end of  September 1992, the Nat ional  Assembly had only one 
support ing of f ice,  namely the Secretar iat  of  the Nat ional  Assembly,  which was 
responsib le for  secretar ia l ,  administ rat ive and technical  works of  the Senate,  the 
House of  Representat ives and the Nat ional  Assembly.  According to the provis ions 
of  the Par l iamentary Administ rat ion Act  (No.2)  B.E.  2535 (1992),  the Nat ional  
Assembly consists of  two support ing of f ices;  one is  the Secretar iat  of  the Senate 
and the other is  the Secretar iat  of  the House of  Representat ives.  The lat ter  is  a lso 
responsib le for  the works of  the Nat ional  Assembly.  The Secretar iat  of  the Senate 
has the same funct ions as those of  the former Secretar iat  of  the Nat ional  
Assembly,  but  i t  sole ly serves the Senate.  
 
The Secretar iat  of  the Senate is  headed by the Secretary General  of  the Senate 
who is a permanent par l iamentary of f ic ia l  and appointed by the King wi th the 
approval  of  the Par l iamentary Off ic ia ls Commission.  The Secretary General  wi l l  be 
di rect ly  accountable to the President  of  the Senate.  
 
The main funct ions of  Secretary General  are to advise the Presid ing Off icer  and 
members of  the Senate on law, pract ice and procedure of  the Senate and to assist  
the Presid ing Off icer  in contro l l ing the count ing of  votes.  The Secretary General  
a lso acts as the administ rat ive head of  the Secretar iat  of  the Senate.  In order to 
carry out  the work of  the Senate,  the Secretary General  is  supported by s ix 
Deputy Secretar ies General ,  f ive advisers and approximately 1,000 ordinary 
par l iamentary of f ic ia ls working in three specia l  groups and eighteen Bureaus.  
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Organization of the Senate 

President of the Senate 

2 Vice Presidents of the 

150 Members of the Senate 

Committees 

76 elected senators 
74 selected senators 

  - 22 standing committees  
  - 2 ad hoc committees (on the Senate  
       Affairs, study of an annual  
              appropriations bill) 
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Organization and Role of the Secretariat 

Secretary General of the Senate  Administrative Staff Group 

Bureau of 
Publishing 

Deputy Secretary General of the Senate  

Bureau of 
Information 

Technology and 
Communication 

Bureau of 
Parliamentary 

Studies

Bureau of 
Legal 

Affairs

Deputy Secretary General of the Senate  Deputy Secretary General of the Senate  

Bureau of 
Policy and 
Planning 

Internal Audit Group

Deputy Secretary General of the Senate 

Bureau of 
Foreign 
Affairs

Bureau of 
Foreign 

Languages

Bureau of 
Public 

Relat ions

Bureau of 
Human 

Resources 
Development

Bureau of 
Central 

Administration 

Deputy Secretary General of the Senate  

Bureau of  
Committee 

I  

Bureau of  
Committee 

II

Bureau of  
Committee 

III  

Deputy Secretary General of the Senate  

Bureau of 
Minutes and 
Stenography

Bureau of the 
President  of  
the Senate

Bureau of 
Supervision and 

Inspection 

Bureau of 
Parl iamentary 
Proceedings

Advisors 
1. Advisor on Legal Affairs  (1)     
2. Advisor on Politics, Administration and Management (1)   
3. Advisor on Foreign Affairs (1)             
4. Advisor on Legislative Procedure  (2)             

 Secretary General, 5 Advisors, 6 Deputy Secretaries General, 2 Groups 
    being directly accountable to Secretary General, 18 Bureaus, 106 Groups 

 Secretariat: 1,063 
Senator’s Assistant: 900

Bureau of 
Finance and 

Budget 

- General 

Administration  Group 

- Legal Service  

Group 1 

- Legal Service 
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr PUMHIRAN AND Mrs PHUMISINGHARAJ 
for  their  presentat ions.  He then invi ted members present to put  quest ions to them. 
 
Mr Pitoon PUMHIRAN  apologised that  he was unable to stay for  the quest ion and 
answer session.  Quest ions would be answered by Mr Phicheth KITISIN, Adviser on 
Foreign Affa i rs to the Thai  Senate.  
 
Mr Robert WILSON (United Kingdom)  asked about the workings of  the provis ion for  
removal  of  Members f rom of f ice i f  they fa i led to at tend meet ings of  the House of  
Representat ives.  
 
Mr Phicheth KITISIN  repl ied that the provis ion appl ied to both Houses.  
 
Mr Félix OWANSANGO DEACKEN (Gabon)  asked about  the number of  staf f  working for  
the Senate,  the mode of  appointment of  the secretary general  and deputy secretar ies 
general,  and the number of  women in the Senate. 
 
Mr Zingile DINGANI (South Africa)  asked how ordinary c i t izens in communit ies came 
to be represented in the Senate,  and how their  v iews were taken into account in the 
work of  the Senate. 
 
Mrs Doris Katai Katebe MWINGA (Zambia)  asked whether the standard major i ty  
appl ied to the procedure in the House of  Representat ives for  the removal  of  the Pr ime 
Minister  or another Minister.  
 
Mr Abdelouahed KHOUJA (Morocco)  asked about the ru les apply ing to par l iamentary 
staf f  and whether senators had the r ight  to their  own staf f .  
 
Mr Phicheth KITISIN  expla ined the div is ion of  responsib i l i t ies between deputy 
secretar ies general.  There were 1,063 staf f  in  the Senate – fewer than in the House of  
Representat ives.  Senators conducted f ie ld v is i ts  throughout the country and sent  the 
quest ions they heard f rom cit izens to re levant  Government Ministers.  Each senator  had 
the r ight  to f ive assistants as wel l  as a var iety of  a l lowances.  
 
Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden)  asked whether the Thai  Const i tut ion provided for  
when a general e lect ion should be held,  or  whether there was a degree of  f lex ib i l i ty .  
 
Mr Phicheth KITISIN  expla ined that  the normal  term of  the House of  Representat ives 
was four years.  But  i f  the House was dissolved,  an elect ion had to be held wi th in for ty-
f ive days. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked the Thai  hosts for  their  superb welcome, 
faci l i t ies and organisat ion.  
 
The si t t ing rose at 12.05 pm. 
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SECOND SITTING 
Sunday 28 March 2010 (Afternoon) 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 2.40 pm 

 
 
1. Communication from Mr PARK Kye Dong, Secretary General of the  
 National Assembly of the Republic of Korea, on “New think tanks 
 of the Korean National Assembly: National Assembly Budget Office 
 and National Assembly Research Service” 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr PARK Kye Dong (Republ ic of  Korea) to  
present h is communicat ion,  as fol lows: 
 
“ Introduction: Establishment of Legislat ive Support Organizations 
This is  my fourth communicat ion here at  the ASGP. I t  is  indeed a great  honor and 
pleasure for  me to be given th is precious opportuni ty four t imes in a row.  
 
I  would l ike to take th is opportuni ty to express my s incere grat i tude to President  Amrani  
and al l  delegates for  their  consistent  support  and interest  re lat ing to my presentat ions.   
 
In th is spr ing session of  the ASGP, I  would l ike to introduce to you two of  our legis lat ive 
support  agencies,  Nat ional  Assembly Budget  Off ice and Nat ional  Assembly Research 
Service.  These two organizat ions are charged wi th provid ing qual i ty  serv ice to the 
Nat ional Assembly of  Korea relat ing to i ts  budgetary and legis lat ive r ights and dut ies.  
 
The Nat ional  Assembly Budget Off ice,  or  NABO, was launched in the year 2004 as an 
organizat ion wi th f iscal  expert ise for  the purpose of  producing independent informat ion 
and holding the government in check through the del iberat ion of  budgets to assist  the 
Nat ional Assembly in bui ld ing strong budget del iberat ion funct ions in i ts own r ight .   
 
The Nat ional  Assembly Research Service,  or  NARS, started i ts  serv ice in 2007 to 
respond to lawmakers’  inquir ies and explore issues on legis lat ion and major government 
pol ic ies.   
 
By adding two th ink tanks headed by chiefs of  v ice-minister ia l  rank to two exist ing 
serv ices,  the Secretar iat  and the Library,  the Korean Nat ional  Assembly succeeded in 
bui ld ing a sol id f ramework of  legis lat ive support  organizat ions.  
 
I  am very proud of  th is development  s ince i t  is  not  common for  par l iaments to have their  
own budget of f ices and research serv ices at  the same t ime.  
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Through my communicat ion today,  I  would l ike to present to you in greater  detai l  how 
these agencies were created and what achievements they have made so far  despi te 
their  shor t  h istory.  
 
 
2. Birth of Legislative Support Organizations: Independent Information Sources of 
the Parl iament 
 
I  bel ieve al l  of  you are wel l  aware that the ro le of  par l iaments has been growing 
s igni f icant ly in recent years.   
 
Korea is no except ion to th is t rend.  With the Korean pol i t ical  st ructure breaking wi th 
author i tar ian legacies, the Nat ional  Assembly of  Korea has come to p lay a substant ia l  
ro le in set t ing di rect ions for  nat ional  pol ic ies and overseeing and checking the 
execut ive branch.  
 
There are some object ive f igures that  can prove strong act iv i t ies in the par l iament.  The 
number of  laws sponsored by the members of  the 17 t h  Nat ional  Assembly of  Korea 
between 2004 and 2008 is 6 t imes that  of  the laws proposed by the government.  That 
f igure has shown a steady r ise up unt i l  now. 
 
Furthermore,  the Korean Nat ional  Assembly sets aside a per iod of  t ime in a year to 
audi t  the administ rat ion,  budgets and pol ic ies of  government minist r ies and agencies in 
addi t ion to i ts  regular  inspect ion of  state af fa i rs.  This system has strengthened the ro le 
of  the par l iament as a watchdog for  the government .   
 
However,  despi te the improved status,  the Nat ional  Assembly of  Korea had to re ly on 
the government for  informat ion required to undertake par l iamentary audi t  and 
inspect ion.  This caused a contradict ion of  the legis lat ive branch get t ing informat ion 
f rom the execut ive branch and carry ing out  i ts  overs ight  funct ions based upon such 
informat ion.  Faced wi th th is problem, consensus was bui l t  among par l iamentar ians that 
the Nat ional  Assembly needed to establ ish independent  th ink tanks that  could feed 
informat ion in a systemat ic manner.  I t  was against  th is backdrop that  the Nat ional  
Assembly Budget Of f ice and the Nat ional  Assembly Research Service were launched in  
2004 and 2007, respect ively ,  to provide more professional  support  serv ice.  
 
 
3. National Assembly Budget Off ice: National Budget Guard and National  Policy 
Guide  
 
F i rst ,  let  me te l l  you about the Nat ional  Assembly Budget Off ice,  or  NABO.  
 
NABO is an organizat ion special iz ing in f iscal  matters and has chosen as i ts  motto 
“Nat ional  Budget Guard and Nat ional  Pol icy Guide.”  Giv ing top pr ior i ty  to provid ing 
professional  serv ice,  NABO boasts a 105 wel l -educated and - t ra ined work force.  Among 
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them, 40 staf f  members are wi th doctoral  and CPA (Cert i f ied Publ ic  Accountant)  
degrees.  Besides,  NABO runs a Panel  of  Advisors composed of 15 eminent scholars.   
 
NABO undertakes the fo l lowing four responsibi l i t ies.   
 
F i rst ,  i t  conducts a detai led analysis on budget  b i l ls  and set t lement  of  accounts to  
ensure that  not  a s ingle penny of  the hard-earned taxpayers’  money is wasted.  In  
part icular ,  i t  made the analysis on budget and set t lement of  accounts more t ransparent  
by gain ing access to the Paper less (Electronic)  Account ing System f rom the Ministry of  
Strategy and Finance charged wi th managing the government ’s budget.  The 
performance of  NABO stood out  in i ts  del iberat ion of  government budget b i l ls .  The 
Korean Nat ional  Assembly accepted the recommendat ion of  NABO that  1 bi l l ion dol lars 
f rom the regular  budget and 10.7 bi l l ion dol lars f rom the fund budget should be reduced 
in the 2010 budget bi l l  submit ted by the government.  This amount accounted for  more 
than hal f  of  the tota l  reduct ion of  22.5 bi l l ion dol lars.  
 
Second,  i t  carr ies out  cost  est imat ion for  b i l ls  that  require the implementat ion of  the 
budget or  funds to be factored in examinat ion of  budget b i l ls .  The government or  
par l iamentar ians sponsor ing bi l ls  are l iable to focus only on the br ight  s ide;  however,  
NABO conducts independent and un-biased est imat ion of  costs to support  legal  
inst i tut ions based on the soundness of  the country ’s f inances.   
 
Third,  i t  presents independent out look reports on major  macroeconomic indicators such 
as GDP growth rate and inf lat ion rate,  set t ing d i rect ions for  the state’s f iscal  act iv i t ies.  
NABO demonstrated a good t rack record in precisely est imat ing the potent ia l  growth 
rate in the range of  3% amid internal  and external  uncerta inty at  i ts  peak fo l lowing the 
global  f inancial  cr is is in 2009.  Star t ing th is  year,  the revis ion of  the Framework Act  on 
Nat ional  Taxes requires the Nat ional  Tax Service to re lease tax-related stat is t ics upon 
the request  of  NABO. This change wi l l  enable NABO to upgrade i ts  analysis on 
economic t rends and issues.  
 
Last ,  i t  conducts evaluat ion on major  government programs to be fu l ly ut i l ized as 
cr i t ica l data for  a review report  by the re levant Standing Commit tee.   
 
Let  me give you an example.  NABO highl ighted the fact  that  the Korea Racing Author i ty  
(KRA) kept an excessive amount of  money in reserve funds in 2008, leading to the 
revis ion of  the legis lat ive bi l l  by the Standing Commit tee on Food, Agr iculture,  Forestry 
and Fisher ies that  requires an increase in the contr ibut ion of  KRA to the l ivestock 
industry development fund f rom 60% to 70 % with the object ive of  using excessive 
reserve funds for  more useful  purposes.  And last  year,  NABO reported worsening prof i t  
margins caused by projects implemented by the Special  Administ rat ive Provincia l  
Government of  the Jeju Is land,  Korea’s most  famous tour ist  at t ract ion,  in spi te of  the 
inadequate feasib i l i ty study,  and as a result ,  the problems have been resolved.  
 
Given th is remarkable record,  i t  is  no coincidence that  NABO was ranked 14t h  among 
Korea’s top 100 th ink tanks last  year  by Hankyung Business ,  Korea’s major  economic 
weekly.  NABO was covered by the media 1,400 t imes in 2009,  having a s igni f icant  
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impact on the formulat ion of  pol ic ies as wel l  as publ ic  opin ion and cement ing i ts  
reputat ion among the general  publ ic .  
 
Moreover,  the organizat ion gained internat ional  at tent ion f rom the Head of  the 
Budget ing and Publ ic  Expenditures Div ision of  the OECD quoted as saying that 
progress of  NABO in Korea is  remarkable,  and f rom the Turkish Par l iament expected to 
make reference to the NABO Law, becoming highly recognized as one of  the wor ld-
renowned agencies wi th f iscal expert ise.   
 
 
4. National Assembly Research Service: Addressing Inquiries and Exploring Issues 
 
Now, let  me move on to introduce to you the work of  NARS. 
 
Whereas NABO special izes in f iscal  matters,  NARS is tasked wi th provid ing 
professional  knowledge and informat ion across the ent i re spectrum of  par l iamentary 
act iv i t ies ranging f rom legis lat ion to oversight  of  the government.  NARS has an 84-
strong workforce,  out  of  which 50 are PhD holders and lawyers combined. In addi t ion to  
that ,  i t  runs a Panel  of  Advisors made up of 19 prominent scholars.   
 
NARS has the fo l lowing two scopes of  work in a broad sense.   
 
The most cr i t ical  funct ion of  NARS is to respond to Members’  requests for  research and 
analysis and the output  is  ut i l ized in legis lat ive act iv i t ies to a large extent .  The 
incept ion of  NARS in late 2007 is considered to have made great  contr ibut ions to a two-
fo ld increase in the number of  bi l ls  proposed by Members f rom 1,830 in 2007 to 3,513 
in 2009.  
 
NARS received a posi t ive response f rom Members who requested a tota l  of  4,700 
research and analyses in 2009 alone by of fer ing object ive data and informat ion through 
compar ison wi th other legis lat ive act iv i t ies in foreign countr ies.   
 
A case in point  is  that  in response to the query as for  the revis ion of  administrat ive 
regulat ions that would require plural  labor unions to have a s ingle negot iat ing channel ,  
NARS repl ied that  the said revis ion would restr ic t  the r ight  for  col lect ive bargaining 
st ipulated in the Const i tut ion without  abid ing by re levant laws and regulat ions.  That 
analysis helped revise the “Act”  i tsel f ,  not  bylaw. 
 
Another  major task of  NARS is to explore current  issues,  which lays the foundat ion of  
improvement in inst i tut ions encompassing a broad range of  areas.   
 
One of  the reports released by NARS in 2009 covered i l legal  act iv i t ies t ry ing to seek 
compensat ion f rom publ ic  development projects by bui ld ing makeshi f t  green houses,  
ra is ing the need to amend the enforcement ordinance of  the Land Compensat ion Act .  
 
NARS released as many as 62 in-depth reports on current  issues,  consol idat ing i ts 
posi t ion as a research and analysis th ink tank.  One of  the long-term plans of  the 
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Nat ional  Assembly is to g ive NARS an author i ty  to undertake inspect ion and audi t  of  
government of f ices.  
 
In the run-up to the G-20 Leaders’  Summit  to be held in Seoul  in November  th is year ,  
NARS wi l l  p lace a special  focus on providing t imely informat ion on global  issues such 
as the economic cr is is  and c l imate change. A special task force wi l l  be establ ished to 
mobi l ize al l  resources wi th in the organizat ion toward the success of  the Summit .   
 
 
5. Conclusion: Eye of the Tiger and Walk of the Ox 
 
The 12-year cycle of  the Or iental  Zodiac assigns an animal  to each year.  The Year of  
the Ox last  year  was fo l lowed by the Year of  the Tiger th is year.  For the past  two years 
s ince I  assumed the posi t ion as the secretary general ,  I  have helped NABO and NARS 
to grow by making ef for ts as persistent  as the walk of  the ox and maintain ing 
perspect ives as sharp as the eye of  the t iger.  I t  is  wi th a dist inct  p leasure and pr ide 
that  I  can share wi th you th is achievement.   
 
Before I  wrap up my presentat ion,  I  would l ike to make two proposals.  
 
F i rst ,  I  hope to share knowhow relat ing to legis lat ive support  systems by invit ing 
dist inguished par l iamentary delegates to v is i t  NABO and NARS. In the past  2 years,  
delegat ions f rom Indonesia,  Afghanistan and Ghana have v is i ted Korea to benchmark 
NABO and establ ish f iscal  agencies in their  own par l iaments.  Heads of  par l iamentary 
research serv ices f rom the US, Japan, China and Vietnam vis i ted NARS and had f ru i t fu l  
meet ings shar ing know-how with each other.  I  am conf ident  that  people to people 
exchanges l ike th is wi l l  contr ibute to h igher  serv ice qual i ty of  legis lat ive support  
agencies.  
 
Next ,  I  would l ike to ask for  your  cont inuous interest  and support  for  the e-Par l iament 
Assistance In i t iat ive,  on which I  presented a communicat ion in the last  session.  Since 
i ts  launch in 2008, e-PAI has provided approximately 600 personal  computers to 11 
countr ies in Asia and Afr ica.  As for  th is year,  we plan to  donate around 900 PCs to 
var ious countr ies including Bangladesh, Congo and East  Timor.  The Nat ional  Assembly 
of  Korea is  ready and wi l l ing to meet the needs of  countr ies relat ing to e-par l iament 
systems. 
 
This concludes my communicat ion on the new dr iv ing forces behind the growth of  the 
Korean Nat ional  Assembly,  NABO and NARS. 
 
I  hope dist inguished delegates f ind my presentat ion useful  in running par l iamentary 
secretar iats .”  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr PARK for  h is communicat ion and invi ted 
members present to put  quest ions to h im. 
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Mr Emmanuel ANYIMADU (Ghana)  requested more informat ion on how the Korean 
Par l iament was seeking to f ree the legis lature f rom having to rely on the execut ive for  
informat ion.   
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  asked whether the increase in legis lat ion that  had been 
seen in Korea had had negat ive as wel l  as posi t ive impacts.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  wondered whether there were c iv i l  servants as wel l  
as par l iamentary staf f  on NABO, and what l inks existed wi th any special ised budgetary 
commit tee of  the par l iament.  
 
Mrs Adelina SÁ CARVALHO (Portugal)  asked whether there was an audi t  system in 
Korea, and i f  so,  how this l inked into NABO. 
 
Mr PARK repl ied that  the existence of  NABO al lowed Par l iament to interpret  the 
government ’s raw informat ion for  i tsel f ,  rather than having to re ly on the government ’s 
interpretat ion of  th is data.  An example of  where th is had been useful  re lated to the 
government ’s erroneous project ion of  passenger  numbers for  a new rai lway.  Turning to 
the number of  new laws, he thought that  Dr Agnihotr i  had a point .  But  the increase was 
also in part  a ref lect ion of  the specif ic i ty  and relevance of  modern leg is lat ion.  NABO 
was composed only of  par l iamentary staf f ,  some of  whom though were recrui ted f rom 
outs ide the par l iament.  Korea did have an independent inspect ion (audi t )  agency,  but  
th is a lone could not  answer a l l  of  par l iament ’s quest ions.  NARS in part icular  had a 
remit  which went  much wider than f inancial  issues,  and conducted extensive 
internat ional  surveys on behal f  of  members of  par l iament.  
 
Mr Paul DANNAUD (France)  asked Mr PARK to expla in the l ink between NABO and 
NARS on the one hand, and par l iamentary commit tees and par l iamentar ians on the 
other.  
 
Mr PARK  explained that  a l l  NARS and NABO projects were in i t iated by indiv idual  
Members of  Par l iament.  Members could use the resul ts of  NABO’s work to request  a 
formal audit  of  cer ta in areas of  government.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr PARK and warmly welcomed the Korean 
e-PAI in i t iat ive which had been discussed at previous meet ings.  
 
 
2. General debate: Committee work beyond the precincts of 

Parliament 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr Marc BOSC, Vice-President of  the ASGP 
and Deputy Clerk of  the House of Commons of  Canada, to open the debate.  
 
Mr Marc BOSC (Canada) presented the fo l lowing contr ibut ion: 
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“House of  Commons commit tees occasional ly  t ravel  outs ide of  the Par l iamentary 
Precinct  in order to v is i t  communit ies and hear f rom larger numbers of  Canadians.  
Dur ing t ravel ,  commit tees may hold publ ic  hear ings,  hold informal meet ings or  conduct  
s i te v is i ts.  Somet imes commit tees wi l l  combine al l  three elements in their  i t inerary.  
Commit tees may also t ravel  internat ional ly  to meet  wi th of f ic ia ls and experts and to v is i t  
s i tes in other countr ies,  though i t  is  not  possib le to hold formal hear ings outs ide of  
Canada. Final ly ,  funding has also been granted to commit tees to enable their  members 
to at tend conferences.  Each type of  t ravel  entai ls  d i f ferent  arrangements and, 
consequent ly,  d i f ferent  costs.  (For  example,  when t ravel l ing for  publ ic  hear ings,  
addi t ional  staf f  must  accompany the commit tee in order to ensure the proper recording 
of  the proceedings and s imultaneous interpretat ion.)  Commit tees are f ree to determine 
what studies they wish to t ravel  in re lat ion to and what type of  t ravel  is  most 
appropr iate.  
 
When a commit tee wishes to t ravel  in re lat ion to a part icular  study,  i t  d i rects i ts  c lerk to 
prepare a draf t  i t inerary and budget.  Once the commit tee has approved the budget by 
way of  mot ion,  a request  is  made to the Lia ison Commit tee,  a commit tee composed of  
the chairs of  a l l  standing commit tees and the House co-chairs of  jo int  standing 
commit tees.  The Lia ison Commit tee is responsible for  managing a $5.25 mi l l ion 
envelope for  a l l  commit tee act iv i t ies,  inc luding t ravel ,  re imbursement of  wi tness 
expenses,  serv ice contracts and miscel laneous costs.  Funding for  special  and 
legis la t ive commit tees is  provided by the Board of  Internal  Economy. In recent years,  
nat ional  and internat ional  t ravel  has accounted for  approximately two-th i rds of  a l l  
commit tee spending,  though i t  is not  l imited to a specif ic  port ion of  the total budget.  
 
Commit tee t ravel  may be undertaken only i f  author ized by the House. The pract ice in 
recent  years has been to grant  such author i ty  once a budget has been approved by the 
Lia ison Commit tee by seeking the unanimous consent of  the House to present a mot ion 
wi thout not ice and adopt i t  wi thout debate.  This is general ly done by the Chief  
Government Whip fo l lowing consul tat ion wi th other party whips.  Travel  author i ty  can 
also be obtained upon concurrence in a commit tee report  recommending that  
permission be granted or  pursuant to the provis ions of  Standing Order 56.2.  The lat ter  
procedure provides that  a Minister  of  the Crown may,  fo l lowing not ice,  move a mot ion 
author iz ing a commit tee to t ravel  and the mot ion is deemed adopted unless ten 
members object .  Since being added to the Standing Orders in 2001,  th is procedure has 
never been invoked. 
 
The at tached table shows the number of  t r ips undertaken in recent  years and tota l  
t ravel  expenses.   
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TRAVEL EXPENSES FOR COMMITTEES 
STANDING AND STANDING JOINT COMMITTEES 

Fiscal  
Year 

Total  
Liaison 

Envelope 

Total  
Standing 

Committee  
Expenses 

Total  
Standing 

Committee 
Travel  

Expenses 

Percenta
ge 

of Total 
Spent 

Number of Trips 
(Studies/Segments) 

Total  Days of  
Standing Committee 

Travel 
Internatio

nal 
Domestic Internatio

nal 
Domestic 

2008-09* $5,250,000 $1,633,610 $1,115,500 68.2 2/2 8/14 12 46 
2007-08 $5,250,000 $1,333,407 $831,256 61.7 3/4 12/15 33 46 
2006-07 $6,000,000 $1,711,404 $1,176,540 67.7 3/3 19/23 20 69 

 2005-06* $6,000,000 $1,530,183 $989,295 63 3/4 9/19 22 77 
 2004-05* $2,250,000 $920,169 $512,355 53 1/2 6/10 18 31 
2003-04 $2,250,000 $1,916,994 $1,401,112 70 3/7 5/9 99 43 

 
SPECIAL AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES 

Fiscal  
Year 

Total  
Budgets 

for Special 
& 

Legislative 
Committee

s 

Total  Special 
and 

Legislat ive 
Committee  
Expenses 

Total  
Special  and 
Legislative 
Committee 

Travel  
Expenses 

Percenta
ge 

of Total 
Spent 

Number of Trips 
(Studies/Segments) 

Total  Days of Special 
and 

Legislative Committee 
Travel 

Internatio
nal 

Domestic Internatio
nal 

Domestic 

2008-09* $256,548 $35,562 $24,068§ 67.7 0 0 0 0 
2007-08 $200,000 $14,020 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2006-07 $100,000 $27,182 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2005-06* $102,475 $36,918 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 2004-05* $50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2003-04 $199,060 $93,446 $76,215 81.6 1/1 0 6 0 

 
*E lect ion Year 
§ These expenses were incurred as a resul t  o f  the cancel la t ion of  a  planned tr ip  by the Special  Commit tee on the 
Canadian Mission in  Afghanistan to New York Ci ty and Washington DC, due to the dissolut ion of  the 39th Par l iament.  
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Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER (Germany)  presented the fo l lowing contr ibut ion:  
 
“Al low me to begin wi th a few general  remarks about  the commit tees of  the German 
Bundestag. 
 
A s igni f icant  proport ion of  the work done in Par l iament is  carr ied out  in the commit tees,  
each of  which is  establ ished by a plenary decis ion for  the ent i re e lectoral  term. The 
Bundestag does not  have a completely f ree hand when set t ing up the commit tees,  s ince 
some are provided for  by the German const i tut ion,  the Basic Law, and others are 
required by certa in statutory formulat ions.  These commit tees include,  for  example,  the 
Pet i t ions Commit tee and the Defence Commit tee. 
 
Most  of  the commit tees establ ished by the German Bundestag – there are current ly 22 – 
ref lect  the structure of  the Federal  Government:  in  general ,  there is  a dedicated 
commit tee for  each ministry.  In addi t ion,  Par l iament can give prominence to part icular  
areas of  pol icy by set t ing up addi t ional  commit tees.  For instance,  the Federal  Minist ry 
of  the Inter ior  has not  only the Commit tee on Internal  Af fa irs as i ts  counterpart ,  but  a lso 
the Sports Committee. 
 
The Bundestag commit tees are composed of  members of  a l l  the par l iamentary groups,  
in l ine wi th the party-pol i t ical  balance of  the Bundestag.  Each commit tee comprises a 
chairperson,  a deputy chairperson and addi t ional members,  wi th the number of  
members di f fer ing f rom commit tee to commit tee.  The Bundestag commit tees current ly  
vary in s ize f rom 13 to 41 members.  
 
The commit tee chairpersons occupy s igni f icant  posi t ions:  they prepare,  convene and 
conduct  the commit tees’  meet ings.  I r respect ive of  which par l iamentary group the 
chairperson comes f rom: the commit tees are not  l imi ted to holding discussions and 
hear ings in the German Bundestag’s meet ing rooms, but  instead also carry out  a range 
of  act iv i t ies beyond the precincts of  Par l iament  to share exper iences about topical  and 
important  pol i t ical  issues of  mutual  interest  and to gain informat ion for  use in their  own 
work.  These act iv i t ies can take the commit tee members to other locat ions wi th in the 
German capi ta l ,  Ber l in,  as wel l  as to any of  Germany’s federal  states or even abroad. 
 
Some of  these act iv i t ies are determined by long-term pr ior i t ies in the commit tee’s work,  
whi le others ar ise f rom topical pol i t ica l  developments and chal lenges and are thus 
planned and carr ied out  at  short  not ice.  Many act iv i t ies are the result  of  regular  
contacts wi th the commit tees of  other nat ional  par l iaments,  for  example,  f rom 
membership of  speci f ic  inst i tut ions,  or in connect ion wi th annual  convent ions and 
conferences – to a certa in extent th is has made them an establ ished t radi t ion. 
 
Al low me now to of fer  a few examples set t ing out  what  k inds of  external  act iv i t ies and 
meet ings the German Bundestag’s commit tees engage in.  
 
Tr ips 
Almost a l l  Bundestag commit tees make use of  the possibi l i ty  of  undertaking one or 
more delegat ion t r ips abroad. This a l lows the Members to gain f i rs t -hand the 
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informat ion and exper iences they need to carry out  their  work.  In ta lks wi th their  
par l iamentary col leagues f rom other countr ies,  wi th government  representat ives and 
representat ives of  business,  c iv i l  society or  cul tural  inst i tut ions,  they discuss topical  
and somet imes highly sensit ive issues – such as the consequences of  the global  
economic and f inancial  cr is is,  internat ional  terror ism, ethnic conf l ic ts,  eradicat ion of  
poverty,  the reduct ion of  carbon dioxide emissions to curb c l imate change, or ef for ts to 
combat HIV/AIDS. 
 
The commit tees thus meet the requirements of  a g lobal ised wor ld where developments 
in domest ic pol i t ics can no longer be separated f rom internat ional  pol icy-making.  
However,  they do not  have the author i ty  to take the decis ion to carry out  internat ional  
act iv i t ies of  th is k ind alone;  instead, once the commit tee members have agreed on the 
dest inat ion,  dates and above al l  the subject  matter  of  a p lanned t r ip,  they must request  
the author isat ion of  the President  of  the German Bundestag in wr i t ing,  wi th a detai led 
explanat ion of  the reasons for  the t r ip.  The Bundestag President  decides whether to 
author ise of f ic ia l  t r ips abroad – which const i tutes agreement by the Bundestag to cover 
the ensuing costs – af ter  thorough discussion in the Presid ium,  in other words wi th the 
Vice-Presidents.  
 
Delegat ion t r ips must  be of  immediate re levance to speci f ic issues being discussed by 
the commit tee concerned.  A press re lease is general ly  issued before a t r ip to inform the 
publ ic  about  the dest inat ion and subject  matter .  Each delegat ion is  a lso obl iged to 
submit  a wr i t ten report  to the Bundestag President  about the course and outcomes of  
the tr ip.  
 
To g ive you an idea of  the scope of  the commit tees’  internat ional  act iv i t ies:  in the 
German Bundestag’s last  e lectoral  term, 311 commit tee delegat ions undertook t r ips 
abroad; in addi t ion to  dest inat ions in Europe,  the Members of  the Bundestag v is i ted 
countr ies in a lmost every cont inent.  I  would l ike to draw your at tent ion to the fact  that  
the President  of  the German Bundestag publ ishes a “Report  on the Internat ional  
Act iv i t ies and Commitments of  the German Bundestag” twice in each e lectoral  term, 
wi th a chapter devoted to commit tee t r ips.  This chapter of fers a very good overview of  
the var ious reasons for  t r ips by delegat ions and the role of  these external  act iv i t ies in 
the work of  the commit tees.  Incidental ly,  the reports are also publ ished as Bundestag 
pr inted papers.  
 
To of fer  a speci f ic  example,  I  would l ike to d iscuss in more detai l  the t r ips carr ied out  
by the Commit tee on Labour and Social  Af fai rs in the last  e lectoral  term,  which focused 
on issues which are v i ta l  in Germany:  labour market  pol icy,  demographic change,  
provis ion for  o ld age,  the ef fects of  g lobal isat ion.  To discover best  pract ices which 
could br ing new impetus to Germany’s socia l  pol icy,  the Commit tee t ravel led to 
dest inat ions including Fin land,  Spain and Portugal.  I ts  ta lks wi th members of  the 
corresponding commit tees and representat ives of  the government ,  academia,  business 
and c iv i l  society focused on measures to respond to demographic change and to 
changes in fami ly and societal  st ructures wi th their  severe impact  on pension and care 
systems, and also deal t  wi th instruments to integrate young people,  low-ski l led 
unemployed people,  and older workers into the labour market .  
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The Commit tee on Internal  Af fai rs,  whose responsibi l i t ies include issues re lat ing to 
migrat ion,  t ravel led to Senegal  and Morocco to learn more about what  causes people to 
become refugees and to explore possible means of  enhancing the dia logue and 
cooperat ion wi th the Af r ican countr ies of  or ig in and t ransi t .  Dur ing t r ips to Poland and 
Ukraine,  delegat ion members learned about border  secur i ty  in pract ice and the general  
s i tuat ion at  the new external  borders of  the Schengen area,  and gathered informat ion 
about the ef fects of  the European asylum and refugee pol icy on the ground. 
 
From the autumn of  2008 onwards,  a number of  t r ips by German Bundestag commit tees 
focused overwhelmingly on the global  f inancial  and economic cr is is.  For example,  
dur ing their  t r ips to the United States and neighbour ing European countr ies,  the 
Finance Commit tee and the Commit tee on Economics held ta lks wi th par l iamentar ians,  
government representat ives,  and representat ives of  industr ia l  companies,  insurance 
companies,  banks and regulatory author i t ies about  internat ional  ef for ts to overcome the 
f inancia l  cr is is  and measures to contain the economic cr is is.  Against  the background of  
the legis lat ion being introduced at  a lmost  exact ly th is t ime in the US and Europe,  i t  
proved to be part icular ly  important  for  these commit tees to engage in internat ional  
d ia logue about how f inancial  and economic pol icy could tackle the cr is is.  
 
There is  one more aspect  which should be ment ioned regarding commit tee t r ips:  in  
addi t ion to part ic ipat ing in t r ips by delegat ions,  indiv idual  Members of  the Bundestag 
can apply to the Bundestag President  for  author isat ion to undertake t r ips re levant  to  
their  work on the var ious commit tees wi thout  being part  of  a delegat ion.  As the 
commit tee of  which the par l iamentar ian is a member must g ive i ts  approval  to  the t r ip in 
advance,  th is a lso const i tutes “commit tee work beyond the precincts of  Par l iament”  in a 
broader sense,  as the commit tee members can feed informat ion gained on their  t r ips 
di rect ly  into their  work on the commit tee.  This appl ies both to the chairpersons and al l  
other commit tee members.  
 
Conferences and convent ions 
I t  is  very common for  commit tee members to represent their  commit tee at  nat ional  and 
internat ional  conferences and convent ions,  whether indiv idual ly or  as part  of  a smal l  
delegat ion. A range of  these act iv i t ies have become establ ished t radi t ions af ter  severa l  
years.  For example: 
 

•  Representat ives of  the Commit tee on Legal  Af fa irs at tend the German Jur ists 
Forum 

•  Representat ives of  the Finance Commit tee at tend the annual  meet ings of  the 
World Bank and the Internat ional  Monetary Fund 

•  Representat ives of  the Commit tee on Fami ly  Af fa i rs,  Senior  Ci t izens,  Women and 
Youth at tend the Annual  Conference of  Par l iamentary Commit tees for  Equal  
Opportuni t ies for  Women and Men in the European Union 

•  Representat ives of  the Pet i t ions Commit tee at tend the Internat ional  Ombudsman 
Conferences held by the Internat ional  Ombudsman Inst i tute 
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•  Representat ives of  the Commit tee on Educat ion,  Research and Technology 
Assessment at tend the annual  conferences of  EPTA (European Par l iamentary 
Technology Assessment) ,  a network of  organisat ions which carry out  technology 
assessment f rom 16 countr ies and the European Par l iament 

•  Representat ives of  the Commit tee on the Affa i rs of  the European Union at tend 
the b iannual  meet ings of  the Conference of  Community and European Affa i rs 
Commit tees of  Par l iaments of  the European Union (COSAC).  

 
In th is context ,  the rapid development of  cooperat ion between the nat ional par l iaments 
in the EU and the European Par l iament should be ment ioned, as th is is  a lso a cause of  
act iv i t ies carr ied out  by the Bundestag commit tees outs ide Par l iament.  In addi t ion to 
the t radit ional  conferences of  commit tee chairs hosted by the par l iaments of  the 
countr ies hold ing the rotat ing Presidency of  the Counci l ,  the European Par l iament has 
developed new types of  event  in the form of  Joint  Par l iamentary Meet ings and Joint  
Commit tee Meet ings,  in which representat ives of  the Bundestag commit tees regular ly 
part ic ipate.  
 
External commit tee meet ings 
Meet ings of  the Bundestag commit tees outs ide the Bundestag general ly  take place 
wi th in the f ramework of  v is i ts  to nat ional ,  European or internat ional  inst i tut ions,  for  
example dur ing v is i ts  by the Finance Commit tee to the Bundesbank and the European 
Central  Bank or by the Defence Commit tee to NATO. There is  a notable t rend for  
commit tees to hold meet ings in Brussels and,  in th is context ,  to hold special ised ta lks 
wi th Members of  the European Par l iament and representat ives of  the European 
Commission.  In addi t ion,  the Commit tee on Foreign Af fa i rs and the Sports Commit tee 
have a t radi t ion of  hold ing jo int  meet ings wi th the corresponding commit tees of  the 
Pol ish par l iament.  The Commit tee on the Af fa i rs of  the European Union has in recent 
years held meet ings outs ide the Bundestag for  jo int  d iscussions wi th the Commit tee of  
European Affa i rs of  the Assemblée nat ionale,  as wel l  as t r i la tera l  meet ings wi th 
members of  the commit tees on EU af fa irs of  the Pol ish and French par l iaments with in 
the f ramework of  the Weimar Tr iangle of  Germany, France and Poland. 
 
The German Bundestag’s Pet i t ions Commit tee can carry out  on-s i te v is i ts.  By holding a 
publ ic  event  of  th is k ind outs ide Par l iament ,  the Commit tee demonstrates that  i t  feels a 
mat ter  is  important  and that  i t  considers i t  part icular ly  useful  to gain f i rs t -hand 
knowledge of  the s i tuat ion,  usual ly  by sending a delegat ion.  For example,  the Pet i t ions 
Commit tee used th is approach to inspect  condi t ions on Ber l in ’s Museum Island dur ing 
the debate on the pros and cons of  a new entrance area for  the museums. Simi lar ly,  i t  
t ravel led to a region to the north of  Ber l in to gain an impression of  the fears associated 
wi th a bombing range.  The Commit tee brought together  residents,  representat ives of  
the defence and economics ministr ies,  and senior  local  pol i t ic ians f rom the region in  
order to gain as comprehensive an impression as possib le.  
 
Other act iv i t ies 
There are an almost  endless number of  other commit tee act iv i t ies fa l l ing outs ide these 
categor ies which members carry out  on behal f  of  the commit tee as a whole:  for  example 
v is i ts  to federal  agencies and supreme federal  cour ts,  to t rade fa irs and exhib i t ions 
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(CeBIT,  the Internat ional  Green Week, the Book Fair ,  documenta),  and to faci l i t ies 
which receive federal  funding.  
 
I  hope that  I  have succeeded in g iv ing you an idea of  the diverse range of  act iv i t ies 
carr ied out  by the commit tees of  the German Bundestag beyond the precincts of  
Par l iament.”  
 
Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV (Russian Federation)  presented the fo l lowing contr ibut ion: 
 
“1.  I  am glad to welcome you in  the new year of  2010, and I  am conf ident  that  our 
meet ings going forward wi l l  be as useful  and product ive as in previous years.  In my 
v iew, they perform a very important  funct ion:  they give us new knowledge, and as the 
wise men of  o ld said,  “sc ient ia potent ia est” :  knowledge is power.1 They al low us to 
ponder and adapt the exper ience of  our foreign col leagues in the par l iamentary 
secretar iats of  their  countr ies.  
 
Moving to the topic of  our d iscussion today,  i t  is worth not ing that  there are three main 
pr incip les that  under l ie how our chamber is organized:  the maximal ly precise ref lect ion 
of  our const i tut ional  powers,  the maintenance of  cont inui ty in our work,  and the creat ion 
of  a st ructure maximal ly  s imi lar  to that  of  the commit tees and commissions of  the State 
Duma.  
 
Substant ia l  changes in the internal  st ructure of  the Federat ion Counci l  owe to the 2002 
adopt ion of  new Bylaws for  the Federat ion Counci l .  The number of  commit tees and 
permanent commissions was increased.  In accordance wi th the current  Bylaws, the 
Federat ion Counci l ’s members form 16 commit tees and 11 permanent commissions,  
which also are permanent ly act ing bodies.   
 
The commit tees and permanent commissions possess equal  r ights and bear equal  
responsibi l i t ies for  the execut ion of  the chamber ’s const i tut ional  powers.2 Their  main 
di f ference is only in the manner of  their  format ion and amount of  members.3 
 
A member of  the Federat ion Counci l  may be a member of  one commit tee and not  more 
than two of  the chamber’s commissions.  
2.  Regulat ions al low the Federat ion Counci l ’s  commit tees and permanent commissions 
to hold f ie ld meetings in the const i tuent  ent i t ies of  the Russian Federat ion.  This r ight  
ar ises f rom the nature of  our chamber,  which is  the most important  l ink connect ing the 
federal  center  wi th the regions.  Fie ld meet ings include f ie ld proceedings,  par l iamentary 
hear ings,  conferences,  seminars and other events.   
The s ite of  a f ie ld meet ing is  determined by the re levant Federat ion Counci l  commit tee 
in agreement wi th the chamber ’s Counci l ,  a permanent body of  the Federat ion Counci l .   
                                                      
1 Francis Bacon (1561-1626) – an English philosopher and statesman. 
2 Article 30 of the Federation Council Bylaws. 
3 A committee should consist of no fewer than seven and no more than 15 Federation Council members (except the Federation 
Council Budget Committee). A commission, however, should consist of no fewer than 11 and no more than 25 members of the 
chamber (Article 28 of the Federation Council Bylaws). 
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Each commit tee and permanent commission of  the Federat ion Counci l  may conduct  not  
more than two f ie ld meet ings in a year.   
3.  In 2009, the commit tees and permanent  commissions of  the Federat ion Counci l  
organized and held 11 f ie ld proceedings .  So that  you can bet ter  grasp the 
geographical  scope of  these meet ings,  I  can te l l  you that  they were held in the 
Krasnoyarsk and Krasnodar terr i tor ies,  the Tula,  Smolensk and Kal in ingrad prov inces,  
the c i ty  of  St .  Petersburg,  and an array of  other Russian regions.   
The central  bodies of  other branches of  government of ten serve as a venue for  hold ing 
the f ie ld proceedings of  the Federat ion Counci l ’s  commit tees and permanent 
commissions.  One such case is the Federat ion Counci l ’s  Commit tee on Const i tut ional  
Law, which last  year  held f ie ld proceedings at  the Const i tut ional  Court  of  the Russian 
Federat ion.   
As far  as the range of  topics is  concerned, the whole gamut of  issues was brought up 
for  d iscussion.  Among them was the ro le of  federal  budgetary investments in regional  
socio-economic development  dur ing the f inancial  cr is is ,  the state of  const i tut ional i ty  in  
the Russian Federat ion,  green spaces in urban and rural  populated areas,  the 
development of  the construct ion industry,  and other pressing issues.   
As you surely know,  the next  Winter Olympics wi l l  be held in Russia,  in the c i ty  of  
Sochi .  In v iew of  th is ,  the Federat ion Counci l  Commission for  Cooperat ion wi th the 
Accounts Chamber of  the Russian Federat ion held i ts own f ie ld proceedings in the c i ty 
to d iscuss the ef f ic ient  use of  federal  funds intended to f inance the c i ty  of  Sochi  and 
hold the XXII  Olympic Games. The Federat ion Counci l  wi l l  cont inue to moni tor  and 
“keep i ts  hand on the pulse” of  progress in preparat ions for  host ing th is important  
internat ional  event.   
4.  An array of  major  internat ional  congresses and forums,  held outs ide of  par l iament,  
are regular ly conducted under the aegis of  the Federat ion Counci l .  These events 
include the Baikal  Economic Forum, the internat ional  congress “Road Safety to Save 
Lives,”  and the Nevsky Internat ional  Environmental  Congress.  Preparat ions for  a l l  o f  
these events are made by the Federat ion Counci l ’s  commit tees and permanent 
commissions,  and their  secretar iats.   
The upcoming third Nevsky International Environmental  Congress wil l  take place 
May 14-16 at  the Taur ide Palace in St .  Petersburg.  
Part ic ipants at  the congress include heads of  government bodies f rom Russia and the 
countr ies of  the Commonweal th of  Independent States,  par l iamentar ians and 
representat ives of  internat ional  organizat ions,  business,  educat ional  and scient i f ic 
inst i tutes and the mass media.  
With support  f rom the Russian government,  p lans for  the congress include plenary 
sessions and subject  roundtables on environmental  safety,  ref inement of  legis lat ion on 
natural  resource management,  preserv ing ecosystems and biodivers ity,  and combining 
forces to a l lev iate the consequences of  technological ly  caused environmental  
catastrophes and disasters.   
Those who wish to take part  can f ind registrat ion forms on the s i te of  the 
Interpar l iamentary Assembly of  the Commonweal th of  Independent States.   
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The sixth Baikal  Economic Forum will  take place in the city of Irkutsk on 
September 7-10, 2010. 
Discussions wi l l  inc lude modernizat ion,  innovat ive development and publ ic-pr ivate 
partnership.   
The motto of  “Europe – Russia – Asia-Paci f ic  Region:  Integrat ion and Partnership”  wi l l  
grace discussion of  internat ional  cooperat ion.   
Inv i ted to the event  are par l iamentar ians (a delegat ion f rom the Federat ion Counci l  and 
deput ies f rom the State Duma),  heads of  government agencies ( the Russian 
President ial  Administrat ion and federal  ministr ies) ,  the heads of  regions in Siber ia,  the 
Far East ,  the Krasnodar terr i tory,  St .  Petersburg,  Moscow and Moscow province,  and 
business representat ives.   
Col leagues,  a l l  informat ion about how to take part  can found on the forum websi te of  
the administ rat ion of  I rkutsk province. I  welcome you to take advantage of  i t !  
5.  In accordance wi th the chamber 's Bylaws, each commit tee and commission should 
present the Federat ion Counci l  each year wi th a report of i ts  work , 4 which also 
includes informat ion about f ie ld meet ings.   
I t  must  be noted that  the chairman of  the Federat ion Counci l  and the chamber ’s Counci l  
has taken a clear  stance that  each of  these meet ings must  have concrete resul ts .  A 
s igni f icant  ro le in accompl ishing th is is  p layed by the secretar iats of  the commit tees 
and permanent commissions.   
In l ight  of  th is,  my col leagues and I  have considered i t  worthwhi le,  beginning wi th the 
spr ing session of  th is year,  to inc lude in our weekly secretar iat  meet ings reports f rom 
the heads of  the secretar iats of  the commit tees and permanent commissions on the 
results of  the organizat ion and holding of  f ie ld meet ings.   
These reports are analyzed to determine whether goals and tasks have been 
accompl ished,  and then – based on the results of  the analysis – proposals for  
increasing the ef f ic iency of  expendi tures are prepared.  The main cr i ter ion for  evaluat ion 
when doing so is  obtain ing the best  result  wi th minimal  expenses.  We are prepared to 
share our exper ience in p lanning cost ly events.”  
 
Mr Gheorghe BARBU (Romania)  presented the fo l lowing wr i t ten contr ibut ion:  
 
“1.  The Par l iament of  Romania comprises in i ts b icameral  st ructure the Chamber of  
Deput ies and the Senate,  which according to the ir  own rules of  organizat ion and 
funct ion perform their  act iv i ty in p lenary meet ings and standing par l iamentary 
commit tees,  or ,  temporary commit tees,  depending on the case.  
 
As a general  ru le,  the s i t t ings of  the commit tees take place in the premises of  the 
respect ive Chamber;  as except ion and under the previous approval  of  the Standing 
Bureau of  the respect ive Chamber,  the act iv i ty  of  the commit tees may be hosted beyond 
the precincts of  that  Chamber.   

                                                      
4 Article 34 of the Bylaws of the Federation Council. 
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The Const i tut ion,  the par l iamentary laws and regulat ions provide the necessary 
condi t ions for  the par l iamentary commit tees to perform their  dut ies in a proper manner 
beyond the precincts of  par l iament,  too,  taking into account that  according to the 
provis ions of  the ar t ic le 69 paragraph 1 of  the Const i tut ion,  the par l iamentar ians,  in the 
exercise of  their  mandate,  are in the service of  the Romanian people.   
 
2.  In order to accompl ish the main act iv i ty  of  the par l iamentary commit tees,  that  is  to 
debate and endorse the bi l ls ,  the members of  the commit tees at tend,  on regular  basis,  
documentat ion t ra in ings in the const i tuencies in which they have been elected,  and also 
in other const i tuencies.  On these occasions,  the par l iamentar ians have acquainted 
themselves wi th the topics of  interest  for  them, or  they have ef fect ively debated these 
topics,  somet imes in the presence of  the members of  the Government,  the local  
author i t ies,  and the leaders of  the deconcentrated and decentral ized ent i t ies.  In th is 
regard,  the act iv i t ies completed beyond the Par l iament  by the Commit tee on Publ ic  
Administ rat ion,  Commit tee on Agr icu l ture,  and Commit tee on Educat ion can be recal led 
as examples.  Furthermore,  a lways under regulat ion,  the commit tees have met in jo int  
sessions beyond the precincts of  Par l iament .   
 
3.  One of  the most  important  ro les of  the Par l iament is  that  of  par l iamentary contro l ,  
which is  assumed by the standing par l iamentary commit tees or  the inquiry commit tees.  
The par l iamentary contro l  act iv i t ies are exerc ised beyond the Par l iament for  var ious 
reasons:  the necessity to ascerta in the manner in which certa in publ ic author i t ies or  
inst i tut ions have performed their  act iv i ty  and i f  th is is  in accordance wi th the 
Const i tut ion and the law; the di f f icul t  s i tuat ion of  certa in f ie lds of  the Romanian 
economy; the invest igat ion of  abuses,  corrupt ion acts,  and pet i t ions addressed to 
Par l iament by c i t izens,  as wel l  as monitor ing the observance of the r ights of  detained 
persons.   
 
4.  The act iv i t ies of  the commit tees fu l f i l led beyond the Par l iament were also determined 
by other purposes,  such as the part ic ipat ion in publ ic  debates,  seminars,  symposia,  
conferences on var ious topics organized wi th in and outs ide Romania,  or  meet ings wi th 
the representat ives of  the local  publ ic administrat ion author i t ies,  t rade union,  
employers ’ organizat ions,  professional associat ions,  and non-governmental  
organizat ions.   
 
In order to strengthen internat ional  re lat ions,  at  b i -  and mult i la teral  level ,  wi th the 
Par l iaments of  other States,  the par l iamentary commit tees have establ ished contacts 
wi th most  of  the Par l iaments form Europe, Asia,  Afr ica,  and Amer ica,  and their  members 
have at tended the meet ings,  some of  them organized on a regular  basis,  wi th the 
structures of  the Conference of  Community and European Af fa i rs Commit tees of  
Par l iaments of  the European Union (COSAC).   
 
In their  act iv i t ies,  the members of  the commit tees have been supported by the expert ise 
of  par l iamentary of f icers.   
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5.  One of  the aims of  th is session and the general topic for  debate which I  have 
proposed to mysel f  to approach, is  establ ish ing an ef fect ive exper ience exchange 
between the secretar ies general  of  par l iaments which should be supported and 
promoted by the par l iaments in the future.  Certa in ly,  th is general  topic impl ies the 
debate on pract ical  aspects rather than theoret ical  ones.  I  do bel ieve that  pract ical  
aspects and informat ion which can be shared on th is occasion are more appreciated 
and represent authent ic  sources of  knowledge for  a prof ic ient  act iv i ty  of  the 
par l iamentary commit tees.  I  do consider  that  the expert ise gained by the part ic ipants 
of fers them the opportuni ty to make ef fect ive decis ions in the concrete s i tuat ions which 
they face.  Nonetheless,  the part ic ipants become more conf ident  in their  abi l i ty to 
manage the inherent  s i tuat ions of  cer ta in act iv i t ies exercised by the commit tees beyond 
the par l iaments.  
 
Thanks to the interact ive exchange of  informat ion on the act iv i ty  fu l f i l led by the 
commit tees beyond the precincts of  par l iaments,  the knowledge wi l l  not  be uni lateral ,  
but  mult i lateral ,  which wi l l  represent a s igni f icant  factor  of  ef fect iveness of  the act iv i ty  
in the legislat ive area,  and in general,  the support  of  a f ru it fu l  par l iamentary act iv i ty. ”  
 
Mr Constantin GHEORGHE (Romania)  presented the fo l lowing wr i t ten contr ibut ion:  
 
“Before approaching the subject  of  commit tee work beyond the precincts of  the Senate,  
there are some aspects that  are worth  ment ioning about the commit tees’  organizat ion 
and funct ioning,  which are re levant for  th is debate, namely:  
 

1.  Number:  there are 16  Standing Commit tees,  6 Joint  Standing Commit tees of  the 
Senate and the Chamber of  Deput ies,  a var iab le number of  Special  Commit tees 
(current ly,  3 ) ,  as wel l  as Joint  Inquiry Commit tees of  the Senate and the 
Chamber of  Deput ies.  The Commit tees’  competences,  number of  seats and 
nominal  composi t ion are approved by the plenum of  the Senate,  at  the proposal  
of  the Standing Bureau.  

 
2.  Working program :  the Commit tees convene once or twice a week dur ing the 

ordinary sessions,  and for  a week,  dur ing par l iamentary vacat ion (January;  July -  
August) .  

 
3.  Committees’ meetings are not public  and each Commit tee decides by vote on 

the nature of  i ts debates.  Thus,  the Commit tees may approve to inv i te to their  
debates media representat ives and may establ ish the terms under their  work can 
be broadcasted through radio/ televis ion,  provided that th is does not  af fect  the 
State interests.   

 
4.  Main competencies of the Standing Committees :  

a. Legis lat ive act iv i ty;  
b. Parl iamentary oversight  prerogat ives,  inc luding par l iamentary inquir ies,  

in i t iated ei ther by the Commit tee or  at  the request  of  the Standing Bureau 
to which i t  has to submit  a report ;  
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c. Representat ion of  the Senate in di f ferent  types of  meet ings,  in Romania or  
abroad.  

 
Consider ing the above and in l ine wi th each Commit tee’s area of  competency,  the 
Commit tees may carry on the fo l lowing act iv i t ies beyond the precincts of  the Senate:  
 

I .  Committee work in Romania :  
 

1.  Working v is i ts in the country:  informat ion – documentat ion missions,  working 
meet ings wi th local author i t ies/representat ives of  var ious inst i tut ions/c i t izens;  

2.  Permanent cooperat ion or ad hoc  cooperat ion on speci f ic  themes of  common 
interest  wi th nat ional  inst i tut ions/organizat ions,  wi th representat ives of  
internat ional  organizat ions in Romania (European Commission,  UNDP, UNFPA, 
UNCHR, UNICEF etc.) :  consul tat ions,  working meet ings,  seminars,  conferences 
etc.  

3.  Part ic ipat ion in the act iv i t ies inc luded in the program of  of f ic ia l  v is i ts  to Romania 
by corresponding par l iamentary structures f rom foreign par l iaments:  working 
meet ings and other meet ings outs ide Par l iament,  held in Bucharest  or  in the 
country etc. ,  wi th the part ic ipat ion of  Government representat ives,  of  
representat ives f rom other inst i tut ions,  and of  local  author i t ies etc.  

 
As regards the act iv i t ies carr ied out  by the Commit tees in d i f ferent  c i t ies in Romania,  
their  main object ives are:  to hold par l iamentary inquir ies;  to exerc ise par l iamentary 
oversight  on the way in which ministr ies or  other publ ic  inst i tut ions fu l f i l l  thei r  dut ies;  to 
inform and document themselves on the real i t ies and concrete problems faced by 
c i t izens,  in order to amend or  draf t  b i l ls  or legis lat ive in i t iat ives.   
 
According to their  respect ive area of  competency,  certa in Commit tees carry out  more 
f requent ly these types of  act iv i t ies,  as fo l lows:  

 
1.  Committees of the Senate :  Commit tee for  Invest igat ing Abuses,  Fight ing 

Corrupt ion,  and for  Pet i t ions;  Commit tee on Human Rights;  Commit tee for  
Defense, Publ ic  Order and Nat ional  Secur i ty etc. ;  

2.  Joint Committees of the Senate and Chamber of Deputies :  Commit tee on 
European Af fa i rs,  Special  Commit tee for  exercis ing Par l iamentary Control on the 
Foreign Intel l igence Service,  Standing Commit tee for  exercis ing Par l iamentary 
Control  on the Romanian Intel l igence Service etc.   

 
In the future,  the number and importance of  the act iv i t ies carr ied out  by Commit tees in  
const i tuencies wi l l  grow. The Senate adopted recent ly  a program of  measures aimed at  
enhancing the ef f ic iency and t ransparency of  i ts  work and at  improving communicat ion 
wi th the c i t izens.  To th is end,  each par l iamentary commit tee,  according to i ts area of 
competency,  wi l l  hold publ ic  debates on issues of  general  interest  and wi l l  s tudy and 
report  on the social ,  f inancial  and economic ef f ic iency and impact of  some of  the most 
important  laws adopted.   
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I I .  Committee work abroad: representation of the Senate in international 
missions, in their  respective area of competency: 

 
1.  Off ic ia l  working v is i ts  to the corresponding commit tees in foreign par l iaments,  

which,  as a general ru le,  are based on reciproci ty;  
2.  Part ic ipat ion in meet ings organized by the corresponding commit tees in foreign 

par l iaments and in the European Par l iament;  
3.  Part ic ipat ion in missions abroad and representat ion of  the Par l iament of  Romania 

in:   
a. Well  known par l iamentary structures for  cooperat ion at  the level  of  

special ized commit tees:  Conference of  Foreign Af fa i rs Commit tees Chairs 
of  European Union Par l iaments (COFACC) ;  Conference of  Community and 
European Af fa i rs Commit tees of  European Union Par l iaments and of  the 
European Par l iament (COSAC);  

b. Parl iamentary structures for  European/ internat ional  cooperat ion,  more or 
less inst i tut ional ized,  which are special ized in d i f ferent  areas of  
competency of  the Commit tee,  such as:  

 
-  Global Parl iamentarians on Habitat  (GPH),  a United Nat ions project  

and the only internat ional  par l iamentary network that  promotes the sustainable 
development of  human set t lements;  members of  the Standing Commit tee on 
Publ ic  Administ rat ion,  Terr i tor ia l  Planning and Environmental  Protect ion 
part ic ipate in GPH reunions;  

-  European Parl iamentary Forum on Renewable Energy; members of  the 
Commit tee on Economy, Industry and Services part ic ipate in i ts reunions;  

-  International Parl iamentarians Association for Information 
Technology ( IPAIT);  members of  the Committee for  Educat ion,  Science,  Youth 
and Sport  part ic ipate in the IPAIT meet ings;  

 
I t  is  a lso important  to ment ion that  based on their  respect ive areas of  competency there 
are Commit tees whose act iv i t ies have a strong dimension of  mul t i lateral  and bi lateral  
foreign par l iamentary cooperat ion:   
 

1.  Joint Standing Committee of the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate for the 
relation with UNESCO -  th is Commit tee,  unique in the global par l iamentary 
environment,  was created in 2008, through the t ransformat ion of  the Romanian 
Par l iament Fr iendship Group wi th UNESCO, in response to the need for  a 
par l iamentary structure responsible wi th the col laborat ion on a permanent basis 
wi th UNESCO bodies,  at  nat ional  and internat ional  level ;  the Commit tee 
representat ives at tend regular ly the UNESCO meet ings and act iv i t ies.  

 
2.  The Senate’s Subcommittee for Population and Development ,  set  up in 2007,  

is  funct ioning in the current  legis la ture as subsid iary body of the Standing 
Committee for Public Health;  i t  serves as Senate’s inter face wi th the Uni ted 
Nat ions Populat ion Fund (UNFPA) Off ice in Romania,  and part ic ipates on a 
regular  basis to i ts  act iv i t ies;  fo l lowing the Subcommit tee af f i l ia t ion to the 
European Parl iamentary Forum on Population and Development (EPF) ,  in  
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2008, i ts members are act ively involved in al l  types of  act iv i t ies in i t iated by the 
Forum: conferences,  study v is i ts ,  working sessions etc. ”  

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Marc BOSC and al l  the members present  
for  their  numerous and useful  contr ibut ions,  and opened the debate to the f loor.  
 
Mr Abdelhamid Badis BELKAS (Algeria)  explained that  Alger ian commit tees had no 
expl ic i t  mandate to t ravel .  There had recent ly been informat ion v is i ts  by commit tees,  
however,  to check up on the progress of  inf rastructure projects in part icular .   
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  said that  th is issue had been very content ious in India 
because of  the cost  of  commit tee v is i ts ,  which had in the past  been borne by the 
organisat ions being vis i ted:  of ten state-owned banks and companies.  Guidel ines had 
therefore been issued on what costs could and could not  be incurred by 
par l iamentar ians on commit tee vis i ts .  Al l  costs now also had to be borne by Par l iament.  
Not a l l  of  the guidel ines were str ic t ly  adhered to.  The guidel ines were so detai led that  
some MPs objected to their  existence.  There had been a ban on commit tee t ravel  for  an 
ent ire year as a result  of  negat ive news stor ies.  
 
Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden)  said that  in h is country there was a budget  for  study 
t r ips,  wi th a requirement that  commit tees report  back af terwards.  Most of  these v is i ts  
were genuinely useful .  The media showed a c lose interest  in the cost  of  study t r ips,  
especial ly  long-distance ones,  which then had to be defended publ ic ly.  The Swedish 
Par l iament had decided to be more proact ive about publ ishing informat ion in advance 
about study t r ips to avoid any impression of  there being secrets for  the media to 
uncover.  
 
Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER (Germany)  had been astonished to f ind that  there had been only 
two overseas commit tee t r ips in Canada in 2008-09,  compared wi th 311 f rom the 
Bundestag.  German commit tees had to inform the publ ic  about  the programme and 
purpose of each v is i t .  The President  of  the Bundestag reported twice a year on 
overseas commitments.  German commit tees had no indiv idual  budgets,  but  rather  a 
tota l  combined budget.  The bureau decided on delegat ion t ravel,  Dr Schöler  h imsel f  on 
t r ips by indiv iduals when there was pol i t ical  consensus on commit tees.  
 
Mrs Doris Katai  Katebe MWINGA (Zambia)  said that  she was comforted that  her  
exper iences were shared by others.  She br iefed commit tees in Zambia that  they could 
t ravel  only regional ly in Afr ica,  but  par l iamentar ians wanted to t ravel  fur ther af ie ld.  Five 
substant ia l  overseas v is i ts  would eat  up the ent i re annual  budget for  t ravel ,  but  there 
were f i f teen commit tees.  A lot  of  p lanning and disc ip l ine was therefore needed.  
 
Mr Mohammad Kazim MALWAN (Afghanistan)  asked how commit tee t r ips abroad took 
into account  fore ign pol icy towards the country being v is i ted.  
 
Mr Emmanuel ANYIMADU (Ghana)  said that  in  h is country approval  for  commit tee t r ips 
came from the Speaker,  but  a lso needed the permission of  the leader of  government 
business. An undetermined issue in Ghana was what per d iem rates and 
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accommodat ion should be provided to Members t ravel l ing wi th in  the nat ional  borders.  
Another  problem was the tendency of  commit tees to spend their  ent i re annual  budget in 
the f i rst  part  of  the year.  
 
Mr Heiki  SIBUL (Estonia)  explained that  in h is country the Foreign Affa i rs Commit tee 
had taken on the role of  co-ordinat ing v is i t  budget requests for  the year.  
 
Mr Robert WILSON (Uinted Kingdom)  said that  the two problems for  a l l  par l iaments in 
th is area were control l ing budgets and explain ing the purpose of  v is i ts to the media.  In 
the UK, the Lia ison Commit tee dist r ibuted a bloc grant  among indiv idual  commit tees.  
The Lia ison Commit tee Chairman had required commit tees to answer a number of  pro 
forma quest ions just i fy ing their  v is i ts before requests for  funds would be considered.  
The UK Par l iament  had outreach of f icers based in the regions,  to faci l i tate nat ional  
v is i ts  among other th ings.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  descr ibed the di f f icul t ies encountered in Alger ia,  in  
part icular  when Members of  Par l iament f rom a part icular  local i ty  wanted to cr i t ic ise 
other local of f icers v ia a commit tee.  He asked Mr Bosc what  happened to study reports 
once they were compiled,  and how the pract ical i t ies of  commit tee v is i ts  were managed. 
 
Mr Damir DAVIDOVIC (Montenegro)  said that  domest ic t ravel was not  a problem in 
Montenegro as the country was so smal l .  For internat ional  t ravel ,  approval  was s imi lar  
in process to that  descr ibed for  Germany.  Delegat ions to internat ional  inst i tut ions were 
a pr ior i ty;  commit tees wishing to t ravel  needed to make a strong case for  internat ional  
t ravel .  He asked i f  commit tees decided which staf f  to take wi th them, or  i f  not ,  who did.  
He also asked about  the involvement of  pol i t ical staf f  caucuses in v is i ts .  
 
Mr Marc BOSC (Canada) ,  concluding the debate,  said that  the discussion had been 
useful  and had hopeful ly  been a learning exper ience for  part ic ipants.  Exper ience on 
managing budgets showed that  no matter  what  ru les were in place,  someone would 
somet imes have to use their  d iscret ion to say no.  In the UK, i t  was a s ign of  pol i t ical  
matur i ty  that  pol i t ic ians on the Lia ison Commit tee were able to take on th is ro le.  Party 
Whips played the ro le of  the nay-sayer in Canada, where commit tee members 
somet imes had grand plans which took l i t t le  account of  the overal l  budgetary envelope 
or the desires of  other commit tees.  Canadian par l iamentar ians t ravel led abroad a great  
deal  – in the context  of  delegat ions to internat ional  par l iamentary associat ions and 
accompanying the Speaker and deputy Speakers – but  rarely in the context  of  
commit tee t ravel .  Geography meant that  internat ional  t ravel  f rom Canada was on a 
di f ferent scale to that  in Europe.  Often only a f ract ion of  a commit tee t ravel led,  but  
somet imes al l  members part ic ipated.  Par l iamentary of f ic ia ls were lef t  to determine who 
the necessary staf f  to accompany a commit tee were.  Pol i t ical  staf f  d id not  normally 
t ravel ,  except occasional ly  on domest ic t r ips.  Par l iamentar ians general ly understood 
nat ional  foreign pol icy and would convey th is object ively where appropr iate,  but  they 
were f ree to convey their  own party ’s v iew as wel l .  Par l iamentar ians were keen to avoid 
media scandal ,  and this led to sel f -censorship for  nat ional  t ravel ,  wi th overnight  stays 
in reasonable,  but  not  ext ravagant accommodat ion.  Commit tee v is i ts  usual ly  lasted a 
week,  and only very occasional ly as much as three weeks.  Pol i t ic ians did not  want  to be 
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far  f rom their  voters for  too long.  He recognised Mr Agnihotr i ’s  descr ipt ion of  
par l iamentar ians’  boundless imaginat ion as to what  the State should pay for .  But  wi th  
the media watching,  Members were aware of  the danger of  asking for  too much. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Marc BOSC for  moderat ing such an 
interest ing opening debate.  
 
The si t t ing rose at 4.20 pm 
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THIRD SITTING 
Monday 29 March 2010 (Morning) 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 10.00 am 

 
 
1. Preliminary Remarks 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  in formed members of  an informal  meet ing on post-
conf l ic t  s i tuat ions that  would be held that  af ternoon at  the in i t iat ive of  members f rom 
Afghanistan and USAID,  and invi ted them to at tend. 
 
 
2. Communication from Mrs Adelina SÁ CARVALHO, Former President 

of the ASGP, Secretary General of the Assembly of the Republic of 
Portugal, on “A hemicycle for the 21st century” 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv ited Mrs Adel ina SÁ CARVALHO (Portugal)  to  
present her communicat ion,  as fol lows: 
 
“The São Bento Palace,  seat  of  the Por tuguese Par l iament ,  t races i ts  or ig ins to the 
great  Benedict ine monastery bui l t  in  L isbon in the 16 t h  Century.  
 
Known as the Monastery of  St .  Benedict  of  Health,  due to the excel lent  condi t ions in  
th is part  of  L isbon, i t  wi thstood the 1755 earthquake that  a lmost  destroyed the c i ty.  I t  
was af ter  the Liberal  Revolut ion of  1820, which establ ished the Const i tut ional  
Monarchy,  that  th is great  bui ld ing received the Par l iament (Court)  fo l lowing the 
dissolut ion of  the re l ig ious orders.  
 
Changes in the arrangement of  the major  spaces wi th in the former monastery were 
aimed, among other reasons,  at  the instal lat ion of  the Members of  Par l iament  Chamber 
in one of  the c lo isters,  in a rectangular  shape and,  in the Chapter Room, the Chamber 
of  the Peers,  which later  became the Senate,  as i t  s t i l l  is  today.  
 
A major f i re in the late 19t h  Century destroyed the hal l  of  the Members of  Par l iament,  
which forced an urgent reconst ruct ion (1905),  and th is  was used as an opportunity to 
modernise i t  and make i t  what i t  is  today:  a hemicyc le in the neoclassical  sty le.  
 
Some modernisat ions introduced af ter  the proclamat ion of  the Republ ic (1910) and,  
later ,  in  the 1980s and ‘90s,  never touched the inside of  the Session Hal l .  Microphones, 
the ai r  condi t ioning system, an increased number of  seats,  the Par l iament Channel ,  
everything has been instal led wi thout  any real  change in the st ructure of  the hal l .  
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I t  was as late as the 21s t  Century,  in 2001-2002, that  the ai r  condi t ioning system was 
found to be f lawed and unsat isfactory,  especial ly  in the summer.  But  modi f icat ions 
required the Session Hal l  to be c losed for  a long per iod and i t  was impossible to obtain 
the agreement of  the Members of  Par l iament.  
 
The heat in the summer of  2007 was unbearable;  the temperature in the Session Hal l  
was around 40ºC or  more,  and in the glass dome i t  exceeded 55ºC. 
 
In the session on the State of  the Nat ion,  i t  was evident that  the Pr ime Minister  and the 
Members of  Par l iament were real ly  uncomfortable wi th the high temperatures that  the 
old air  condi t ioning system could not solve.  
 
I t  was the c l incher:  the Board of  the Assembly,  at  which al l  par l iamentary groups s it ,  
f inal ly  gave the endorsement for  work to be carr ied out  in the Session Hal l .  
 
For my part ,  I  took advantage of  the occasion to introduce some addi t ional  
requirements:  
 

 Replacing the oak f loor ing 
 A new cold i l luminat ion system 
 Restorat ion of  the Members of  Par l iament ’s desks,  and the Speakers’  and 

President ’s rost ra 
 Int roduct ion of  computers for  the Members of  Par l iament in each of  the 230 seats 

in the hal l  
 Int roduct ion of  touch screens for  vot ing 
 Int roduct ion of  large screens for  v iewing images or  documents to support  

speeches 
 Reinforcement of  the hal l ’s  ant i-seismic propert ies 
 Use of f ibre opt ics for  a l l  equipment 
 Replacement of  the glass in the dome 
 Air  condit ioning in the publ ic  gal ler ies 
 Ant i -woodworm chemical  t reatment 

 
I t  was also agreed to t ransfer  the sessions to the Senate Hal l ,  which was adapted to i ts  
new role.  
 
Two more rows in the same sty le of  woodwork,  smal ler  chairs and new microphones 
were introduced dur ing August;  the fact  of  having Par l iament Channel  cameras in the 
Session Hal l  has helped decis ion-making.   
 
The 230 Members of  Par l iament have r isen to  the di f f icul t ies of  gather ing in a room 
intended for  140 people wi th k indness and understanding.  
 
The designs for  the Session Hal l  were obtained in a very short  t ime, as was the 
favourable opin ion of  the Inst i tute of  Nat ional Monuments,  as the São Bento Palace had 
earned th is status af ter  we had demonstrated our abi l i ty  to keep i t  in opt imal  condi t ion,  



 

 54

even though i t  is  occupied and v is i ted by more than 1,500 people per day.  We ourselves 
have ensured that ,  in the end, the Session Hal l  would be or appear to be the same. 
 
I  wi l l  now reveal  some detai ls about these works:   
Delay:   240 days (8 months) 
Cost:   €4,322,600 
  $US 5,878,734   
Opening: 25 March 2009” 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mrs Adel ina SÁ CARVALHO for  her 
communicat ion and invi ted members present to put  quest ions to her.  
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  asked about the t imeframe for  the works programme. 
 
Ms Maria Valer ia AGOSTINI ( I ta ly)  said that  she had v is i ted the Portuguese hemicycle 
dur ing the works project .  She asked whether working on computers in the Chamber was 
a distract ion factor  that  prevented Members f rom concentrat ing on the debate at  hand. 
 
Ms Claressa SURTEES (Austral ia)  asked whether there had been any budgetary 
issues in complet ing the pro ject ,  and whether there had been any secur i ty  benef i ts  of  
the works. 
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Netherlands)  asked about negat ive 
react ions f rom the press and publ ic .  
 
Mr Edward OLLARD (United Kingdom)  d iscussed the s i tuat ion at  Westminster ,  where 
there were also problems relat ing to providing modern serv ices in an old bui ld ing.  He 
asked whether the work had been control led by par l iament or  managed external ly ,  and 
whether Members’  behaviour had changed as a resul t  of  the di f ference in funct ional i ty 
in the new hemicycle.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  asked about the nature of  any feasib i l i ty  study,  
whether there had been an invi tat ion to tender,  about project  management 
arrangements,  and about  the funding mechanism. He also asked how much the project  
had cost ,  and i f  there had been any teething problems. 
 
Mrs Adel ina SÁ CARVALHO  repl ied that  the project  had taken eight  months,  as a 
result  of  the need for  addi t ional  seismic protect ion.  Fortunately there was a second 
chamber in the bui ld ing that  could be used dur ing the project .  The instal lat ion of  the 
computers had been posi t ive:  i t  meant  that  Members could be present  in the chamber 
more of ten than prev iously;  they didn’ t  need to go back to their  of f ices to work.  This 
had been wel l  received by the publ ic .  The budget for  the project  had amounted to 4.3 
mi l l ion euros,  ent i re ly provided f rom par l iamentary funds.  There were secur i ty  benef i ts 
f rom having dug up the f loor:  i t  was now known wi th certa inty that  the subst ructure was 
safe.  The Portuguese par l iament  had had a weekly report  on their  websi te on the 
progress of  the works,  wi th photos and f i lm, so the publ ic  could see what  was being 
done and how. This had stopped bad news stor ies,  and meant that  journal ists had not  
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needed to ask so many quest ions.  Before the works,  the temperature in the hemicycle 
had r isen to as much as 42 degrees Cels ius.  The project  had been managed internal ly 
wi th great  success by a di rect ly  employed special ist  in o ld bui ldings.  There had been 
pr ivate sessions for  Members to introduce them to the new computer system. Members 
had to learn to use the system, because i t  was the only way in which they could s ign in  
to prove their  presence in the Chamber.  There had been a compl icated four-month 
feasib i l i ty  study,  fo l lowed by a month of  co-ordinat ion work.  An invi tat ion to tender had 
then been issued to f ive companies wi th the required secur i ty  c learance.  Three of  these 
had responded to the invi tat ion;  and the contract  had been awarded to one of  them. 
There had been no teething problems as such wi th the new hemicycle,  but  some 
Members had complained that  journal is ts were taking photos of  their  computer  screens 
f rom the publ ic  gal lery.  There had also been several  damaged computers.  By and large 
i t  had been an extremely posi t ive exper ience though. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  thanked Mrs Adel ina SÁ CARVALHO for  her 
communicat ion as wel l  as al l  those members who had put  quest ions to her.  
 
 
3. General debate: Demonstrations of members (and visitors) during 

sessions and the rules of order 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  invi ted Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER, Deputy Secretary 
General of  the German Bundestag,  to open the debate.  
 
Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER  (Germany) presented the fo l lowing contr ibut ion:  
 

“Measures for the maintenance of order in response to disturbances caused by 
Members and visitors in the German Bundestag –  

a  contribution to the current debates about Rules of Procedure 
 
The history of  the German Bundestag has been marred again and again by breaches of  
order in the plenary chamber caused by par l iamentar ians – something that  wi l l  cer ta in ly 
a lso be t rue of  other par l iaments whose secretar ies genera l  are present here today.  In  
addi t ion to these disturbances inst igated by par l iamentar ians,  which cont inue to occur 
through to the present day,  i t  is  a lso possible to note the disturbances that  are caused 
recurrent ly by v is i tors to the Bundestag in the plenary chamber or other premises 
occupied by our par l iament.  
 
In my speech, I  would l ike to d iscuss these two k inds of  d isturbance and how the 
Bundestag has reacted to them in some detai l .  
 

1.  Measures for  the maintenance of  order in response to d isturbances 
 caused by Members 

 
1.1. Disturbances caused by Members as the star t ing point  for  a new debate 

on the Rules of  Procedure 
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On 17 January 2008, the Counci l  of  Elders discussed disturbances dur ing the plenary 
session of  the previous day and asked the commit tee responsible,  the Commit tee for  
the Scrut iny of  Elect ions,  Immunity and the Rules of  Procedure (1st  Commit tee),  to 
examine the ef fect iveness of  the prov is ions concerning the maintenance of  order set  
out  in the Rules of  Procedure.  
 
The request  to examine th is issue was prompted by a demonstrat ion carr ied out  by 
several  members of  a par l iamentary group who put  on masks that  depicted the minister  
president  of  a German Land wi th a ‘Pinocchio nose’  (Stenographic Report  page 14242 
D).  The President in the chair  cal led upon the Members in quest ion to remove their  
masks or  leave the chamber.  Another breach of  order took place in the si t t ing of  the 
Bundestag on 26 March 2009, when several  Members of  the same par l iamentary group 
unfur led banners and held up f lags dur ing a debate (Stenographic Report  page 23131 
D).  
 
When these incidents were discussed in the meet ings of  the Counci l  of  Elders,  i t  was 
cr i t ic ised in part icular  that  at  that  t ime suspension f rom a s i t t ing,  the measure for  the 
maintenance of  order provided for  in Rule 38 of  the Rules of  Procedure as i t  was then 
formulated,  was unsat isfactory because this form of  suspension actual ly  had to be 
imposed dur ing the plenary session in which the incident  took place.  However,  th is 
required the ident i f icat ion of  the inst igators,  which had not  been possib le,  at  least  in 
the f i rst  case,  due to the masks worn by the Members in quest ion.  Furthermore, there 
were complaints that  fur ther  sanct ions,  such as suspension f rom a s i t t ing,  were ru led 
out  as a resul t  of  the cal l  to order pronounced in re lat ion to th is case.  
 
 

1.2. The var ious measures for  the maintenance of  order 
 
The Rules of  Procedure of  the German Bundestag make var ious measures avai lable to 
the President  in the chair  for  the restorat ion of  order when disturbances occur dur ing 
plenary sessions.  The catalogue of  d isc ip l inary measures that  can be imposed on 
indiv idual  Members,  who are to be speci f ied by name, includes:  

 
- Cal l  for  pert inence ( f i rs t  sentence of  Rule 36 of  the Rules of  Procedure):  The 

President may  cal l  upon speakers who digress to keep to the subject  under 
debate.  

- Cal l  to order  (second and th i rd sentences of  Rule 36 of  the Rules of  Procedure) :  
The President  may  name and cal l  to order Members of  the Bundestag who 
commit  breaches of  order.  A cal l  to order may also be pronounced subsequent ly 
in the next  session i f  an inter ject ion that  has escaped the not ice of  the 
President ,  but  is  recorded in the minutes of  p lenary proceedings is  to be 
censured (Rule 119[2]  of  the Rules of  Procedure).  

- Direct ion to d iscont inue speaking (Rule 37 of  the Rules of  Procedure):  The 
President  must  d i rect  a speaker to d iscont inue speaking i f  he or  she has been 
cal led to order three t imes or  cal led upon three t imes to keep to the subject  
under debate dur ing a speech, and has been warned on the second occasion of  
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the consequences a th i rd cal l  to order or  cal l  for  pert inence would entai l .  I f  a 
Member exceeds their  speaking t ime, the President  should di rect  the speaker to 
d iscont inue speaking i f  they have already been warned once (Rule 35[3]  of  the 
Rules of  Procedure).  

- Suspension f rom a s i t t ing:  The President  may  order a Member to leave the 
chamber for  the durat ion of  the si t t ing due to ser ious breaches of  order,  even i f  
he or  she has not  previously been cal led to order.  Pr ior  to the c losure of  the 
s i t t ing,  the President must announce the number of  s i t t ing days for  which the 
Member in quest ion wi l l  be suspended (up to a maximum of  30 days,  Rule 38[1]  
of  the Rules of  Procedure) .  At  the end of  the last  e lectoral  term in 2009, the r ight  
to suspend Members f rom si t t ings was expanded in scope: suspension f rom a 
s i t t ing may  now also be imposed subsequently  pr ior  to the end of  the next  
s i t t ing i f  the President  has noted the breach of  order and reserved the r ight  to 
suspend the Member in quest ion (Rule 38[2]  of  the Rules of  Procedure).  In th is 
respect ,  a previously pronounced cal l  to order does not  ru le out  the possib i l i ty  of  
subsequent suspension f rom a s i t t ing. 

 
There are two prevent ive measures for  the maintenance of  order that  are not  provided 
for  in  the Rules of  Procedure of  the German Bundestag,  have their  or ig ins in  
par l iamentary custom and are less severe than the disc ip l inary measures I  have been 
ta lk ing about.  These measures may be appl ied by the President when minor breaches of  
order occur:  
 
- Disal lowance of  a statement as unpar l iamentary and Censure  

 
The President  may accordingly d isal low a statement or certa in conduct  as 
‘unpar l iamentary ’,  or  ‘censure’  i t .  
 
F inal ly ,  the fo l lowing measure for  the maintenance of  order is  intended for  cases in 
which the indiv iduals responsible for  d isturbances cannot  be ident i f ied by the President  
and i t  is  therefore not  possible to apply d iscip l inary measures:  
 
- Suspension of  a s i t t ing (Rule 40 of  the Rules of  Procedure):  The President  may  

suspend a s i t t ing for  a speci f ied per iod of  t ime i f  d isturbances threaten to 
obstruct  the progress of  business.  

 
The Member in quest ion is  able to lodge an object ion against  a cal l  to order or 
suspension f rom a s i t t ing.  This object ion is  then placed on the agenda for  the next  
s i t t ing day and decided on by the Bundestag wi thout  debate (Rule 39 of  the Rules of  
Procedure).   
 
I f  a d isturbance leads to a s i tuat ion that  requires pol ice act ion,  the President is able to 
give the necessary direct ions to the pol ice in addi t ion to the measures I  d iscussed 
ear l ier .  This a lso appl ies wi th regard to Members of  the German Bundestag.  For 
instance,  a Member who has been suspended under Rule 38 of  the Rules of  Procedure 
is commit t ing cr iminal  t respass (Sect ion 123 of  the German Cr iminal  Code) i f  he or  she 
fa i ls  to comply with the President ’s order to leave the plenary chamber or  enters the 
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chamber again pr ior  to the expiry of  the per iod for  which he or  she has been 
suspended. 
 
 

1.3. Examples of  the appl icat ion of  measures for  the maintenance of  order in 
the past  

 
Breaches of  order  were al ready being commit ted by Members of  the German Bundestag 
back in the f i rst  e lectoral  term from 1949 to 1953. Al though no informal  censures were 
pronounced dur ing that  per iod,  58 cal ls  for  pert inence, 156 cal ls  to order,  40 di rect ions 
to discont inue speaking,  17 suspensions f rom si t t ings and two suspensions of  s i t t ings 
were recorded in th is one electoral  term alone.  Measures for  the maintenance of  order 
were used wi th rather  more restra int  in the fo l lowing electoral  terms. In the last  57 
years f rom 1953 to the present day,  for  instance,  there have only been a tota l  of  s ix 
suspensions f rom sit t ings (most  recent ly  in the 11th electoral  term from 1987 to 1990) 
and two suspensions of  s i t t ings (most recent ly in the 11th electoral  term as wel l ) .  The 
other measures for  the maintenance of  order have also been deployed considerably 
more rare ly:  for  instance,  on average 20 cal ls  to order were pronounced in each of  the 
2nd to the 9th electoral  terms (by contrast  to which the 10th and 11th electoral  terms 
both saw more than 100).   
 
Cal ls for  pert inence are pronounced by the President  at  h is or  her duty-bound discret ion 
pr ior  to  the conclusion of  a speech i f  the speech no longer shows any re levance to the 
agenda point  in quest ion.  Constant  repet i t ions and f i l ibuster ing may also just i fy  a cal l  
for  pert inence. 
 
Cal ls to order  may also be pronounced by the President  at  h is or  her duty-bound 
discret ion in response to grossly wounding or  derogatory remarks and abuse, insult ing 
or  otherwise punishable act ions,  or  otherwise improper behaviour (examples:  insults 
such as ‘hypocr i te ’ ,  ‘common l iar ’ ,  ‘puppet government ’  and ‘windbag’ /coercion,  
threats/singing or whis t l ing) .  Cr i t ic ism of  the President ’s performance of  h is or  her 
of f ice in the plenary also represents a breach of  order.  This inc ludes cr i t ic ism of  
d isc ip l inary decis ions.   
 
Suspension f rom a s i t t ing const i tutes the toughest  and – s ince i t  involves rest r ic t ing the 
exercise of  the const i tut ional  r ights the Member in quest ion holds by dint  of  h is or  her 
membership of  the Bundestag – the most controversia l  measure for  the maintenance of  
order.  Such suspensions are imposed in response to obstruct ion of  the President ’s 
of f ic ia l  dut ies (1st  e lectoral  term: refusal  to comply with instruct ions;  3rd electoral  term: 
‘shout ing down’  of  the President) ,  the obstruct ion of  a speaker by means of cont inued 
interrupt ions of  h is or her speech, physical v io lence (1st  e lectoral  term: resistance to 
suspension f rom a s it t ing) ,  gross abuse of  the President  or  Members (1st  e lectoral  
term: descr ipt ion of  a Member as a ‘scoundrel ’ ;  accusat ion of  the House of  ‘espionage’)  
and gross insul ts d irected at  federal  organs (1st  e lectoral  term: descr ipt ion of  Federal  
Chancel lor  Adenauer as the ‘Chancel lor  of  the Al l ies ’ ;  10th electoral  term: descr ipt ion 
of  Federal  Chancel lor  Kohl  as having been ‘ ransomed by Fl ick ’ ,  a businessman 
impl icated in a donat ions scandal)  or  other ser ious breaches of  order (11th electoral  
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term: unfur l ing of  banners).  The President  must  announce the number of  s i t t ing days for  
which the suspension appl ies.  The suspension also covers commit tee meet ings and 
therefore restr icts the r ight  to at tend s i t t ings,  meet ings and votes,  as wel l  as the r ights 
to speak and vote.  However,  the Member in quest ion may use the v is i tor ’s  gal lery of  the 
plenary chamber,  at tend publ ic commit tee meet ings and take part  in in i t iat ives 
(mot ions,  interpel lat ions,  legis lat ive in i t iat ives).  
 
 

1.4. Consequences of  recent d isturbances 
 
The 1st  Commit tee del iberated on these issues at  several  of  i ts  meet ings,  dur ing which 
i t  a lso considered the measures for  the maintenance of  order set  out  in the ru les of  
procedure of  the par l iaments of  the German Länder  and,  above al l ,  other European 
par l iaments,  such as deduct ions f rom Members’  remunerat ion (France),  suspension 
f rom part ic ipat ion in commit tees for  per iods of  several  months (Switzer land) or the 
for fe i ture of  dai ly subsistence al lowances (European Par l iament) .  
[See the annex for  an overview in tabular  form] 
 
In the course of  these del iberat ions,  the Chr ist ian Democrat ic par l iamentary group 
c la imed i t  was necessary to broaden the measures for  the maintenance of  order in order 
to preserve the standing and digni ty of  the Bundestag, and prevent i t  f rom becoming a 
laughing-stock.  They said what Germany had exper ienced dur ing the Weimar Republ ic  
had shown that  i t  was necessary to counter  the publ ic  defamat ion of  democracy and i ts  
inst i tut ions r ight  f rom the very beginning.  For th is reason, the Chr ist ian Democrats 
argued i t  should be made possib le for  a suspension f rom the fo l lowing s i t t ings to be 
pronounced af ter  the end of  the s i t t ing in which the incident  in quest ion had occurred as 
wel l .  In th is way,  t ime could be gained for  a thorough evaluat ion of  the incident,  dur ing 
which i t  could also be taken into considerat ion whether the Member in quest ion had 
already commit ted breaches of  order in previous plenary sessions.   
 
The representat ives of  the Social  Democrat ic  and Free Democrat ic  par l iamentary 
groups bel ieved the in troduct ion of  f ines would be preferable i f  new measures for  the 
maintenance of  order were to  be inst i tuted.  Compared to subsequent  suspension f rom a 
s i t t ing,  th is was fe lt  to represent  a less drast ic  intervent ion in the r ights ar is ing f rom 
membership of  the Bundestag because i t  would not  inter fere wi th Members’  vot ing 
r ights.  However,  they agreed to the opt ion of  subsequent suspension f rom a s i t t ing.  
 
The Lef t  Party and Al l iance 90/The Greens par l iamentary groups argued against  a  
broadening of  the measures for  the maintenance of  order s ince they fe lt  the events that  
have been descr ibed in th is paper d id not  just i fy  such a step,  whi le the new provis ions 
would amount to an intensif icat ion of  inter ference in the r ights ar is ing f rom membership 
of  the Bundestag, something that  would be const i tut ional ly  quest ionable.  
 
In i ts  recommendat ion for  a decis ion to the plenary (Pr inted Paper 16/13492 of  18 June 
2009),  the 1st  Commit tee recommended by a major i ty  that  Rule 38 of  the Rules of  
Procedure should be amended so that  in future suspension f rom a s i t t ing could st i l l  be 
imposed subsequent ly pr ior  to the next  s i t t ing,  prov ided the President  expressly noted a 
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breach of  order dur ing the s i t t ing when the incident  took place and reserved the r ight  to 
subsequent ly suspend the Member/s in quest ion.  Nor should such a measure be ru led 
out  by the fact  that  a cal l  to order had already been pronounced. 
 
This new opt ion of  subsequent  suspension f rom a s it t ing is  a fur ther development of  the 
pract ice fol lowed unt i l  now when pronouncing subsequent cal ls  to order  and the 
provis ion set  out  in Rule 119(2) of  the Rules of  Procedure,  according to which an 
inter ject ion recorded in the minutes that has escaped the not ice of  the President  may 
st i l l  be censured in the next  s i t t ing.   
 
In cont rast to a subsequent  cal l  to order,  subsequent suspension f rom a s i t t ing 
presupposes that  the breach of order is  expressly noted by the President  in the chair  
whi le the si t t ing is  st i l l  going on and reference made to the possib i l i ty  of  the Member ’s 
subsequent suspension.  As the toughest  of  the Bundestag’s measures for  the 
maintenance of  order and also,  g iven that  i t  involves the suspension of  vot ing r ights,  
one that  is  far  f rom uncontroversia l,  subsequent suspension f rom a s i t t ing was made 
subject  to str ic ter  precondi t ions in the Rules of  Procedure than a subsequent cal l  to 
order.  As a resul t  of  th is,  a Member who has caused disturbances is  also given the 
opportuni ty to inf luence the decis ion about  any later  suspension f rom a s i t t ing by means 
of  h is or  her fur ther conduct  ( for  example,  the immediate ending of  the disturbance or an 
apology).  In addi t ion to th is,  i t  is hardly conceivable that ,  on the one hand, a breach of 
order wi l l  have been so ser ious as to provide suf f ic ient  grounds for  suspension f rom a 
s i t t ing but ,  on the other hand, wi l l  not  have been not iced dur ing the s it t ing.  
 
The new per iod al lowed for  th is  decis ion to be taken can be used both for  legal  scrut iny 
and to ident i fy  the inst igators of  the disturbance,  in part icular  by the analysis of  v isual  
mater ia l  or  other evidence. Dur ing the s it t ing,  i t  is  enough for  the President to have 
noted ‘a breach of  order ’ .  The President in the chair  who has noted the breach of  order 
in the s i t t ing is  responsible for  taking th is decis ion.  The decis ion may also be 
announced on his or  her behal f  by other members of  the Presid ium dur ing the later  
s i t t ing. 
 
The possib i l i ty  of  later  suspension f rom a s i t t ing is  not  ru led out  by other measures for  
the maintenance of  order.  Rather ,  under the new Rule 38(2),  the President  in the chair  
is  f ree to note a breach of  order and combine th is wi th a cal l  to order.  
 
The recommendat ion for  a decis ion on the amendment of  the Rules of  Procedure set  out  
in Pr inted Paper 16/13492 was adopted by a major i ty in the plenary in i ts  230th s i t t ing 
on 2 July 2009.  Since the amendment was passed,  no cases have ar isen in which i t  
would have been appropr iate for  subsequent suspension f rom a s i t t ing to be ordered.  
 
 

2. Measures for  the maintenance of  order in response to d isturbances caused by 
v is i tors 

 
2.1. Examples of  d isturbances caused by v is i tors to the Bundestag 
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In Apr i l  2007 and June 2009, several  disrupt ive demonstrat ions took place in the 
Reichstag Bui ld ing and the Paul  Löbe Bui ld ing (our  commit tee bui ld ing).   
 

2.1.1.  Disturbances in the plenary chamber 
 
Several  indiv iduals unfur led a banner on the v is i tor ’s  gal lery in the plenary chamber.  At  
the same t ime, copied euro notes were thrown into the plenary chamber.  Af ter  th is,  a  
number of  indiv iduals c l imbed over the balustrade of  the gal lery and let  themselves fa l l  
onto the f loor of  the house.  The employees of  the p lenary assistance serv ice who were 
present apprehended the protesters and handed them over prompt ly  to the pol ice 
of f icers in f ront  of  the plenary chamber.   
 

2.1.2.  Disturbances on the roof  terrace and at  the West Entrance 
 
At  about the same t ime as th is inc ident  – af ter  previously d ist ract ing the at tent ion of  the 
pol ice of f icers who were patro l l ing the area – several  indiv iduals c l imbed over the 
safety barr ier  on the roof  terrace and made their  way as far  as the west  porta l ,  where 
they then absei led down in f ront  of  the port ico and unfur led a banner.  I t  was eventual ly  
possib le for  the Ber l in f i re br igade to hand the protestors over  to the pol ice,  who took 
them into custody and quest ioned them.  
 
Depending on their  conduct ,  the indiv iduals in quest ion were charged wi th t respass,  
cr iminal  damage to property or  disturbing the act iv i ty  of  a legis lat ive organ.  Af ter  being 
charged,  they were ordered to leave the premises.  
 

2.1.3.  Disturbances in the Paul  Löbe Bui ld ing 
 
In June 2009, d isturbances occurred at  the opening event for  an exhibit ion about the 
Bundeswehr ’s deployments outs ide Germany in the hal l  of  the Paul  Löbe Bui ld ing.  
Dur ing the speech by the Federal  Minister  of  Defence, protesters unfur led a banner 
along one of  the br idges that  run across the hal l ,  l ink ing the two s ides of  the bui ld ing, 
and chanted ‘Bundeswehr  sold iers/murderers ’  in chorus.  In addi t ion to th is,  leaf lets and 
var ious shoes (e.g.  f l ip- f lops,  l ight  s l ippers)  were thrown into the area where the event 
was taking place.  This  d isrupted the event,  but  d id not  hal t  i t .  Nobody was hurt .  Af ter  
being removed f rom the area where the event was taking place,  the indiv iduals who had 
caused the disturbances were quest ioned by the pol ice and then ordered to leave the 
premises.  They were charged wi th infr ingements of  the Bundestag’s Internal  
Regulat ions under the Administ rat ive Offences Act .  
 

2.2. Prevent ive and secur i ty  measures 
 
Al l  v is i tors to the German Bundestag undergo secur i ty  controls when they enter  i ts  
premises.  The pol ice informat ion system is used to carry out  checks on people who 
have advance appointments.  In addi t ion to th is,  v is i tors to the roof  terrace,  who arr ive 
wi thout  appointment,  a lso go through secur i ty  controls:  each v is i tor  and the objects he 
or  she is carry ing are checked when they enter  the premises – which are,  as a matter  of  
pr incip le,  reached v ia an entrance equipped wi th a metal  detector  gate and an X-ray 



 

 62

scanner.  Apart  f rom thorough checks on their  ent i t lement  to access the premises 
(Bundestag pass),  employees of  Members,  the par l iamentary groups and the Bundestag 
Administ rat ion are not  subjected to any fur ther secur i ty  contro ls when they enter  
par l iamentary bui ld ings.  
 
When they at tend plenary sessions and meet ings of  bodies of  the German Bundestag,  
both v is i tors and the employees of  Members,  the par l iamentary groups and the 
Bundestag Administrat ion are al l  subject  to the provis ions set  out  in Rule 5(1)  of  the 
Internal  Regulat ions issued by the President  fo l lowing consul tat ions wi th the 1st  
Commit tee,  in accordance wi th which coats,  umbrel las,  bags,  audiovisual  recording 
devices,  etc.  must be lef t  at  the c loakrooms provided for  th is purpose. I f  bags are taken 
into the premises,  they are inspected v isual ly  before the v is i tor  enters the bui ld ing.  The 
same also appl ies for  v is i ts  to the roof  terrace on top of  the Reichstag Bui ld ing,  which 
is reached f rom with in the bui ld ing.  
 

2.2.1.  Disrupt ions to p lenary s i t t ings or  meet ings of  bodies 
 
I f  d isturbances in the plenary chamber are caused by spectators (who, apart  f rom 
vis i tors to the Bundestag,  a lso include journal is ts and photographers),  the President  
may have recourse to h is or  her power to take measures for  the maintenance of  order,  
which is  rooted in h is or  her propr ietary powers.  Anyone on the gal ler ies who expresses 
approval  or  d isapproval ,  or  behaves in a d isorder ly or  unseemly manner may be 
expel led immediately at  the order of  the President .  Furthermore,  the President  may 
have the gal lery c leared due to d isturbances that  obstruct  the conduct  of  business 
(Rule 41[2]  of  the Rules of  Procedure).  In th is respect ,  Rule 5 of  the Internal  
Regulat ions refers to the special  ru les of  conduct  appl icable to v is i tors who at tend 
s i t t ings of  the Bundestag or  meet ings of  i ts  bodies.  Spectators who are found in the 
plenary chamber wi thout  author isat ion may also be removed f rom the chamber on the 
basis of  the President ’s propr ietary powers.  
 
Vio lat ions of  the Internal  Regulat ions – and therefore any refusal  to comply wi th the 
instruct ions of  the personnel  responsible – const i tute administrat ive of fences wi th in the 
meaning of Sect ion 112 of  the Administrat ive Of fences Act .  Should the act iv i t ies of  the 
Bundestag be obstructed or  d isrupted as a resul t  of  a v io lat ion of  the Internal  
Regulat ions,  th is qual i f ies as the of fence def ined in Sect ion 106b of  the German 
Cr iminal  Code (d isturbing the act iv i ty  of  a legis lat ive organ).  The relevant  charges are 
brought by the Pol ice of  the German Bundestag.  
 

2.2.2.  Disturbances in the bui ld ings of  the Bundestag 
 
Rule 4 of  the In ternal  Regulat ions informs vis i tors that  peace and order are to be 
maintained in the bui ld ings of  the Bundestag,  the digni ty of  par l iament is  to be 
respected and considerat ion is  to be shown for  the work done there.  In part icular ,  i t  is  
not  permit ted to unfur l  banners,  d ist r ibute informat ion mater ia l  or  sel l  goods.  This 
covers f lyers or  posters that  are v is ib le to al l .  These pr incip les also f ind appl icat ion to 
indiv iduals who convey statements of  opinion to the persons present  in par l iament by 
means of garments that  feature pr inted text ,  symbols or  other forms of  representat ion.  
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Should v is i tors be encountered who intend to engage in act iv i t ies of  these k inds when 
they enter  the premises,  they are given the opportuni ty to deposi t  the objects in  
quest ion at  the entrance. They are then al lowed access to the bui ld ing.  This  does not  
af fect  cr iminal  proceedings concerned wi th  demonstrat ions in favour of  ideas that  
at t ract  prosecut ion under German law. According to ru le 7(3)  of  the Internal  
Regulat ions,  v is i tors may be ordered to leave the premises i f  they refuse to comply wi th 
the instruct ions of  the employees responsible.  
 
These provis ions also apply to the employees of  Members,  the par l iamentary groups 
and the Bundestag Administrat ion.  In v iew of  their  special  status as publ ic servants or  
pr ivate employees who work wi th in par l iament,  orders to leave the premises have no 
impact  on such employees,  should they commit  v io lat ions of  these k inds.  However,  any 
measures that  may be considered necessary are taken by the employer in quest ion in 
consul tat ion wi th the bodies responsible wi th in par l iament.  
 
 

2.3. Conclus ion 
 
There have of  course been many occasions when the Pres ident  of  the German 
Bundestag has been asked his opin ion of  these var ious disrupt ions and demonstrat ions.  
In th is respect ,  he l ikes to point  out  the fundamental  d i lemma that  conf ronts us af resh 
every t ime. As he has said,  such incidents i l lustrate the f ine l ine i t  is  necessary to walk 
‘between the just i f ied expectat ion of  our three mi l l ion v is i tors that  they wi l l  not  be 
ushered into a high-secur i ty wing when they come here and the problems that ,  as has 
been shown bi t ter ly today,  can occur over  and over again. ’  
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Briefing note: 
 

Measures for the maintenance of order which can be taken against parliamentarians  
in the Bundestag, the Bundesrat and the parliaments of selected European states 

(As at: 28 January 2010) 
 

I .   The German Bundestag and the Bundesrat 
I I .  Selected European countr ies 
I I I .  European Par l iament 

 
 Call for  

pertinence 
Call to 
order 

Direction to 
discontinue 

speaking 

Suspension  
during a 
sitting 

Suspension 
following a 

sitting 
Fine  

 
Misc. 

German 
Bundestag 
(measures 
which can 
be taken 
against 
Members of 
the 
Bundestag) 

Rule 36, 
Rules of  

Procedure 
(by naming 

the Member) 

Rule 36 
(by naming the 

Member) 

Rule 37 
(only possib le af ter  

a number of  
warnings) 

Rule 38 
(even i f  Member 

has not 
previously been 

cal led to  
order;  durat ion of 

up to 30 si t t ing 
days; Member 

also  
excluded from  

commit tee 
meet ings) 

Rule 38 
( i f  the Pres.  

notes the 
breach of  

order dur ing 
the si t t ing and 
reserves the 

r ight  to 
suspend the 

Member) 

No 

 

Bundesrat 
(measures 
which can 
be taken 
against 
members of 
the  
Bundesrat) 

Yes 
( impl ic i t  in  

the 
President ’s  
author i ty to 

chair  si t t ings) 

Not possible
(no legal  basis 
for  th is in the 

Rules of  
Procedure in 

respect of   
members) 

Not possible 
(no legal  basis for  
th is in the Rules of  

Procedure in 
respect of  
members) 

Not possible 
(no legal  basis 
for  th is in the 

Rules of  
Procedure in 

respect  of  
members)

No No 

 

 
Cases of disruptive or improper conduct are usual ly 

dealt wi th by means of informal measures to 
maintain order,  

mainly admonit ions 
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 Call for 

pertinence 
Call to 
order 

Direction to 
discontinue 

speaking 

Suspension 
during a  
sitting 

Suspension 
following a 

sitting 
Fine Misc. 

Selected European countries 

 
France 
 
Rules of 
Procedure 
of the  
National 
Assembly 
 

No 

Art. 70 in 
conjunction 
with Art. 71
(cal l  to order 

by the 
President) ,  

 
(a second 

cal l  to order 
is  

recorded in 
the minutes), 

 
(a cal l  to 
order is 

recorded in 
the minutes 

in the case of  
MPs who 

insul t ,  
provoke or  

threaten 
col leagues) 

 
N.B. :  A cal l  

to order 
recorded in 
the minutes 

resul ts in the 
MP’s 

par l iamentary 
al lowance 

being cut  by 
a quarter  for 
one month 

No 

In the form of a 
censure with  

temporary  
suspension 

under Art. 70 (5) 
in conjunction 

with Art. 73 
( in the case of  the 
MP cont inuing with 
improper conduct 

despi te being 
censured, or  af ter  
a second censure;  

in the case of  
v io lence in the 
plenary or  the 

ut ter ing of abuse 
against  the 

President or  the 
Nat ional  Assembly;  

or  in the case of  
insul ts,  

provocat ions or  
threats against  the 

President of  the 
Republ ic or  
government 
members)  
or under  

Art. 74 (1) 
( in the case of  an 
assaul t  by an MP; 

suspension is  
ordered by the 

Bureau) 

Possibly 
(see wording 
of  Ar t .  73 (6):  
“ the f i f teenth 
day of  s i t t ing 
fo l lowing that  
on which the 
measure was 

ordered”) 

In 
conjunctio

n  
with 

individual 
discipl inar

y  
measures

; 
 

in the 
case of  
voting 

offences 
under Art. 
77-1 (1) 

(par l iament
ary 

al lowance 
reduced by 
a quarter  
for  one 
month; 

extension 
to 6 months 

i f  the MP 
reoffends) 

Censure 
under Art. 70 

(4) in 
conjunction 
with Art. 72 

(possib le i f  the 
MP disregards 

the  
author i ty of  the 

President af ter  a 
cal l  to order 

recorded in the 
minutes, or has 

caused a 
disturbance in 
the Nat ional  
Assembly;  

imposed by order 
of  the House, 

pursuant to Art .  
75), 

N.B.:  th is resul ts 
in the MP’s 

par l iamentary 
al lowance being 

cut by hal f  for  
one month, Ar t .  

76 (1) 
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 Call for 
pertinence 

Call to 
order 

Direction to 
discontinue 

speaking 

Suspension 
during a  
sitting 

Suspension 
following a 

sitting 
Fine Misc. 

 
UK 
 
Standing 
Orders  
of the  
House of  
Commons 
 

No. 44 (3) No. 44 (3) No 

No. 43 
( in the case of  

grossly d isorder ly 
conduct,  

suspension f rom 
the rest of  the 
day’s s i t t ing) 
No. 44 (1) 

( in ser ious cases,  
suspension for  5 
days, on second 
occasion for 20 

si t t ing days 
N.B.:  Salary 
wi thheld for  
durat ion of 

suspension,  
No. 45A) 

No No No 

 
Italy 
 
a) Rules 
of 
Procedure 
of the 
Chamber 
of 
Deputies 
 

 Rule 59 (1) No 

Rule 60 (1) 
(af ter  second cal l  
to order or  insul ts  
against  col leagues 

or government 
members) ,  

Rule 60 (3) 
(on decision by 

Bureau,  dis-
qual i f icat ion from 

part icipat ion in 
par l .  business for  2 

to 15 si t t ing days 
in the case of  
inci tement to 
vio lence, dis-

turbances,  threats 
or  use of insul t ing 
language against  

Head of State) 

No No 

Rule 58 
(Appointment of  
a commit tee to 

assess the t ruth 
of  an  

accusat ion that  
may damage a 

deputy’s honour) 
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Italy 
 
b) Rules of 
the Senate 
 
 

 

Rule 66  
(Cal l  to order 

may be revoked 
i f  the Senator  
cal led to order 
explains his or  

her conduct  
convincingly)  

 
Rule 67 (1)
(see above) 

 
   

 Call for 
pertinence Call to order

Direction to 
discontinue 

speaking 

Suspensio
n during a 

sitting 

Suspension 
following a 

sitting 
Fine Misc. 

 
Austria 
 
a) Rules of 
Procedure 
of the  
Federal 
Council 
(Bundesrat)
 

Rule 69 (1) Rule 70 (1) 

Rule 68 
( i f  a part icipant 

fa i ls to stop 
speaking when 
interrupted by 

the President of  
the Federal  

Counci l )  
Rule 69 (2) 

(af ter  th ird 
admoni t ion to 
speak to the 

point)  
Rule 70 (2) 

( in case of  
v io lat ions of  
order;  also 

possible 
retrospectively)  

No No No No 

 
b) Rules of 
Procedure 
of the  
National 
Council 
 

Rule 101 
(1) 

Rule 102 (1) 
(also possib le 

retrospectively)  

Rule 101 (2) 
(af ter  th ird 

admoni t ion to 
speak to the 

point)  
Rule 102 (2) 
( in case of  a 

breach of   
order) 

No No No No 
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Switzer-
land 
 
Federal 
Act on the
Federal  
Assembly 
(ParlG) 

No No 

Art. 13 (1) 
a 

(Precondit io
ns:  a)  formal 

warning 
already 

issued, b)  
repeat 

of fence, c) 
infr ingement 

of  the 
Counci ls ’  

regulat ions 
on order and 
procedure;  
d irect ion is 
issued by 

the 
President) 

Art. 13 (1) b 
(Precondi t ions:  

a)  formal 
warning already 

issued,  b)  
repeat of fence, 
c)  infr ingement 
of  the Counci ls’  
regulat ions on 

order and 
procedure; 

suspension is 
imposed by the 

President) 

No No 

Art. 13 (2) a 
and b 

( in case of  a 
ser ious 

infr ingement of  
regulat ions on 

order or  
procedure, or  a 

breach of of f ic ial  
secrecy:  off ic ial  

repr imand or 
suspension from 
part icipat ion in 
commit tees for  
up to 6 months) 

 
 Call for 

pertinence 
Call to 
order 

Direction to 
discontinue 

speaking 

Suspension 
during a  
sitting 

Suspension 
following a 

sitting 
Fine Misc. 

 
European 
Parliament
 
Rules of  
Procedure 
 

No 

Rule 152 
(1) 

( i f  a Member 
is cal led to 

order a 
second t ime, 

th is is  
recorded in 
the minutes,  
Rule 152 (2))

Rule 152 (3) 
( i f  the 

disturbance  
continues or a  

fur ther  of fence is 
committed) 

Rule 152 (3) 
(possible for  the 
rest of  the si t t ing 

in cases of 
except ional  

ser iousness; 
second cal l  to 

order is not  
necessary)  

Yes 
(See ‘Misc. ’ )  

Yes 
(See ‘Misc. ’ )

Rule 153 
( in 

“except ional ly  
ser ious 

cases” the 
President can 
decide on the 

fo l lowing  
options: 

repr imand, 
for fei ture of  

ent i t lement to 
the dai ly 

subsistence 
al lowance, 
suspension 
for  2 to 10 

si t t ing days – 
wi thout 
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prejudice to 
the r ight  to 

vote;  i f  
penalty is 
appealed 

under Rule 
154, an 
internal   
appeal  

procedure 
takes place) 
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Mr Constantin GHEORGHE (Romania)  presented the fo l lowing wr i t ten contr ibut ion:  
 
“After  1989, once the Par l iament of  Romania was re- founded as a democrat ic and 
representat ive inst i tut ion of  the Romanian people,  the usual  hurrah,  ovat ions,  long 
applauses,  s logans and fu l l  consensus,  staged by the communist  regime on the 
occasion of  the Great Nat ional  Assembly ’s5 s i t t ings,  lef t  p lace to the ideological  
confrontat ions speci f ic  to the mul t i -party system, to genuine and somet imes passionate 
mani festat ions f rom MPs and the plenary session’s audiences,  f reed f rom the 
communist  censorship.  
Most  of  the t ime, i t  was a matter  of  messages wr i t ten on banners,  whist l ing or  roar ing 
by MPs or the audience,  which imposed the re-establ ish ing of  order by the Chairman. 
No doubt ,  there were rather  tensed moments caused by the debate on certa in draf t  
laws, when a cer ta in degree of  verbal  v io lence or  the persistence of  protests 
suscept ib le to prevent the normal  progress of  works,  were solved by the Chairman by 
means of warnings and seldom by excluding protesters f rom the plenary hal l .  
Maintain ing order dur ing publ ic  meet ings,  as regards both the MPs and the c i t izens,  is  
regulated by:  

1.  Regulat ions of  the Senate; 
2.  Regulat ions of  the Chamber of  Deput ies;  
3.  Regulat ion on the jo int  meet ings of  the Chamber of  Deput ies and the Senate;  
4.  Law no.96 (r1)  of  Apr i l  21,  2006 on the Status of  Deput ies and Senators6,  as 

fo l lows: 
 
Maintaining order during public sitt ings – cit izens’ protests 
The si t t ings of  the Senate,  as wel l  as those of  the Chamber of  Deput ies are publ ic ,  
except  when most of  the MPs present decide,  by vote,  that  the s i t t ing should be secret .   
The Senate’s publ ic  s i t t ings may be at tended by dip lomats and press/radio/ te levis ion 
representat ives,  as wel l  as by other guests,  by accredi tat ion or  by invi tat ion s igned by 
the Secretary General ,  under the terms establ ished by the Standing Bureau. Ci t izens 
may at tend the debates based on access permits issued at  request ,  in the order in  
which requests are received,  wi th in the l imi t  of  the avai lable seats;  they must observe 
the access and good conduct  regulat ions,  as communicated to them by the staf f  f rom 
the Publ ic Relat ions Bureau. 
Persons at tending the s i t t ings have to maintain s i lence and to refra in f rom any showing 
of  approval or  d isapproval ;  otherwise,  they might  be excluded f rom the hal l .   
The Protect ion and Secur i ty Service,  a State body wi th mi l i tary structure and 
competencies in the area of  nat ional  secur i ty ,  is  in charge wi th secur i ty  and order wi th in  
the headquarters of  Par l iament,  as wel l  as wi th the protect ion of  d igni tar ies.  
                                                      
5 The Great National Assembly was the one-chamber legislative body of the People’s Republic of Romania and then of the 
Socialist Republic of Romania, between 1948 and 1989. 
6 Republished in the Official Gazette Part I no. 763 on November 12th, 2008. 



 

 71

 
Maintaining order within (public or non-public)  sit t ings – MPs’ protests 
As for  MPs, they are forbidden to ut ter  insul ts or  calumnies f rom the rostrum, as wel l  as 
f rom the meet ing hal l ;  d ia logue between the persons speaking at  the rostrum and those 
in the hal l  is  a lso forbidden. 
In th is respect ,  the sphere of  d isc ip l inary misbehavior  inc lude:  non-observance of  the 
Regulat ions of  the Chamber to which they belong, and of  the Regulat ions of  the jo int  
meet ings of  the Chamber of  Deput ies and the Senate;  the insul t ing or  defaming conduct  
d i rected at a Senator/Deputy or  other d igni tary,  dur ing plenary meet ings,  in the 
exercise of  the par l iamentary mandate.   
The legal  f ramework in force st ipulates the sanct ioning of  breaches of  par l iamentary 
deontology,  according to each c ircumstance, by means of :  

a) Warning;  
b) Call  to  order;  
c) Withdrawal of  leave to speak; 
d) Exclusion f rom the hal l  for  the remainder of  the s it t ing;  
e) Writ ten publ ic  warning. 

These are actual ly  the tools avai lable to the President  of  the Senate/Chamber of  
Deput ies and to the Chairpersons of the Commit tees,  who are responsible for  
maintain ing/ re-establ ishing the order dur ing debates and for  ensur ing that  regulat ions 
are observed dur ing Commit tee meet ings (publ ic  or  non-publ ic) .  
Thus,  the President  cal ls  to order the senators who disturb the debates or  create 
agi tat ion;  he/she may interrupt  the s i t t ing when the disorder pers ists,  and may also 
exclude f rom the hal l ,  through the questors,  the persons who prevent,  by any means,  
the normal progress of  works.  
Before cal l ing an MP to order,  the President  of  the Senate/Chamber of  Deput ies can 
invi te h im/her to wi thdraw or  expla in the words that  produced incidents and would 
t r igger the enforcement of  the measure. I f  the explanat ions given are considered 
sat isfactory by the President  or  the MP the words were di rected at ,  the measure is  no 
longer enforced.  
However,  i f  an MP, af ter  being cal led to order,  st i l l  breaches the regulat ions,  the 
President  may wi thdraw the leave to speak,  and i f  the conduct  persists,  he/she wi l l  be 
excluded f rom the hal l . ”  
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER and opened the debate 
to the f loor.  
 
Ms Claressa SURTEES (Austral ia)  recal led a recent occasion on which a new order of  
business had been introduced which included an addi t ional  s i t t ing day each s i t t ing 
week,  but  wi thout  a minister ia l  quest ion t ime. The Opposi t ion had protested by br inging 
in a cardboard cut-out  of  the Pr ime Minister .  The Speaker had had to suspend and then 
adjourn proceedings.  Journal ists were of ten t ipped of f  as to when protests were l ikely 
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to occur in the Chamber.  The Austral ian Par l iament had provided an area wi th in the 
precincts for  author ised protests by members of  the publ ic.  
 
Mr Marc BOSC (Canada)  said that  in Canada, as soon as there was disorder  in the 
Chamber,  the Speaker contro l led the cameras – with the ef fect  that  publ ic i ty  was 
minimised when protests took place.  The Speaker could a lso refuse to cal l  Members to 
speak i f  they part ic ipated in publ ic i ty-seeking incidents.  The Canadian House of  
Commons had a problem wi th Members using extreme and offensive language, to the 
extent that  teachers refused to let  school  groups come to watch proceedings.  
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  said his country had not  exper ienced problems in the publ ic  
gal ler ies.  This may have been a resul t  of  the terror ist  at tack on Par l iament in 2001. 
With in the House,  the large number of  ru les and guidel ines on conduct  were not  a lways 
obeyed. The Speaker could require Members to wi thdraw, and the House could vote to 
suspend Members,  for  as long as the ent i re session.  Members had on occasion had to 
be physical ly  removed f rom the Chamber:  in  the 1960s and 1970s,  a part icular  Member 
had special ised in th is.  There had been no incidents s ince 1974 unt i l  th is month,  when 
seven Members had had to be removed f rom the Chamber,  when they refused to leave 
having been ordered to do so.  The Members had obstructed proceedings for  a fu l l  day,  
and the House had been almost under a condi t ion of  s iege,  wi th 60 marshals present.  
Expuls ion f rom Par l iament was an opt ion open to the House, but  i t  had never been used 
for  d isorder ly conduct ,  only for  unethical  conduct .  
 
Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN (Afghanistan)  asked i f  people want ing to stage a 
demonstrat ion ever gave not ice to the Bundestag’s Counci l  of  Elders.  
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Netherlands)  asked why in the 
Bundestag a two-th i rds major i ty  had been necessary to a l low suspended Members to  
return to the s i t t ing.  She related how,  in one incident  in the Nether lands States 
General,  a member of  the publ ic  and a pol iceman had both jumped from the publ ic  
gal lery and broken their  legs.  The use of  of fensive language by Members could lead to 
their  suspension,  but  there was also a conf l ic t  between the const i tut ional  r ight  of  f ree 
speech and the use of  hatefu l  language in the Chamber.  Members were not  a l l  wel l -
t ra ined in the arts of  debate.  
 
Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV (Russian Federation)  asked whether Germany had any ru les 
on behaviour and sanct ions i f  these ru les were v io lated.  
 
Mr Mohamed Kamal MANSURA (South Africa)  could record only three incidents dur ing 
his twenty- f ive years working in Par l iament .  Dur ing the tense t ransi t ion f rom Apartheid 
ru le to democracy,  a number of  Members had entered par l iament  carry ing and openly 
d isplaying f i rearms.  The s i tuat ion had been del icately handled:  the Members had not  
been removed, but  rather  spoken to pr ivately by the Speaker.  In a second incident ,  
when Nelson Mandela’s re lease had been announced,  there had been a publ ic  
demonstrat ion,  and a person had been removed.  Fol lowing a th i rd incident ,  Members 
f rom a pol i t ical  party had helped to remove their  own supporters f rom the publ ic  gal lery.  
A current  problem was the lack of  a dress code,  wi th some Members wear ing T-shir ts 
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with s logans on them. The idea of  cut t ing of f  the cameras in such s i tuat ions was worth 
consider ing.  
 
Mr Paul DANNAUD (France)  recounted an incident  which had taken place in the 
Nat ional  Assembly on 5th December.  Demonstrators f rom Greenpeace had entered the 
hemicyc le f rom the publ ic  gal lery using concealed ropes and c l imbing gear.  At  a 
meet ing of  the Bureau, Members who had applauded their  act ion were sanct ioned, 
because of  unbecoming gestures they had made towards their  col leagues,  wi th a 
quarter  of  their  par l iamentary a l lowance wi thheld for  one month.  Incidents in the 
Chamber were much less extreme than f i f ty  years before,  and less so than in some 
other countr ies.  
 
Mr Robert WILSON (United Kingdom)  descr ibed an incident involv ing a Greenpeace 
protest  at  the House of  Commons.  51 protestors had c l imbed onto the roof ;  they had 
been gent ly handled,  and none had got  into the bui ld ing.  The incident  had caused qui te 
a secur i ty  scare,  g iven the di f f icul ty of  d ist inguishing between harmless protestors and 
people posing a real secur i ty  r isk.  The broadcast ing ru les in the Br i t ish House of  
Commons were s imi lar  to those in Canada: th is ensured that  protestors could not  
achieve much publ ic i ty .  Par l iament needed to be accessib le to the publ ic,  and i t  was 
not an opt ion to turn i t  into a for tress. 
 
Mr Abdelhamid Badis BELKAS (Algeria)  said that h is country had been spared 
demonstrat ions by v isi tors.  But  the te levis ing of  the annual  budget debate had led to 
some tempestuous behaviour.  There had also been heated tempers at  the t ime of  the 
Israel i  invasion of  Gaza,  when the Speaker refused to a l low a general  debate on the 
mat ter.  
 
Mr Mohamed Vall  Ould KOUEIRI (Mauritania)  said that  fo l lowing the change in the 
pol i t ical  s i tuat ion in h is country in 2008, the Speaker had been drawn from the 
opposi t ion and a Deputy Speaker f rom the government  s ide of  the House.  Dur ing the 
ordinary session chaired by the Deputy Speaker,  the Opposi t ion Members (who had 
been demonstrat ing in the streets)  made so much noise that  the Deputy Speaker could 
not  be heard.  When he adjourned the s i t t ing,  the opposi t ion Members cont inued their  
d iscussion af ter  a fashion,  and remained in the Chamber  al l  day and al l  n ight .  They had 
not  real ised,  however,  that  the ai r  condi t ioning would be switched of f  and that  there 
would be no food or  dr ink.  They wi thdrew somewhat d iscreet ly  the fo l lowing day.  
 
Mr Amjad Abdul Hamid ABDULLMAJEED (Iraq)  spoke about developments in the I raqi  
par l iament.  They were looking to ref ine their  ru les of  procedure and sanct ions avai lable 
against  Members,  as the current  ones were not  working as wel l  as they might .   
 
Dr Ulrich SCHÖLER (Germany)  said that  the debate showed that  many Par l iaments 
had exper ienced s imilar  s i tuat ions,  re lat ing to order in the House, demonstrat ions by 
par l iamentar ians,  demonstrat ions by v is i tors in and outs ide the House,  and issues of  
secur i ty  and pol ic ing.  Decis ions of ten needed to be taken very quickly when incidents 
arose,  in a s i tuat ion of  intense media at tent ion and under l ive broadcast .  Incidents 
of ten involved col laborat ion between people inside and outs ide the House to achieve 
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maximum media coverage.  The Austra l ian idea of  having a place for  author ised 
demonstrat ions was worth consider ing elsewhere.  There were no rules in the Bundestag 
as to what  the cameras could and could not  show in Chamber.  
 
Mr Marc BOSC (Canada)  c lar i f ied that  as the te levis ion feed in Canada was provided 
by Par l iament i tsel f ,  no images were avai lable of  d isorder ly proceedings.  
 
Dr Ulrich SCHÖLER ,  recal l ing comments ear l ier  in the morning by Mrs Sá Carvalho,  
noted that  f ree-roaming cameras were not  an exclusively German problem. I t  was very 
hard to judge whether int ruders were peaceful  demonstrators or  something more 
s in ister .  Thousands of  people v is i ted the prec incts every day,  and i t  would be 
impossible to avoid incidents altogether.  Al l  of  the pol i t ical  groups agreed that  there 
should be no demonstrat ions in House, but  they could not  a lways contro l  their  
col leagues.  There had not  yet  been a s i tuat ion in which a pol i t ical  group had been 
excluded f rom the Bundestag.  A two-th irds major i ty  was needed to over turn a decis ion 
of  the President.  Dr  Schöler ’s  paper descr ibed the ru les re lat ing to sanct ions in detai l .  
Whi le there was no dress code in the Bundestag,  the Speaker had the power to decide 
whether s logans on c loth ing amount to a demonstrat ion and should therefore be 
banned. Dr Schöler  thanked members of  the Associat ion for  contr ibut ing to a l ively 
debate. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER as wel l  as al l  the 
members present for  their  numerous and useful  contr ibut ions.  
 
The si t t ing rose at 12.30 pm. 
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FOURTH SITTING 
Monday 29 March 2010 (Afternoon) 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 2.30 pm 

 
 
1. Preliminary Remarks 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  expressed the Associat ion’s sympathy to col leagues 
f rom the Russian Federat ion fo l lowing a terror ist  at tack in Moscow ear l ier  that  day.  He 
also thanked Mr Gherardo Casini  for  having provided members wi th copies of  the report  
on the World e-Par l iament conference 2009. 
 
 
2. Communication from Dr. V.K. AGNIHOTRI, Secretary General of the 

Rajya Sabha of India, on “Statements by Ministers on the floor of 
the House” 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Dr V.K.  AGNIHOTRI,  Secretary General  of  the 
Rajya Sabha of  India,  to present h is communicat ion, as fo l lows: 
 
“ INTRODUCTION 
 
1. In the Indian const i tut ional  set -up,  the Const i tut ion is  the fundamental  law of  the 
land.  The Makers of  the Indian Const i tut ion,  whi le del iberat ing at  length on the issue of  
var ious inst i tut ions of  the State,  fe l t  the need to def ine the contours of  act iv i t ies of  
each inst i tut ion.  In the Const i tut ion of  India,  the sum total  of  the State’s author i ty  has 
been div ided into three branches – the legis lat ive,  the execut ive,  and the judic iary.  
Today,  th is d iv is ion of  author i ty  is  ingrained in the var ious provisions of  the 
Const i tut ion.  Al l  branches have def ined areas of  ro les and responsibi l i t ies and each one 
is unique in i ts  own ways.  
 
2. Par l iament is  the highest  democrat ic  forum in the country,  represent ing the 
sovereign wi l l  of  people.  Apart  f rom other funct ions,  i t  makes laws and provides the 
legal  f ramework of  publ ic  governance. The Execut ive formulates pol ic ies wi th in the 
legis la t ive f ramework and executes their  implementat ion whi le the Judic iary uses i t  as 
i ts  f rame of  reference in adjudicat ing cases.  
 
3. In the Const i tuent  Assembly,  the overwhelming opinion was in favour of  adopt ing 
par l iamentary form of  Government for  our country.  Dr.  B.R. Ambedkar,  the pr incipal  
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architect  of  the Const i tut ion,  whi le introducing the Draf t  Const i tut ion,7 made an 
exhaust ive statement  in th is regard:  
 
 “The Par l iamentary system dif fers from a non-Par l iamentary system in as 

much as the former is more responsible than the lat ter  but  they also di f fer  
as to the t ime and agency for  assessment of  their  responsibi l i ty… In 
England,  where the Par l iamentary system prevai ls,  the assessment of  
responsibi l i ty  of  the execut ive is  both dai ly  and per iodic.  The dai ly  
assessment is  done by Members of  Par l iament,  through quest ions,  
resolut ions,  no-conf idence mot ions,  adjournment  mot ions and debates on 
Addresses.  Per iodic assessment  is  done by the electorate at  the t ime of  
the elect ion,  which may take place every f ive years or  ear l ier .  The dai ly  
assessment of  responsibi l i ty….is fe l t  far  more ef fect ive than the per iodic 
assessment and far  more necessary in a country l ike India….” 

 
EXECUTIVE ACCOUNTABILITY IN PARLIAMENTARY FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
 
4. I t  is  impl ic i t  in the not ion of  par l iamentary democracy that  Par l iament occupies a 
pivotal  posi t ion.  Par l iament  embodies the wi l l  of  the people and i t  must,  therefore,  be 
able to oversee the way in which publ ic  pol icy is  implemented so as to ensure that  i t  
serves the object ives of  socio-economic progress by meet ing the r is ing aspirat ions of  
the people.  In  the process,  Par l iament shares an int imate and complementary 
re lat ionship wi th the Execut ive. Whi le the Execut ive has the f reedom to in i t iate and 
formulate legis lat ive and f inancial  proposals before Par l iament and to g ive ef fect  to 
approved pol ic ies,  Par l iament has the unl imi ted power to cal l  for  informat ion,  to d iscuss 
and scrut in ize the proposals made by the Execut ive and,  f inal ly ,  the author i ty  to 
approve the leg is lat ive proposals.  
 
5. According to the Indian const i tut ional  scheme, the Execut ive is  accountable to 
Par l iament.  The pr incip le of  col lect ive responsibi l i ty of  the Counci l  of  Ministers,8 as 
envisaged in the Const i tut ion,  renders i t  necessary for  the Min isters to be ready to 
explain every act ion of  the Government to both the Houses of  Par l iament.  The 
Par l iamentary contro l  over the Government is  underscored by the fact  that  any act ion of  
the Ministry/Department can be cal led in quest ion by any Member and the concerned 
Minister  has to remain accountable to the omissions and commissions of  his Ministry.  
Par l iament can enquire and examine whether the Government has acted in conformity 
wi th i ts  obl igat ions under the approved pol ic ies and ut i l ised the powers conferred on i t  
for  intended purposes and whether the monies spent were in accordance wi th the 
par l iamentary sanct ion.   
 
6. There are var ious procedural  devices l ike Quest ions,  Cal l ing Attent ion,  Hal f -an-
Hour Discussion,  among others,  which const i tute very potent  instruments for  ensur ing 
Execut ive accountabi l i ty .  The system of Par l iamentary Commit tees is also there to  

                                                      
7 Constituent Assembly Debates (C.A. Deb.). Vol. VII; pp, 32-33. 
8 Article 75(3) of the Constitution states: “The Council of Ministers shall be collectively responsible to the House of the People.” 
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secure execut ive accountabi l i ty.  The statements made by Ministers on the f loor of  the 
House const i tute one of  the most important  mechanisms for  Par l iamentary survei l lance.  
 
7. The procedure concerning the ‘Statements by Ministers on the f loor of  the 
House’  enables the Government of  the day to share informat ion wi th Par l iament on 
major pol icy issues or  on important  inc idents and developments.  I t  a lso provides an 
opportuni ty to the Members to learn about the response of  the Government  of  the day 
on issues of  urgent  publ ic  importance.  In the process,  a l l  sect ions of  the House, 
inc luding the Opposi t ion,  get  opportunit ies to d iscuss and debate the Government 
pol ic ies and throw l ight  on their  st rengths and weaknesses.  Such informed debate on 
the f loor of  the House is the l i fe blood of democracy.  
 
TYPES OF STATEMENTS 
 
8. In order to keep the House informed about matters of  publ ic  importance or  to 
state the Government ’s pol icy in regard to a matter  of  topical  interest,  Ministers make 
statements in the House f rom t ime to t ime wi th the consent of  the Chairman,  Rajya 
Sabha. Statements on the same subject  are made on the same day in both the Houses.9 
A statement made by the Minister  on the f loor of  the House is not  a const i tut ional  
provis ion;  rather  i t  is based on statutory provis ions,  ru les and regulat ions or  long-
standing convent ions and pract ices.   
 
9. As per the Rules of  Procedure and Conduct  of  Business in the Counci l  of  States,  
a Minister may make a statement suo motu  on a matter  of  publ ic  importance;  in  
response to a Cal l ing At tent ion to Matters of  Urgent Importance;  and to correct  
inaccuracies ar is ing out  of  incorrect  informat ion given to the House in answer to a 
Starred/Unstarred/Short  Not ice Quest ion,  a Supplementary Quest ion or  dur ing a debate.  
Besides,  there are certa in other occasions which warrant  a statement f rom the 
concerned Minister .  Given below is a br ief  descr ipt ion of  the var ious types of  
statements:  
 
(a) Statement by Minister in response to Call ing Attention:  
10. On a Cal l ing At tent ion to Matter  of  Urgent  Importance, the Minister  may make a 
br ief  statement  or  ask for  t ime to make a statement at  a later  hour or  date.10 Any debate 
on such a statement  is  prohibi ted at  the t ime i t  is  made.11 However,  as per  the common 
pract ice,  Members can seek c lar i f icat ions,  to which the Minister  responds in the end. 
 
(b) Statement by Minister to correct inaccuracies:  
11. When a Minister  f inds that  incorrect  informat ion has been given to the House by 
him in answer to Starred/Unstarred/Short  Not ice Quest ion or  a Supplementary Quest ion 
or  dur ing a debate,  he may e i ther make a statement or  lay i t  on the Table correct ing his 
ear l ier  answer or  informat ion given.  

                                                      
9 Ruling Nos. 467 and 468, Rajya Sabha: Rulings and Observations from the Chair (1952-2008), Rajya Sabha Secretariat, 2009. 
10 Rule 180 (1) – Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the Council of States, 2005, p. 47. 
11 Rule 180 (2) – Ibid, p. 47. 
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(c) Statements by Ministers on matters of  public importance or Suo Motu 
Statement:  
12. A statement may also be made by a Minister  on a matter  of  publ ic  importance 
wi th the consent of  the Chairman. No quest ions shal l  be asked at the t ime the 
statement  is  made.12 However,  again as per the current  pract ice in the Rajya Sabha, 
Members can seek c lar i f icat ions,  to which the Minister  responds.  
 
(d) Statement regarding Implementation of Recommendations of Department-
Related Parl iamentary Standing Committees:  
13. The Chairman, Rajya Sabha,  on 24 September 2004, in pursuance of  the 
provis ions of  Rule 266 of  the Rules of  Procedure and Conduct  of  Business in the 
Counci l  of  States,  issued a Direct ion that  the Minister concerned shal l  make, once in 
s ix months,  a statement  in the House regarding the status of  implementat ion of  
recommendat ions contained in the Reports of  the Department-re lated Par l iamentary 
Standing Commit tees (DRSCs) concerning his Ministry.13 To make a statement 
regarding implementat ion of  the recommendat ions contained in the Commit tee Reports,  
the Minister  g ives an advance not ice to the Secretar iat ,  a long wi th a copy of  the 
statement ,  ind icat ing the date on which he/she desires to make the statement.  
Accordingly,  an i tem is included in the List  of  Business.  
 
(e) Statement regarding Bil l  Replacing Ordinance:  
14. Whenever a Bi l l  seeking to replace an Ordinance,  wi th or  wi thout  modi f icat ion,  is  
int roduced in the House, a statement,  explain ing the c i rcumstances which had 
necessi tated immediate legis lat ion by Ordinance, is  la id on the Table along wi th the 
Bi l l ,  and copies of  the Statement are c i rculated to Members.  Discussion on th is 
statement  is  subsumed in the debate on the Bi l l  that fol lows. 
 
( f )  Statement on Visits Abroad:  
15. By convent ion,  Ministers inform the House about the outcome of  their  of f ic ia l  
v is i ts  abroad. A Minister  is  ent i t led to  make a Statement about a t reaty s igned wi th a 
foreign country.  In th is case too, Members may seek c lar i f icat ions in  the Rajya Sabha. 
 
(g) Policy Statement:  
16. I t  has also been held that  pol icy statements should f i rs t  be made on the f loor of  
the House, i f  the House is in Session,  before re leasing them to the Press or the publ ic .  
 
(h) Statement on Direction from Chair:   
17.  A Statement is  a lso made by a Minister  consequent  on a di rect ion made by the 
Chair .  In such a s i tuat ion,  no Supplementary  L ist  of  Business is  issued and c i rculated 
to the House.  

                                                      
12 Rule 251 – Ibid, p. 77. 
13 Parliamentary Bulletin, Part-II, dated 28.09.2004. 
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( i )  Statement of General Business in the House:  
18. Dur ing the session of  the House, each week,  a statement is  made on the f loor of  
the House regarding the Government business to be t ransacted by the House dur ing the 
fo l lowing week so that  Members may get  advance informat ion of  the Government 
business to be t ransacted by the House. The statement  regarding Government business 
is general ly  made by a Minister  in the Minist ry of  Par l iamentary Af fa i rs on Fr idays af ter  
the Chair  has announced the recommendat ions of  the Business Advisory Commit tee 
al locat ing t ime for  var ious i tems of  Government business.  The statement is  a lso 
publ ished in the Par l iamentary Bul let in  for  the informat ion of  Members.  In the Lok 
Sabha, i t  is  formal ly part  of  the List  of  Business,  but  not  so in the Rajya Sabha.  
 
TIME FOR AND MANNER OF MAKING STATEMENT 
 
19. In response to a Cal l ing At tent ion,  the pract ice is  to read a prepared statement 
and not  to speak extempore . 14 On an occasion,  when the Minister ,  instead of  reading 
the prepared statement,  wanted to respond extempore ,  the Chair  ru led that i t  was not  
the procedure and the Minister  had to read the statement .15 In some cases,  the Chair  
may permit  the Minister  to make a br ief  statement on sal ient  points and lay the detai led 
statement  on the Table.16 The statement may be read by a Minister  of  State,  even 
though the Cabinet  Minister  in charge of  the Ministry concerned wi th the subject  matter  
of  the Cal l ing Attent ion,  is  present in the House. 
 
20. In the case where the Cal l ing At tent ion covers more than one Ministry,  a l l  the 
concerned Ministers may be present dur ing the discussion and make statements in so 
far  as any of  the aspects concerning them. However,  i t  is  for  the Government  to decide 
as to which Min ister  wi l l  mainly respond to the c lar i f icat ions sought by the Members. 
 
21. I f  the Chairman admits a Cal l ing At tent ion on a subject  matter in respect  of  
which the Minister  has al ready made a statement suo motu ,  then general ly  the Minister  
concerned does not  make a statement  again.17 However,  there have been occasions 
when, despite a previous suo motu  statement on a subject-mat ter ,  the Minister  made a 
statement  again in response to a Cal l ing At tent ion on that  subject  matter .18 
 
22. To make a suo motu  s tatement,  advance int imat ion about the date,  a long wi th a 
copy of  the proposed statement ,  is  sent  to the Secretar iat  so that an i tem perta in ing to 
i t  may be included in the List  of  Business.  However,  in urgent cases,  where a Minister 
requests to make a statement on the same day,  a Supplementary L ist  of  Business is  
issued indicat ing the t ime for  making such a statement,  i f  t ime to prepare and c i rculate 
the Supplementary List  of  Business is  avai lable;  otherwise,  an announcement is  made 
by the Chair  and/or  a not ice is  d isplayed on the House Channel  (TV) for  informat ion of  

                                                      
14 Rajya Sabha Debates, dated 19.11.1970, p. 131. 
15 Rajya Sabha At Work, ed. Dr. Yogendra Narain, 2006, page 487. 
16 Rajya Sabha Debates, dated 06.08.1993, p. 271. 
17 Rajya Sabha Debates, dated 18.03.1980, pp. 150-160. 
18 Parliamentary Bulletin, Part I, dated 13.03.1968 and 14.03.1968. 
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Members.  I f  the Minister  requests to make the statement immediately,  i t  is  ent i re ly up to 
the Chair  to permit  h im to do so.  Copies of  the Statement received f rom the 
Minister /Ministry concerned are ci rculated in the House ( in Engl ish and Hindi) ,  when the 
Minister  r ises to make the Statement.  A suo motu statement should be read out  by the 
Minister  and not  la id on the Table of  the House.19 The Minister  may,  however,  in 
except ional  c i rcumstances,  be permit ted to lay a copy of  the statement on the Table.20  
 
23. A suo motu statement  on matters of  publ ic  importance is l is ted in the List  of  
Business to be made towards the lat ter  hal f  of  the s i t t ing of  the House, e i ther at  5 p.m. 
or  before the House r ises for  the day af ter  complet ion of  the l isted business.  
 
24. Regarding the statements made to correct  inaccuracies,  a Minister  may make a 
statement  or  lay i t  on the Table to rect i fy  incorrect  informat ion that  has been given by 
him in answer to a starred/unstarred/short  not ice quest ion or  supplementary quest ion or  
dur ing a debate.21 In order to do so,  the Minister  is required to g ive an advance not ice 
of  the proposed statement,  to the Secretary-General  a long wi th a copy thereof ,  which 
he proposes to make or lay on the Table.  Thereaf ter ,  an i tem is inc luded in the List  of  
Business ordinar i ly  for  the day the Minister has his quest ions or the day indicated by 
the Ministry.  The i tem appears immediately af ter  the i tem ‘Quest ions’  in the List  of  
Business.  The copy of  the Statement is  a lso made avai lable to the concerned Member 
in the Not ice Off ice,  hal f -an-hour in advance of  the s it t ing of  the House. 
 
25. Delay in correct ing inaccuracies in statements has been objected to by Members 
f rom t ime-to- t ime. Ministers,  general ly,  correct  repl ies immediately at  the end of  the 
Quest ion Hour or  somet ime later  on the same day when the answer was given.  In one 
instance, when a Minister  wanted to lay a statement correct ing the reply g iven in the 
Rajya Sabha to an Unstarred Quest ion af ter  three weeks and not  on the designated day 
on which answers are given by that  Ministry,  a Member ra ised a point  of  order regarding 
the delay in lay ing the statement and also not  doing so on the date of  the answer of  the 
concerned Minist ry.  The Chairman observed:22 
 

“The correct ions should be done on t ime and correct ions should be done 
on the date of  answer of  quest ions relat ing to the Minist ry concerned.”  

 
26. As regards correct ing a statement  ar is ing out  of  a debate,  i t  may be made or  la id  
at  such t ime as the Chairman may permit .  For instance,  a statement  was made by the 
Minister  of  State in the Department of  Defence Product ion and Suppl ies,  correct ing the 
reply g iven by him in the Rajya Sabha on 12 August  1987, on the mot ion on the Report  
of  JPC on Bofors to “set  at  rest  a l l  doubts” .23 
 

                                                      
19 Ruling No. 478, Rajya Sabha: Rulings and Observations from the Chair (1952-2008), Rajya Sabha Secretariat, 2009. 
20 Rajya Sabha Debates, dated 23.11.1967, p. 944. 
21 Rajya Sabha At Work, ed. Dr. Yogendra Narain, 2006, page 359. 
22 Ibid, page 445. 
23 Ibid, page 359. 
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MAKING A DELIBERATELY MISLEADING STATEMENT IN THE HOUSE 
 
27. Making a mis leading statement del iberately may be t reated as breach of  
pr iv i lege and contempt of  the House. The provis ion in th is regard is  as under:  
 
 “ I f  any statement is  made on the f loor of  the House by a Member or  a 

Minister  which another member bel ieves to be untrue,  incomplete or  
incorrect ,  i t  does not  const i tute a breach of  pr iv i lege.  I f  an incorrect  
statement is  made, there are other remedies by which the issue can be 
decided.  In order to const i tute a breach of pr iv i lege or  contempt of  the 
House, i t  has to be proved that  the statement was not  only wrong or  
mis leading,  but  i t  was made del iberately to mis lead the house.  A breach of 
pr iv i lege can ar ise only when the Member or  the Minister  makes a fa lse 
statement or  an incorrect  statement wi l l fu l ly ,  del iberate ly and knowingly.”  
24 

 
SEEKING CLARIFICATIONS 
 
28.  As stated ear l ier ,  the pract ice of  seeking clar i f icat ions on the statements made 
by the Ministers has become an integral  part  of  the procedure of  the Rajya Sabha. The 
House seldom foregoes th is ‘ r ight ’ .  This pract ice provides an addi t ional  device to 
Members to d iscuss a subject  of  publ ic  importance and examine the pol ic ies of  the 
Government.  I t  enables the Members to extract  a l i t t le more informat ion or  f ind out  a 
l i t t le more about the Government ’s mind.  However,  th is pract ice also poses certa in 
problems,  both to the Chair  as wel l  as to  the House as a whole.  At  a part icular  t ime, 
there are always a number of  Members want ing to seek c lar i f icat ions and i t  becomes 
di f f icu l t  for  the Chair  to decide as to who should be cal led or ,  more important ly,  whom 
permission to seek c lar i f icat ion should be denied.  I f  the process of  seeking c lar i f icat ion 
gets prolonged or develops into a debate on a statement,  i t  consumes a lot  of  t ime. The 
Business Advisory Commit tee,  which is  headed by the Chairman, Rajya Sabha,  made 
the fo l lowing recommendat ions25 to ensure that  the process of  seeking c lar i f icat ions 
becomes smooth and useful :  
 

•  Only one Member f rom a party/group having a strength of  four or  more 
Members may be cal led to seek clar i f icat ions on a statement;   

•  Members belonging to a group whose strength is less than four  may be 
grouped together and given a chance to seek c lar i f icat ions by rotat ion;  

•  Names of  Members who may be cal led to seek c lar i f icat ion may be 
suppl ied to the Chair  by leaders/whips of  the part ies/groups;  and 

•  No Member should take more than three minutes to seek c lar i f icat ions.  
 
These recommendat ions were implemented dur ing the 159t h  session of  the Rajya Sabha 
(Monsoon session of  the year 1991 f rom 28.06.1991 to 14.08.1991).  Instead of  seeking 
c lar i f icat ions on statements then and there,  i t  is  open to Members to ra ise discussion 
                                                      
24 Practice and Procedure of Parliament, M.N. Kaul & S.L. Shakdher, Fifth Edition, Page 290. 
25 Rajya Sabha At Work, ed. Dr. Yogendra Narain, 2006, page 802. 
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on a Minister ’s  statement  by tabl ing a suitable not ice.  There have been a number of  
instances when the House has discussed important  Minister ia l  s tatements by way of a 
Short  Durat ion Discussion or  a Mot ion.  
 
29.  As aforement ioned,  there can be no debate on statements by Ministers made in 
response to Cal l ing At tent ion at  the t ime i t  is  made. However,  Members are permit ted to 
seek c lar i f icat ions on the statement.  A Member who in i t ia tes a Cal l ing At tent ion f irs t  
seeks the c lar i f icat ion.  He is not  to take more than seven minutes.  Other Members,  who 
are cal led by the Chairman, should not  take more than f ive minutes26 and restr ic t  
themselves str ict ly to seeking c lar i f icat ions on the statement and avoid making long 
speeches.  When a number  of  members part ic ipated in the Cal l ing At tent ion,  the f irs t  
pr inc ip le in choosing members who desire to seek c lar i f icat ions is  party/  group.  Af ter  
exhaust ing the part ies/groups,  whose members have given the not ices by cal l ing one 
member f rom each party/group, the Chairman may cal l  members belonging to part ies or 
groups not  in the l is t .  
 
30.  Regarding statements made by Ministers to correct  inaccuracies in their  previous 
reply,  c lar i f icat ions are al lowed in the form of  supplementary quest ions.  The Member in 
response to whose quest ion the ear l ier  answer was given and which is sought to  be 
corrected by the Minister  may be al lowed to seek a br ief  c lar i f icat ion af ter  the statement 
is  made and a supplementary quest ion on the correct ion may also be permit ted at  the 
discret ion of  the Chairman.27 
 
31.  In re lat ion to suo motu  s tatements,  though ru le prohibi ts  asking of  any quest ion 
at  the t ime the statement  is  made, in pract ice,  Members are permit ted to seek 
c lar i f icat ions on the statement.  In v iew of  th is long establ ished pract ice in the Rajya 
Sabha in permit t ing Members to seek c lar i f icat ion on a statement made by a Minister ,  
somet imes a quest ion ar ises whether i t  is a suo motu  s tatement  or  is  in response to 
some observat ions made by Members on some matter .  I f  a statement is made by a 
Minister  on a di rect ion f rom the Chair ,  in response to a demand made by Members in 
the House,  ordinar i ly  no c lar i f icat ions are permit ted to be asked on such a statement .  
This is ampl i f ied in the fo l lowing instance:28 
 

Whi le the Pr ime Minister  was reply ing to certa in points,  ra ised by some 
members regarding purchase of  Bofors Guns,  a Member wanted to seek a 
c lar i f icat ion thereon.  The Chairman ruled that  i f  the Pr ime Minister  made a 
suo  motu  statement,  the Member was ent i t led to seek c lar i f icat ions.  The 
Pr ime Minister ’s  statement was just  in response to Members’  quest ions.  
Hence, no c lar i f icat ions were permit ted to be sought.  

 
32.  Clar i f icat ions on suo motu statements are general ly  asked for  immediately af ter  
the statement is made. However,  on a number of  occasions,  c lar i f icat ions were al lowed 
to be sought at  a later  date.  The House may also forgo c lar i f icat ions i f  some other 

                                                      
26 Direction 22 in ‘Directions by the Chairman under the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Rajya Sabha, 2007. 
27 Rajya Sabha At Work, ed. Dr. Yogendra Narain, 2006, page 444. 
28 Ibid, page 800. 
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opportuni ty is  avai lable for  having a discussion on the subject  matter  of  the statement .  
For instance, the Business Advisory Commit tee (BAC) recommended on 28 July 1982 
that  no c lar i f icat ions may be sought on the statement  regarding the purchase of  High 
Speed Diesel  f rom M/s Kuo Oi l  made on that  day in v iew of  the Short  Durat ion 
Discussion on the subject  scheduled on the fo l lowing day,  i .e . ,  29 July 1982. 
 
CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
33. Statements made by Ministers on the f loor of  the House are very useful  devices 
for  the working of  Par l iamentary democracy.  I t  is  a double-edged tool ,  which can be 
used by the Government  of  the day as well  as the Opposi t ion for  consol idat ing their  
respect ive posi t ions.  I t  a lso provides an opportuni ty to the Opposi t ion as wel l  as the 
ru l ing party to test  the mett le of  var ious Ministers.   
 
34.  Democracy has been descr ibed as ‘government by explanat ion’ .  Par l iament is  
the forum in which the Government  must  explain i tsel f  and be held to account.  In 
pract ice,  the ef f icacy of  Government  funct ioning depends on a number of  factors,  an 
important  one being the tacit  cooperat ion of  the Opposi t ion.  In addi t ion,  a l l  
Governments are conscious of  the possibi l i ty  that  they may be on the Opposit ion 
benches one day.  This considerat ion underpins any Government ’s need to maintain a 
working relat ionship wi th the Opposi t ion,  as a part  of  which Government  general ly  
heeds the demands of  the Opposi t ion benches for  explain ing and just i fy ing i ts pol ic ies 
and programmes in the form of  statements by Ministers and var ious other procedural  
devices.  The potent ial  of  th is  device for  both the Government and the Opposi t ion ought 
to be opt imal ly  harnessed in fur therance of  the country ’s par l iamentary democracy,  the 
def in ing feature of  which is accountabi l i ty.  
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Dr V.K.  AGNIHOTRI for  h is communicat ion 
and invited members present to put  quest ions to h im. 
 
Mr Edward OLLARD (United Kingdom)  was interested to hear that  statements in the 
Rajya Sabha did not  a lways give r ise to quest ions f rom the f loor.  He referred to the 
Br i t ish convent ion that  the most  important  ministers were Members of  the Commons, 
rather  than the Lords.  However,  there were current ly  some important  Secretar ies of  
State in the Lords,  who could not  be quest ioned on the f loor of  the Commons. This had 
given r ise to some d isquiet ,  and to proposals for  Lords Ministers to submit  to 
quest ioning f rom Members of  the Commons, e i ther  on the f loor of  that  House i tsel f  or  in 
a room nearby.  
 
Mrs Doris Katai  Katebe MWINGA (Zambia)  asked how many departmental ly  re lated 
standing commit tees there were in the Rajya Sabha, and how many statements on their  
reports ministers made. 
 
Mr David Byaza SANDA (Congo)  said that  in h is country,  Ministers could only come to 
Par l iament i f  inv i ted to do so by way of  quest ions f rom Members of  Par l iament.  He 
asked what the purpose was of  Ministers coming to make statements on their  own 
in i t iat ive.  
 
Mr Mohamed Kamal MANSURA (South Africa)  said that  statements were a way of  
holding Ministers to account.  He wondered how the Speaker decided whether to g ive 
consent  to a Minister  wishing to make a statement .  In the South Afr ican par l iament,  the 
Speaker  was given cr i ter ia on which to make a judgement.  
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  said that  Ministers in India tended to make their  s tatements 
in the Lower House f i rst ,  but  in the Upper House usual ly  later  on the same day.  There 
tended to be no quest ioning of  Ministers in the Lower House. Clar i f icat ion of  statements 
in the Upper House was of ten postponed to a future day.  There were 24 departmental ly  
re lated standing commit tees,  with 45 ministr ies and departments distr ibuted between 
them. Each minister  was answerable in respect  of  one commit tee only.  Each minister  
made a statement  only once every s ix months,  when commit tee members were unhappy 
wi th the government react ion to their  recommendat ions.  In pract ice,  large numbers of  
ministers did not  make these statements,  and members of ten did not  fo l low up th is 
opportuni ty.  Some statements were made out  of  necessi ty:  correct ing a mistake in a 
response to a quest ion for  example.  But  suo moto  statements were di f ferent ,  as they 
were made at  the minister ’s in i t iat ive.  The chair  d id not  normal ly quest ion ministers ’  
mot ives in making statements.  They were general ly  in response to an important  pol i t ical  
event,  intended as a pre-empt ive str ike to avoid the need for  a fu l l -scale debate.  Prima 
facie ,  the purpose was to keep Members in formed. Ministers d id not  general ly  appear 
before committees. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Dr V.K.  AGNIHOTRI for  h is communicat ion 
as wel l  as al l  those members who had put  quest ions to him. 
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3. Communication from Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN, 
Secretary General of the House of Representatives of the States 
General of the Netherlands, on “The process of parliamentary self  
reflection in the House of Representatives of the States General” 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mrs Jacquel ine BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN, 
Secretary General  of  the House of  Representat ives of  the States General  of  the 
Nether lands,  to present her communicat ion,  as fo l lows: 
 
“Today I  have the honour of  shar ing wi th you the exper iences we gained in the 
Nether lands,  in the Dutch House of  Representat ives of  the States-General,  dur ing our 
par l iamentary process of  sel f -assessment.  In part icular  I  would l ike to te l l  you about the 
results and fo l low-up of  th is process.  When we met in Ethiopia in Apr i l  o f  last  year ,  I  
to ld you that  we were spending a two-year per iod engaged in a thorough and intensive 
examinat ion of  our working methods,  our procedures and the way we funct ion.  
Quest ions the House asked i tsel f  dur ing th is process included: 
 
How does the House relate to the government? and  
How does the House funct ion in an age where weekly opinion pol ls  are the norm? 
 
This process of  self -assessment resul ted in a number of  recommendat ions and a 
number of  points for  improvement.  Implement ing these recommendat ions wi l l  require 
something of  a cul tural  change in the organisat ion.  A change l ike th is does not  happen 
overnight ,  but  needs t ime. Yet  some very concrete points for  improvement emerged, 
some of  which we wi l l  be implement ing th is year.  And I  would l ike to te l l  you about 
these. 
 
1. The f irst  recommendation is to improve the scrutiny of legislat ion and 
policy 
 
A t rend in the Dutch House of  Representat ives in  recent years – and one I  am sure we 
are not  a lone in – has been to pr imar i ly pay a great  deal  of  at tent ion to incidents,  and 
thus the di rect ,  pract ical  aspects of  pol i t ics:  cal l ing ministers to account,  being 
answerable,  etcetera.  Far less at tent ion is  being paid to the t radi t ional  ro le of  MPs of  
working together to f ind a way to order society.   
 
The number of  pr ivate member ’s b i l ls  has r isen dramat ical ly  in recent  years.  I t  looks as 
though MPs are making f requent  use of  this instrument as a means of  steer ing the 
government or to get  their  own subjects on the agenda. A shi f t  f rom product ion to  
invest igat ion,  f rom less legis lat ion to a more systematic control  of  how legis lat ion is  
implemented may be advisable.  The age of  large-scale law-making operat ions,  such as 
that  concerning socia l  secur i ty ,  is  over.  So when the House of  Representat ives sees a 
problem, rather than reaching di rect ly  for  the instrument  of  legis lat ion,  i t  would be far  
better  for  i t  to f i rst  invest igate where the real  problem l ies. 
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The recommendat ion to the House by the Par l iamentary Sel f -Assessment Steer ing 
Commit tee is  to implement the use of  counter-expert ise reviews of  proposed pol ic ies 
beforehand. The House has taken th is recommendat ion to heart .  The intent ion is  that 
the feasib i l i ty  of  b i l ls  wi l l  be tested dur ing the Par l iamentary Debate stage. People who 
wi l l  be di rect ly  af fected by the proposed law wi l l  be expressly involved in this review. 
This wi l l  g ive a c learer p icture of  the pract icabi l i ty  of  a b i l l  and whether there is  enough 
support  for  i t .  These hear ings wi l l  carry more weight  than they do at  present.  In the 
‘new sty le ’ hear ing,  the Par l iamentary Commit tee concerned wi l l  set  out  to bui ld a 
picture of  the t rue s i tuat ion.  By lending a cr i t ical  ear to the part ies involved,  the 
Commit tee wi l l  endeavour to get  a c lear p icture of  th is real i ty ,  fo l lowing the example of  
i ts  col leagues in the Uni ted States Congress and the Br i t ish Par l iament.  These changes 
wi l l  not  stop at  a review beforehand. In response to recommendat ions,  the House wi l l  
a lso commission two or  three counter-expert ise reviews each year af ter  the legis lat ion 
has been implemented,  to be carr ied out  by temporary par l iamentary commit tees of  
inquiry.  These wi l l  examine how laws and pol ic ies which have been passed work out  in  
pract ice.  The House wi l l  in i t iate these reviews, based on s ignals f rom society.  So the 
start ing point  for  such reviews wi l l  be based on speci f ic  implementat ion in pract ice.  We 
ant ic ipate that th is evaluat ion agenda wi l l  considerably st rengthen the House’s 
informat ion posit ion.  
 
Moreover,  s ince the f i rst  of  January of  th is year,  Dutch House of  Representat ives has 
been using a ‘ foresight  agenda’ .  There is  an increasing desire for  the House to act ively 
take the in i t iat ive in select ing topics for  d iscussion instead of predominant ly d iscussing 
government proposals.  By assuming a proact ive at t i tude,  MPs can exercise a greater 
inf luence on how pol icy is  developed and moni tored.  Foresight  studies invest igate the 
desirabi l i ty  or  need for ,  new legis lat ion or  pol icy,  in response to developments within  
society.  These could be in the f ie ld of  technology,  or  socia l  t rends that  cal l  for  a review 
of  the pr incip les underpinning government  pol icy.  I t  should be noted that  pol i t ical  colour 
does not  p lay any role in these studies.  
 
2. Another recommendation we wil l  be implementing is the need to give MPs 
more support  
 
One of  the recurr ing themes exposed by the process of  Par l iamentary sel f -assessment 
was that  the debates in the House are too of ten carr ied out  in terms of  the government .  
I t  has been said that  the House is  somet imes hi jacked by government bureaucracy.  The 
bot t leneck is  not  so much the informat ion posi t ion of  the House i tsel f ,  but  more i ts  
informat ion posi t ion wi th regard to the government.  The House receives an enormous 
amount  of  informat ion f rom the government,  somet imes more than i t  can cope wi th.  The 
problem l ies in the capacity for  s i f t ing through al l  th is informat ion.  Ministers have 
around 12,000 c iv i l  servants at  their  service,  whereas MPs have only one personal  
assistant  and on average one fu l l - t ime employee f rom their  party as support  staf f .   
 
The Presidium has decided to expand personal  support ,  professional  support  and 
support  for  in i t iators,  as wel l  as to provide fur ther t ra in ing and faci l i t ies support  
serv ices.  Par l iamentary groups wi l l  a lso be given an extra budget to provide more 
support .  
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Organisat ions and indiv iduals wi th quest ions have increasingly easier  access to MPs 
and of ten expect  an immediate answer to their  quest ion.  MPs need help to process the 
enormous amounts of  d ig i ta l  informat ion.  Ways of  help ing members and commit tees 
range f rom provid ing more staf f  to interact ive methods involv ing new media.   
 
MPs can make more and bet ter  use of  support  organisat ions and serv ices,  such as 
those of fered by advisory counci ls  and planning of f ices and other High Counci ls  of  
State.  And wi th in the House i tsel f ,  the Legis lat ion Off ice,  the Commit tee Support  
Services,  the Par l iamentary Bureau for  Research and Publ ic  Expendi ture,  the advisors 
on Europe and the documentat ion serv ice may be able to provide more support  to MPs 
than they are current ly aware of .   
 
3. What about emergency debates?  
 
An emergency debate is  held when a minimum of  th i r ty  MPs ( that  is  one f i f th of  the 
tota l )  have placed the topic on the agenda. The ‘more than th i r ty  MPs’  ru le was 
introduced in 2004 in order to g ive minor i ty  groups in the House the opportuni ty to ra ise 
issues.   
 
The number of  emergency debates has increased sharply in recent t imes as a result  of  
increased at tent ion for  h igh-prof i le  inc idents.  One of  the recommendat ions to emerge 
f rom the sel f -assessment  process was that  the House should use emergency debates 
more select ively.  However,  i t  was decided against  ra is ing the barr ier  for  p lacing a 
debate on the agenda. In any case th is would not  be pol i t ical ly  feasib le.  Of course there 
is  the r isk that  th is tool  wi l l  lose i ts  edge i f  overused. And of  course the increased 
number of  emergency debates can play havoc wi th the agenda, as a resul t  of  which the 
term ‘emergency’  may lose i ts  force.  At  the same t ime, the emergency debate remains a 
very ef fect ive way for  smal l  part ies in part icular  to gain the at tent ion of  the government 
and the media.   
 
Yet  i t  is  a fact  that  the House would do wel l  do develop a bet ter  sense of  perspect ive.  
Not everything is  pol i t ical ,  and not  a l l  pol i t ical  l i fe takes place in The Hague, the seat  of  
the Dutch government.  Even though the ru les for  emergency debates wi l l  not  be 
changed, i t  is  important  for  MPs to use th is instrument more select ively and to be more 
fu l ly aware of  the expectat ions surrounding such debates.   
 
4. Pay more time and attention to guiding new MPs 
 
The House of  Representat ives contains an increasing number of  MPs who have worked 
there for  a re lat ively short  per iod of  t ime and thus lack exper ience.  This has a number 
of  consequences:  fewer MPs are fami l iar  wi th the ru les,  be they wr i t ten,  such as the 
Rules of  Procedure and const i tut ional  law, or  unwrit ten. This makes MPs, and thus the 
House i tsel f ,  vu lnerable,  for  example in debates wi th exper ienced ministers.  The 
House’s col lect ive memory is a lso on the wane. As a response to one of  the 
recommendat ions,  the House has expanded i ts int roduct ion programme for  new MPs 
and par l iamentary group staf f .  Because the ru les of  the pol i t ical  game cannot be 
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learned in a few months,  personal  coaching,  by former MPs for  example,  may make a 
huge di f ference. 
 
5. Pay attent ion to the role of the House when making coali t ion agreements 
 
I t  is  a general ly  accepted fact  in the House of  Representat ives that ,  in a mul t i-party 
system, coal i t ion agreements are almost unavoidable.  However there are concerns 
about the encroachments made by over ly watert ight  coal i t ion agreements on the 
dual is t ic  system. The House wi l l  not  and should not  have i ts  hands t ied as a result  of  a 
coal i t ion agreement.  I t  should always be possib le to hold an open debate on matters of  
substance. Af ter  a l l ,  a coal i t ion agreement is  just  a ‘snapshot ’ ,  drawn up in response to 
the c i rcumstances prevai l ing at  that  t ime. 
 
The par l iamentary process of  sel f -assessment revealed a lack of  knowledge concerning 
the process involved in the format ion of  a new cabinet .  For th is reason the House wi l l  
be hold ing a study conference on 2 June of  th is year  on the subject  of  cabinet  format ion 
and coal i t ion bui ld ing.  This wi l l  be fo l lowed by the general e lect ion on 9 June. 
 
Sel f -assessment is  a cont inual  process.  The f indings I  have al ready ment ioned and the 
associated fo l low-up act iv i t ies wi l l  enable the House to take important  steps towards 
improving both i ts working methods and i ts procedures.  In so doing,  the House wi l l  not  
only improve the way i t  funct ions,  but  in the long term i t  wi l l  a lso strengthen Dutch 
democracy.”  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mrs Jacquel ine BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN 
for  her communicat ion and invited members present to put  quest ions to her.  

Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden)  thought that  the process of  self - ref lect ion was a way 
of  revi ta l is ing Par l iament .  The coal i t ion government in Sweden included four part ies.  
Proposals sent  to Par l iament were therefore very f ragi le,  and the Par l iament  found i t  
d i f f icu l t  to amend them. The opposi t ion was also ef fect ively a coal i t ion.  Party prof i les 
had become less c lear,  as a resul t  of  the pol i t ical  real i ty.  This  was not  something that 
c iv i l  servants could change. 
 
Mr Robert WILSON (United Kingdom)  concurred with the idea that  par l iaments needed 
to re-examine their  own place in the country ’s  system. He thought that  Par l iament  as a 
brand had lost  a great  deal  of  meaning to the general  populat ion.  In terms of  other 
developments in the UK, he pointed to post- leg is lat ive scrut iny of  b i l ls  previously 
passed by Par l iament to ensure their  ef f ic ient  working; and the Commit tee on Reform of 
the House of  Commons, which aimed to capi ta l ise on the impetus behind reform 
engendered by a recent scandal  around par l iamentary expenses.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  asked about support  for  newly e lected members.  He 
also asked for  more informat ion about the idea of personal  coaching.  
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN agreed wi th Mr Forsberg that  coal i t ions 
posed a real  problem. In 2006,  more than hal f  of  Members in the Nether lands had been 
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newly elected.  There were eleven part ies in Par l iament,  and a great  deal  o f  wheel ing 
and deal ing as a resul t .  The conference in Apr i l  was to involve both exist ing Members 
and par l iamentary candidates for  the June elect ion.  The process of  law-making had 
become so complex that  problems of ten did not  become apparent  unt i l  af ter  b i l ls  had 
been enacted.  New members received an induct ion programme introducing them to the 
ru les of  procedure,  the Const i tut ion,  the budget,  the European Union,  the leg is lat ive 
process etc.  More detai led fo l low-up sessions were also of fered.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mrs Jacquel ine BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN 
for  her communicat ion as wel l  as a l l  those members who had put  quest ions to her.  
 
 
The si t t ing rose at 3.45 pm. 
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FIFTH SITTING 
Wednesday 31 March 2010 (Morning) 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 10.00 am 

 
 
1. Preliminary remarks 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked the Thai  hosts for  the excel lent  and well -
organised excursion the previous day.   
 
 
2. Orders of the day 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  announced a proposed change to the Orders of  the 
Day:  Mr Amjad Abdul  Hamid ABDULLMAJEED (I raq)  would make a presentat ion at  the 
end of  the af ternoon’s s i t t ing on recent  developments in the I raqi  par l iament.  In 
addi t ion,  i f  t ime a l lowed, the Associat ion would aim to complete the fo l lowing day’s 
business in the morning.  
 
The Orders of  the Day,  as amended, were agreed  to.  
 
 
3. New Member 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  said that the secretar iat  had received a request  for  
membership which had been put  to the Execut ive Commit tee and agreed to.  This was:  
 
Mr Victor Yéné Ossomba   Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  Assembly of   
  Cameroon 
     ( replacing Mr Louis Claude Nyassa) 
 
The new member was agreed  to.  
 
 
4. Review of the Rules 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  reminded members that  the Associat ion would 
consider  the changes to the ru les proposed by the Execut ive Commit tee the fo l lowing 
day,  and that  the deadl ine for  tabl ing sub-amendments would expire at  midday.   
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5. Communication from Mr Marc BOSC, Vice-President of the ASGP, 
 Deputy Clerk of the House of Commons of Canada, on “The role of  
 Officers of Parliament” 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr Marc BOSC, Deputy Clerk of  the House of 
Commons of  Canada, to present h is communicat ion,  as fo l lows:  
 
“The term “Off icers of  Par l iament”  has been used in d i f ferent  contexts to refer  to 
d i f ferent  th ings.  The or ig inal  Off icers of  Par l iament were the c lerks,  whose l ineage may 
be t raced back to the Engl ish Par l iaments of  the fourteenth century.  The c lerks were 
Off icers of  Par l iament in an internal,  non-part isan sense, and many centur ies were to 
pass before the not ion of  Off icers of  Par l iament as independent  “Agents of  Par l iament”  
began to take shape. I t  is  in th is lat ter  sense that I  would l ike to use the term and to 
comment  on the creat ion and evolut ion of  such of f ices wi th in the Canadian 
par l iamentary f ramework and on the ef fect  of  these of f ices on the ro le of  Members of  
Par l iament.  
 
For the purposes of  th is d iscussion,  I  wi l l  conf ine my comments to e ight  of  these 
independent  “Off icers of  Par l iament” ,  most  of  whose of f ices are of  re lat ively recent  
creat ion.  They are, in chronological  order:  
 

•  the Audi tor  General  (establ ished 1878);   
•  the Chief  Electoral Off icer (establ ished 1920);   
•  the Off ic ia l  Languages Commissioner (establ ished in 1970);   
•  the Pr ivacy Commissioner (establ ished in 1983);   
•  the Informat ion Commissioner (establ ished in 1983);   
•  the Conf l ic t  of  Interest and Ethics Commissioner (establ ished in 2007);   
•  the Publ ic  Sector Integr i ty Commissioner (establ ished in 2007);  and  
•  the Commissioner of  Lobbying (establ ished in 2008).  

 
Some have gone as far  as to refer  to Off icers of  Par l iament as a fourth branch of  
government and to suggest  that  their  evolut ion has been f rom servants of  Par l iament  to 
Par l iament ’s masters.  I f  there is  mer it  in th is character izat ion,  i t  stems from the 
independence enjoyed by these agents.  General ly  speaking,  those to whom I  here refer  
as Off icers of  Par l iament  have in common a requirement for  approval  of  their  
nominat ion or  removal  by one or both Houses of  Par l iament,  a statutory guarantee of  a 
f ixed term of  of f ice exceeding f ive years,  a  requirement to report  to Par l iament v ia the 
Speaker  of  one or  both Houses,  and the power to select  and appoint  staf f  
independent ly.  Off icers of  Par l iament are responsib le d i rect ly  to Par l iament rather  than 
to the federal  government  or  to indiv idual  ministers.  They are independent f rom the 
government of  the day and f rom pol i t ical  inter ference.  
 
Off icers of  Par l iament are assigned two broad categor ies of  tasks:  the Of f ice of  the 
Audi tor  General  has the f inancial  task of  reviewing government spending and re lated 
management  pract ices,  and the remainder of  the Off icers of  Par l iament have the 
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“fa i rness”  task of  protect ing and adjudicat ing the r ights of  ind iv iduals to f ree and fa i r  
e lect ions,  to  pr ivacy,  to l inguist ic  equal i ty ,  and so on.   
 
When i t  comes to the scrut iny of  government operat ions,  Members of  Par l iament of ten 
fo l low what has somet imes been descr ibed as a “ f i re alarm” approach. Once a pol i t ical  
“ f i re”  has broken out ,  the government  is  concerned to douse the f lames, whi le 
opposi t ion MPs seek to fan them. The avai labi l i ty  of  of f ices l ike those of the Audi tor  
General  and the Informat ion Commissioner,  whose jobs are,  in part ,  to expose mistakes 
and misconduct ,  can reinforce these behaviours,  but  their  object iv i ty and balance in the 
performance of  their  funct ions can and does exer t  a moderat ing inf luence on both s ides.  
 
Members of  Par l iament of ten complain that  they lack the informat ion necessary to do 
their  job.  They want  “ re levant”  informat ion in a “usable”  format provided in a “ t imely”  
manner.  Off icers of  Par l iament,  the Audi tor  General  in part icular ,  assist  the Members in  
penetrat ing the informat ion over load which hinders them in their  ef for ts to hold the 
government accountable for  i ts  act iv i t ies.  Addi t ional ly ,  Off icers of  Par l iament empower 
ordinary MPs in their  ro le as advocates for  their  const i tuents.   
 
Many Canadians were barely aware even of  the existence of  independent Off icers of  
Par l iament before June of  2003, when the then Pr ivacy Commissioner,  George 
Radwanski,  was forced to resign over a l legat ions of  mis leading Par l iament,  extravagant 
spending and mismanagement of  h is of f ice.  The “Radwanski  Affa i r ”  drew at tent ion to 
the fact  that  Off icers of  Par l iament are also bureaucracies in their  own r ight ,  
possessing s igni f icant  author i ty and inf luence wi th in the pol icy and administ rat ive 
apparatus of  government.  Members of  Par l iament were a ler ted to the fact  that  Off icers 
of  Par l iament themselves need to be the subject  of  regular  and careful  scrut iny.  
 
Off icers of  Par l iament in Canada have almost a lways been establ ished and empowered 
in react ion to a cr is is or  to meet what  was perceived as an urgent  need. Each of f ice 
was created as a par l iamentary response to a problem or problems that  a ler ted 
par l iamentar ians to the need for  sources of  informat ion other than the bureaucracy,  
which reports to the Execut ive. 
 
Dur ing the f i rs t  half  century of  Canada’s existence,  the sole Off icer  of  Par l iament  was 
the Audi tor  General ,  whose creat ion was the direct  consequence of  a pol i t ical  cr is is .  
The Conservat ive government of  Canada’s f i rs t  Pr ime Minister ,  Sir  John A. Macdonald,  
was rocked by a major  scandal ,  the so-cal led “Paci f ic  Scandal”  of  1872–4. The posit ion 
of  Auditor  General  was establ ished in 1878 by the Liberal  government  of  Pr ime Minister  
Alexander Mackenzie in the wake of  th is scandal .  The of f ice of  Auditor  General  was 
unprecedented in that  i ts  incumbent was to cont inue in of f ice “dur ing good behaviour”  
rather  than at  the discret ion of  the government.   
 
Af ter  a process of  gradual  evolut ion,  the passage, in  1977, of  the Audi tor  General  Act ,  
fur ther broadened the mandate of  the Audi tor  General ,  who was ef fect ively assigned the 
responsibi l i ty  of  assessing how wel l  the government managed i ts  f inancia l  af fa i rs.  The 
Act ,  however,  maintained a l ine of  demarcat ion between the Off ice of  the Audi tor  
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General  and the Execut ive by permit t ing the former  to assess the government ’s 
implementat ion of  i ts  pol icy choices,  but  not  to evaluate the pol icy choices themselves.   
 
The Audi tor  General  conducts independent reviews of  government f inancia l records in 
order to audi t  the col lect ion and disbursement of  publ ic  funds and to report  h is or her 
f indings to Par l iament.  He or she is d i rect ly responsible to the House of  Commons and 
is mandated to report  the waste or  misuse of  funds by the Execut ive.  He or  she 
examines the procedures and overs ight  mechanisms the government has put  into p lace 
in connect ion wi th i ts f inances,  as wel l  as precisely how and where the government is  
spending publ ic  funds.  
 
The Audi tor  General  p lays a key part  in ensur ing accountabi l i ty at  the federal  level .  In 
order for  Members of  Par l iament  ef fect ively to hold the federal  government accountable 
for  i ts  use of  publ ic  funds,  they require access to independent and re l iable f inancial  
informat ion.  They need to know such th ings as how the federal  government is  col lect ing 
publ ic  revenues,  how i t  is  d ist r ibut ing those funds to var ious government departments 
and agencies,  and how those government departments are spending the money on a 
day-to-day basis.  I t  is  the Auditor  General ’s  responsib i l i ty  to provide th is informat ion to 
them. 
 
The Audi tor  Genera l  can take on a highly publ ic  prof i le,  especial ly  when he or she 
reports on severe misuses of  publ ic  funds by the federal  government.  A recent  example 
of  th is occurred in 2004,  when the Audi tor  General  re leased a report  h ighl ight ing 
f inancial  i r regular i t ies in a federal  sponsorship programme. The publ ic  and 
par l iamentary outcry that  resul ted eventual ly  led to a fu l l  publ ic inquiry on the issue. 
The “sponsorship scandal”  a lso i l lustrated the credibi l i ty  that  the Audi tor  General  enjoys 
wi th the general  publ ic ,  a credibi l i ty  which is  arguably greater than that  of  Members of  
Par l iament.  
 
An important  point  of  contact  between the Off ice of  the Audi tor  General  and the House 
of  Commons is the Standing Commit tee on Publ ic  Accounts before which the Audi tor  
General  regular ly  appears and which examines al l  reports of  the Audi tor  General .  The 
Audi tor  General  is  a lso f requent ly  inv ited to appear before other commit tees of  the 
House. As I  have al ready noted,  Members of  Par l iament  suf fer  f rom “ informat ion 
over load” part icular ly  wi th regard to government f inances.  This has important  
impl icat ions for  how Off icers of  Par l iament  l ike the Audi tor  General  and the Informat ion 
Commissioner communicate wi th Par l iament .  I t  would scarcely be an exaggerat ion to  
say that  the Auditor  General ’s  reports and evidence before commit tees of  the House are 
the pr imary sources of  the informat ion required by Members of  Par l iament and their  
part ies to hold the government to account in respect  of  i ts management of  publ ic  funds.   
 
The creat ion of  the of f ice of  the Chief  Electoral  Off icer,  by the passage in  1920 of  the 
Dominion Elect ions Act  (now the Canada Elect ions Act) ,  ref lected a widespread desire 
to prevent manipulat ion of  the electoral  process by governments in power.  Unl ike his 
predecessor,  the Clerk of  the Crown Chancery,  the Chief  Electoral  Off icer  was 
appointed by and responsible to the elected Members of  the House of  Commons, rather 
than to the Execut ive.  The goal  was to ensure professional ism and impart ia l i ty  in the 
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conduct  of  federal  e lect ions by establ ishing an agent of  Par l iament wi th the author i ty  to  
exercise general  d i rect ion and supervis ion over  the administrat ion of  e lect ions and to 
ensure compl iance wi th the re levant  statutes.  
 
With the assistance of  subordinate of f icers,  the Chief  Electoral  Off icer  administers 
e lect ions and referenda in accordance with the provis ions of  the Canada Elect ions Act  
and the Canada Referendum Act .  Elect ions Canada, the organizat ion that carr ies out  
the specif ic  ro les and responsibi l i t ies of  the Chief  Electoral  Off icer ,  administers 
boundar ies readjustment,  a nat ional  register  of  e lectors,  referenda,  registered part ies,  
e lect ion advert is ing,  and pol i t ical  f inance laws appl icable to indiv iduals and part ies 
dur ing elect ions,  by-elect ions,  nominat ions and pol i t ical leadership contests.   
 
Part icular ly  s igni f icant  among these in recent years for  Members of  Par l iament  has 
been the c lose scrut iny of  e lect ion f inancing.  The passage of the Federal  Accountabi l i ty 
Act  in  2006 reduced annual  contr ibut ion l imits to pol i t ical  ent i t ies,  a l lowed only 
indiv iduals (Canadian c i t izens or  permanent residents)  to make pol i t ical  donat ions and 
prohib i ted candidates f rom accept ing any gi f t  or  other advantage that  might  appear to 
have been given to inf luence them in the performance of  their  dut ies i f  e lected to of f ice.   
 
Persons and part ies seeking elect ion to Par l iament are required to d isclose the detai ls  
of  e lect ion f inancing,  are subject  to careful  independent scrut iny and are aware of  the 
fact  that  any apparent  i r regular i t ies wi l l  be act ively invest igated by an independent 
agency.  Rather  than react ing wi th resentment  to th is,  Members of  Par l iament tend to 
see the Chief  Electoral  Of f icer  as the guarantor  of  fa i rness in the elect ions which they 
contest .   
 
The th i rd Off icer  of  Par l iament was brought into being in 1969 by the passage of  the 
Off ic ia l  Languages Act ,  which sought to redress histor ic  in just ices in response to the 
report  of  a Royal  Commission on Bi l ingual ism and Bicul tural ism. The law gave equal  
status to French and Engl ish in the government of  Canada, designat ing them as 
“of f ic ia l ”  languages,  having preferred status in law over a l l  other languages.  I t  was th is 
statute that  created the Commissioner of  Off ic ia l  Languages,  an Off icer  of  Par l iament 
charged wi th receiv ing complaints f rom the publ ic ,  undertaking inquir ies,  and making 
recommendat ions regarding the status of  the two off ic ia l  languages.  
 
The Commissioner of  Off ic ia l  Languages is charged wi th ensur ing the equal i ty of  
Engl ish and French in Par l iament and in the federal  administrat ion,  working to ensure 
the preservat ion and development of  minor i ty  of f ic ia l  language communit ies in Canada, 
and promoting the equal i ty of  Engl ish and French in Canadian society.  
 
Among the ro les assigned to the Commissioner of  Off ic ia l  Languages is that  of  
ombudsman, and i t  is  most  f requent ly in th is capaci ty that  he or  she encounters 
Members of  Par l iament.  The Commissioner appears regular ly  before the Standing 
Commit tee on Off ic ia l  Languages,  usual ly  in connect ion wi th h is or  her annual  report  to 
Par l iament.  L inguist ic  audi ts,  cour t  intervent ions,  research and educat ion are also part  
of  the strategic arsenal  of  the Commissioner and his or  her staf f .   
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I t  would be di f f icul t  to  overstate the impact  that  the Off ic ia l  Languages Act  and the 
Off ice of  the Commissioner of  Off ic ia l  Languages have had on the federal  government  
apparatus and on Par l iament  i tsel f .  Members of  Par l iament  belonging to minor i ty 
f rancophone and anglophone communit ies v iew the Commissioner as an al ly  in their  
ef for ts to maintain their  communit ies ’  corporate l inguist ic  ident i t ies.  
 
Thanks in part  to the work of  Commissioners of  Off ic ia l  Languages,  par l iamentary 
bi l ingual ism has become an important  part  of  Canadian ident i ty.  Many 
par l iamentar ians—part icular ly anglophones—work assiduously to improve their  sk i l ls  in  
the other of f ic ia l  language.  
 
The Off ice of  the Pr ivacy Commissioner of  Canada owes i ts  creat ion largely to concerns 
about the protect ion of  personal informat ion that  f i rst  arose in Canada dur ing the late 
1960s and ear ly  1970s when computers were emerging as important  tools for  
government and business.  In 1983,  the current  Privacy Act  came into force.  The Act  
establ ished the Pr ivacy Commissioner of  Canada as an independent  Off icer  of  
Par l iament mandated to act  as an ombudsman, advocate,  and guardian of  the pr ivacy 
and protect ion of  personal  informat ion r ights of  indiv iduals.   
 
The Privacy Act  imposes l imi ts and obl igat ions on some 250 federal  government 
departments and agencies on the col lect ion,  use and disclosure of  personal  informat ion.  
I t  a lso gives Canadians the r ight  to f ind out  what  personal  informat ion the federa l  
government has on record about them by making formal  requests under the Privacy Act .   
 
Largely in response to concerns about the growing avai labi l i ty  o f  personal  informat ion 
over the internet,  the ro le of  the Pr ivacy Commissioner was expanded in 2000,  when the 
Personal  In formation Protect ion and Electronic Documents Act  was assented to.  The 
Act  sets out  ground rules for  how pr ivate sector  organizat ions may col lect ,  use or  
d isclose personal  informat ion in the course of  commercial  act iv i t ies.  The law gives 
indiv iduals the r ight  to gain access to and to request  correct ion of  the personal  
informat ion these organizat ions may have col lected about them. The Pr ivacy 
Commissioner is  empowered to receive or  in i t iate,  invest igate and at tempt to resolve 
complaints about any aspect  of  an organizat ion’s compl iance wi th the law’s data 
protect ion provis ions.  The Commissioner wi l l  usual ly  at tempt resolut ion through 
persuasion and negot iat ion;  however,  in  cases where these strategies fa i l ,  recourse 
may be had to the Federal  Court  for  judic ia l  remedies,  inc luding orders to comply and 
damages. 
 
The Pr ivacy Commissioner conducts audi ts and reports annual ly to Par l iament on 
issues that  touch upon the pr ivacy of  indiv idual  Canadians.  Relat ions between 
Par l iament and the Of f ice of  the Pr ivacy Commissioner have not  a lways been t ranqui l .  
One recent  Pr ivacy Commissioner,  for  example,  was outspoken in h is cr i t ic ism of  
increased survei l lance by the state in the wake of  the September 11,  2001 at tacks and 
the subsequent "War on Terror" .  This added strength to cal ls  f rom opposi t ion MPs and 
their  part ies for  a more balanced approach to nat ional  secur i ty .  
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Members of  Par l iament f requent ly approach the Off ice of  the Pr ivacy Commissioner on 
behal f  of  const i tuents wi th concerns about the use of  personal  informat ion by 
government departments and agencies,  and by organizat ions in  the pr ivate sector .  The 
Off ice of  the Pr ivacy Commissioner has empowered Members of  Par l iament in their  ro le 
as advocates for  their  const i tuents.  I t  is  a key part  o f  the OPC’s mandate under the 
Privacy Act  to support  Par l iament ’s work by provid ing informat ion and advice on pr ivacy 
issues.  
 
The Of f ice of  the Informat ion Commissioner was establ ished in 1983 to invest igate 
complaints f rom ci t izens who bel ieve that  they have been denied r ights under the 
Access to In format ion Act .  Complainants f requent ly approach their  Members of  
Par l iament in the f irs t  instance and i t  is  the lat ter  who br ing their  complaints to the 
at tent ion of  the Off ice of  the Informat ion Commissioner.  Members of  Par l iament who 
have themselves been unable to assert  the ir  r ights under the Access to In format ion Act  
a lso on occasion approach the Informat ion Commissioner on their  own behal f .  
 
As an ombudsman, the Informat ion Commiss ioner may not  order a complaint  resolved in  
a part icular  way.  He or  she attempts to set t le d isputes by negot iat ion and wi l l  only ask 
for  a Federal  Court  review in the event that  a negot iated set t lement has proved 
impossible.  The Commissioner has the author i ty ,  with the consent of  Par l iament,  to ask 
the Federal  Cour t  to order the disc losure of  government-held records.  As governments 
have tended to d ist rust  and resist  the Access to In format ion Act ,  the Commissioner 
serves both Members of  Par l iament and the publ ic  in at tempts to overcome these 
tendencies.  
 
Informat ion Commissioners table per iodic reports on the performance of  var ious 
government departments in respect  of  their  obl igat ions under the Access to In formation 
Act .  Appear ing before the Standing Commit tee on Just ice and Human Rights,  one 
recent  Commissioner to ld the Members assembled,  “My off ice can ident i fy  where there 
are problems in the system, but  i t  is  only Par l iament,  through th is commit tee,  which can 
hold government to account and provide the incent ives necessary for  the emergence of  
a v ibrant  cul ture of  openness.”  
 
Replacing the Off ice of  the Ethics Commissioner created only three years ear l ier ,  the 
Off ice of  the Conf l ic t  of  Interest  and Ethics Commissioner was created in 2007 as part  
of  the Federal  Accountabi l i ty  Act  which amended the Parl iament of  Canada Act  and 
other laws. The Act  was introduced largely in react ion to two major scandals involv ing 
the inappropr iate al locat ion of  publ ic  funds and to a th ird scandal ,  ment ioned ear l ier ,  
involv ing the federal Pr ivacy Commissioner.  The Conf l ict  of  Interest  and Ethics 
Commissioner is  an Off icer  of  Par l iament empowered to support  the House of  Commons 
in governing the conduct of  i ts  Members.  Under the di rect ion of  the Standing Commit tee 
on Procedure and House Affa irs,  the Commissioner is  responsible for  administer ing the 
Confl ic t  o f  In terest Code for Members of  the House of Commons .  This Code has been in  
ef fect  s ince 2004 and was most  recent ly amended in June of  2009.  
 
I t  is  worthwhi le to note that  in the overwhelming major i ty  of  cases in which a Member of  
Par l iament has been the subject  of  an invest igat ion by the Conf l ic t  of  Interest  and 
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Ethics Commissioner,  the result  has been the complete v indicat ion of  the Member in 
quest ion.  This record has led Members of  Par l iament to see the Commissioner as an 
al ly  and protector  of  their  reputat ions.  Individual  Members wi l l  on occasion request  that  
the Commissioner in i t iate invest igat ions of  specif ic  a l legat ions that  have been made 
against  them, usual ly  under the umbrel la of  par l iamentary pr iv i lege,  with a v iew to 
refut ing the al legat ions in quest ion.  
 
The Commissioner a lso administers the Confl ic t  o f  In terest  Act for  Publ ic Off ice 
Holders .  Publ ic  of f ice holders are ministers,  par l iamentary secretar ies,  and fu l l  and 
part- t ime minister ia l  s taf f  and advisors,  Governor in Counci l  and minister ia l  appointees 
(deputy ministers,  heads of  agencies and Crown corporat ions,  members of  federal  
boards and t r ibunals) .  Recent  at tempts by opposi t ion Members of  Par l iament to induce 
the Commissioner to invest igate the awarding of  federal  inf rastructure contracts has 
raised quest ions about  whether the ro le of  the Commissioner under the Confl ic t  of  
In terest Act for Publ ic Off ice Holders  is  def ined wi th suf f ic ient  c lar i ty.  
 
The Publ ic  Sector  Integr i ty  Commissioner (2007) and the Commissioner of  Lobbying 
(2008) were a lso created in the wake of  the aforement ioned scandals.  The 
Commissioner of  Lobbying replaced the Off ice of  the Regist rar  of  Lobbyists.  Both 
Commissioners play an important  ro le in provid ing independent oversight  of  p layers in 
the publ ic  sector .  Their  reports and appearances before Standing Commit tees of  both 
Houses assist  par l iamentar ians in ensur ing the accountabi l i ty  to Par l iament of  publ ic  
of f ice holders.   
 
Lobbyists are required to register  as required under the federal  Lobbying Act  and 
members of  the publ ic are permit ted to  carry out  searches of  the Registry of  Lobbyists.  
Such searches are somet imes in i t iated by Members of  Par l iament act ing as 
intermediar ies between their  const i tuents and the Off ice of  the Commissioner of  
Lobbying.  MPs, who are f requent ly approached by lobbyists,  appreciate the regulatory 
and supervisory act iv i ty  of  the Commissioner.  
 
In recent  years,  i t  has become customary for  nominees for  appointment as Off icers of  
Par l iament to appear before Standing Commit tees of  the House and the Senate.  One 
recent  appointee commented,  “ I  welcome this k ind of  scrut iny as a heal thy development 
in the appointment process for  so-cal led Off icers of  Par l iament. . .  There may be 
arguments against  such a process for  other appointees,  such as judges,  but  i t  seems 
eminent ly wel l -sui ted for  Off icers of  Par l iament.”  
 
I t  has been said that  the ro le of  Off icers of  Par l iament is  to e levate and promote 
speci f ic  values that  have been deemed worthy of  independent promot ion whatever the 
pol i t ical  c l imate.  The Audi tor  General,  for  example,  promotes f inancia l and pol icy 
accountabi l i ty ,  whi le  the Commissioner of  Off ic ia l  Languages promotes bi l ingual ism. 
Off icers of  Par l iament stand out  as an independent body of  professionals exercis ing 
non-part isan overs ight  over  var ious act iv i t ies and funct ions of  the Execut ive wi th the 
result  being a level  of  t ransparency that would otherwise be dif f icul t  to achieve.   
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The importance of  Off icers of  Par l iament  to ordinary MPs was highl ighted in May of  
2008, when a draf t  government pol icy proposal  was revealed by the Audi tor  General  
dur ing an appearance before the Commons Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee.  This proposal  
appeared to require Off icers of  Par l iament to seek the approval of  the Pr ivy Counci l  
Of f ice before making any publ ic statements.  Opposit ion MPs were voci ferous in their  
cr i t ic ism of  the proposed pol icy.  The proposal  in quest ion was subsequent ly c lar i f ied 
expl ic i t ly  to exclude Off icers of  Par l iament.  The Treasury Board President  to ld the 
press,  “ I  can assure you that  we respect  the independence of  the of f icers of  Par l iament 
and th is government would not  do anything inconsistent  with the independent ro le of  
those of f icers.”  Further to th is,  the Treasury Board modi f ied i ts  requirements so that  the 
ru les applying to of f icers of  Par l iament  ensured that  they were “sole ly responsible”  for  
mat ters for  which other deputy heads were “accountable to their  ministers and to 
Treasury Board”.  
 
A recent  development re inforc ing the independence of Off icers of  Par l iament  has been 
the establ ishment of  an advisory panel  on the funding of  Off icers of  Par l iament.  In an 
appearance before this panel ,  the Informat ion Commissioner commented that  “ there is ,  
for  the f i rs t  t ime, a mechanism for  review of  the resource needs of Off icers of  
Par l iament which is  independent  of  government.”  The advisory panel ,  made up of  
Members of  Par l iament,  is seen as a safeguard against  the tendency of  governments to 
punish Off icers of  Par l iament who hold them r igorously to account by wi thholding 
adequate funding.   
 
I t  is indicat ive of  the importance to Members of  Par l iament of  the independence and 
invest igat ive capabi l i t ies of  Off icers of  Par l iament  that  Members of  Par l iament and 
Senators of ten at tempt to ef fect  the creat ion of  new Off icers of  Par l iament by way of  
Pr ivate Members’  (or  Senators ’ )  b i l ls .  Two recent  examples of  th is are Bi l ls  S-206 
(Commissioner of  the Envi ronment and Susta inable Development Act)  and C-418 
(Chi ldren’s Commissioner of  Canada Act ) .  There are also f requent  demands that  the 
Commissioner of  the Environment and Sustainable Development,  who is appointed by 
and reports to the Audi tor  General ,  and the Par l iamentary Budget Off icer,  who is 
at tached to the Library of  Par l iament,  be made independent Off icers of  Par l iament.   
 
In their  ro les as ombudsmen, audi tors,  watchdogs and inspectors,  Of f icers of  
Par l iament speak out  wi th a v iew to maximiz ing their  abi l i ty  to subject  the government 
bureaucracy to  the c losest  scrut iny possib le.  This is  a natural  extension of  their  ro le 
and does not  undermine Par l iament  as the locus of  federal  pol i t ical  power.  Support  for  
such in i t iat ives tends to come from opposit ion Members of  Par l iament who f requent ly 
confront  bureaucrat ic  complexit ies in their  search for  in format ion.  In this  regard,  
Off icers of  Par l iament have become the advocates of  Par l iament i tself ,  as i t  s t ruggles 
to hold the Execut ive to account,  and an important  e lement in counterbalancing the 
overwhelming power of  the lat ter  in  Westminster-sty le systems of  government.  
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Marc BOSC for  h is communicat ion and 
invi ted members present to put  quest ions to h im. 
 
Mr Ashfaque HAMID (Bangladesh)  asked for  fur ther detai l  of  the media issues that  had 
ar isen in relat ion to Off icers of  Par l iament in Canada. 
 
Mr P.D.T. ACHARY (India)  asked how the Canadian Par l iament exercised control  over  
the k inds of  of f icers descr ibed by Mr Bosc.  
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Netherlands)  asked for  detai l  of  the 
appointment  process for  of f icers of  th is k ind,  and for  informat ion on the working 
re lat ionship between of f icers and secretar ies general .  
 
Mr Alphonse K. NOMBRÉ (Burkina Faso)  asked about the relat ive status of  the 
secretary general  and Off icers of  Par l iament as descr ibed by Mr Bosc.  He also asked 
for  more in format ion on the perceived r isk that  appointees,  who af ter  a l l  were 
accountable to Par l iament,  would take over  funct ions otherwise exerc ised by Members 
of  Par l iament.  
 
Mr Mombedi PHINDELA (South Afr ica,  non-member)  asked how pract ical  the 
report ing arrangements were for  Off icers of  Par l iament,  and how their  budgets were 
al located.  
 
Mr Zingile DINGANI (South Africa)  said that  in h is country,  roles of  th is k ind had 
const i tut ional  protect ion.  Only Par l iament could remove the occupants of  these posts,  
and then only in certain c i rcumstances.  Their  independence was compromised to some 
extent by the fact  that  their  budgets were drawn up wi th in government ,  not  par l iament.  
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  asked what professional  human resources assistance the 
Canadian Par l iament received in the appointment and removal of  i ts  of f icers.  He also 
asked whether they could genuinely be autonomous given that  they were appointed and 
removed by Par l iament.  
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Mr Emmanuel ANYIMADU (Ghana)  said that  the s i tuat ion in Ghana was as in South 
Afr ica.  
 
Mr Said MOKADEM (Maghreb Consultat ive Council)  asked about the status of  the 
Pr ivacy Commissioner,  whi le Mr Austin ZVOMA (Zimbabwe)  wondered i f  the ro les of  
the Informat ion and Pr ivacy Commissioners in Canada over lapped. 
 
Mr Abdelhamid Badis BELKAS (Algeria)  asked how Off icers of  Par l iament were 
recrui ted,  in terms of  pol i t ical  af f i l iat ion in part icular ,  and how the Audi tor  General ’s  
work was put  into ef fect .  
 
Mr Edward OLLARD (United Kingdom)  asked how the act iv i t ies of  Off icers of  
Par l iament in Canada related to the act iv i t ies of  par l iamentary commit tees.  
 
Mr Marc BOSC  repl ied that  the issue of  concern in par l iament as far  as the media were 
concerned was about process. Off icers ’  reports were made publ ic ,  but  they had a 
statutory responsibi l i ty  to report  to Par l iament f i rs t .  There could be a temptat ion for  
of f icers to bypass Par l iament ,  and ta lk to the media f i rs t .  Accountabi l i ty  of  of f icers was 
meant  in a sense to be conf ined to appointment  and possible dismissal,  wi th f reedom of  
act ion whi le in post  – but  in  pract ice issues of  accountabi l i ty  d id ar ise.  The Government 
decided on the funding of  these funct ions,  a l though there was an ad hoc  informal  
commit tee of  the House to consider requests f rom of f icers for  funding,  which reported 
i ts  opin ion to the Government.  Despi te the adversar ia l  nature of  the ro le,  the Audi tor-
General  t r ied to maintain a f r iendly,  col laborat ive relat ionship wi th the bodies under 
audi t .  There was no compar ison between secretar ies general  and these other Off icers 
of  Par l iament,  and no regular  l ia ison.  When the Audi tor  General  audi ted the Houses of 
Par l iament,  th is was by invi tat ion only.  Some Members thought that  i t  was inappropr iate 
for  an of f icer  of  the House to audi t  the House under any c i rcumstances,  and preferred 
the use of a pr ivate sector  audi tor .  A s imple major i ty  in the House was enough to 
remove an Off icer  of  Par l iament ;  for  nominat ions,  the part ies would ta lk informal ly to 
ensure widespread agreement before a name was put  to the House. The Pr ivacy and 
Informat ion Commissioners were looking at  a s imi lar  issue,  but  f rom di f ferent  
perspect ives:  the former was concerned wi th the State’s use of  informat ion about 
indiv iduals,  whi le the lat ter  was concerned wi th the use by indiv iduals of  informat ion 
about the State.  The Audi tor  General ’s  reports could have consequences,  somet imes for  
indiv idual  c iv i l  servants.  Al l  reports f rom Off icers of  Par l iament were referred 
automat ical ly  to the re levant par l iamentary commit tee.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Marc BOSC for  h is communicat ion as 
wel l  as al l  those members who had put  quest ions to h im. 
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6. Communication from Mr P.D.T. ACHARY, Secretary General of the 
 Lok Sabha of India, on “Independence of Parliament secretariat” 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President,  inv i ted Mr P.D.T.  ACHARY, Secretary General  of  the 
Lok Sabha of  India,  to present h is communicat ion,  as fo l lows: 
 
“Introduction 
The cardinal  pr incip le of  par l iamentary democracy is  that  the Execut ive not  only 
emanates f rom Par l iament but  is  a lso made accountable to i t  for  al l  i ts  acts.  
Par l iamentary control  over  the Execut ive is a imed at  ensur ing that  the Government of  
the day del ivers and performs to the best  of  i ts  abi l i ty  for  publ ic  good and the execut ive 
power is  not  misused or abused.  The inst i tut ion of  Par l iament occupies a pre-eminent 
posi t ion in the whole scheme of  governance and acts as the custodian of  the r ights and 
interests of  the people.  
 
In v iew of  the basic pr incip les associated wi th par l iamentary democracy,  the inst i tut ion 
of  Presid ing Off icer  has a s ignif icant  ro le to p lay.  Entrusted wi th the task of  ensur ing 
that  Par l iament judic iously performs i ts  funct ions,  i t  is  incumbent upon the Presid ing 
Off icer  to act  as the guardian of  democracy on the f loor of  the Par l iament.  I t  is  the 
Presid ing Off icer  who is to protect  the r ights and pr iv i leges of  the Par l iament,  i ts  
commit tees and the members.  Being the reposi tory of  the conf idence of  var ious 
sect ions of  the House,  i t  is the so lemn duty of  the Pres id ing Off icer to be fa i r -minded, 
non-part isan and object ive in the conduct  of  business and exercise of  powers.  That 
being so,  the Presid ing Off icer  is to be ably supported by an independent and impart ia l  
Secretar iat ,  insulated f rom outs ide inf luence.   
 
The serv ic ing of  Par l iament pre-supposes independent funct ioning.  The of f icers and 
staf f  of  Par l iament ’s Secretar iat  are required to cater  to the mul t i far ious requirements 
of  the Par l iament,  the Presid ing Off icers and the members of  Par l iament.  They are 
entrusted wi th the dut ies of  an exact ing nature and are expected to serve them with 
object iv i ty ,  impart ia l i ty  and ef f ic iency.  Their  dut ies include areas of  crucia l  importance 
l ike managing the legis lat ive business,  the non- legis lat ive business such as quest ions 
and var ious other procedural  devices for  ra is ing matters in the House and ensur ing 
execut ive accountabi l i ty,  Table of  the House, Committee serv ices,  members ’  serv ices,  
administrat ion,  protocol ,  management of  informat ion needs of  members such as l ibrary,  
research and reference serv ices,  press and publ ic  re lat ions,  etc.  I f  the Par l iament,  the 
Presid ing Off icers and the members of  Par l iament are to carry out  their  mul t i far ious 
funct ions wi th s incer i ty  of  purpose, devot ion to duty and greater  level  of  ef f ic iency,  i t  
becomes inevi table that  Par l iament is serv iced by a Secretar iat  of  i ts  own unconnected 
wi th and independent of  the Execut ive.   
 
Historical Perspective 
The idea of  a separate Secretar iat  for  the Par l iament  of  India,  independent of  the 
Execut ive,  was mooted as ear ly as in January 1926 by the then President  of  the Central  
Legis lat ive Assembly,  Late Shr i  Vi thalbhai J.  Patel .  To that  ef fect ,  a resolut ion was 
moved in the then Central  Legis lat ive Assembly on 22 September 1928,  seeking the 
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const i tut ion of  a separate Assembly Department.  The resolut ion was adopted 
unanimously and that  led to the creat ion of  a separate sel f -contained Department known 
as the ‘Legis lat ive Assembly Department ’  on 10 January 1929, in the port fo l io of  the 
Governor-General  with the then President  of  the Legis lat ive Assembly as i ts  de facto 
head. Separate Rules cal led ‘The Legis lat ive Assembly Department (Condi t ions of  
Service) Rules 1929’  were issued by the Secretary of  State in Counci l  on 7 August  1929 
in order to govern the recruitment  and condit ions of  serv ice of  the of f icers and staf f  of  
the Legis lat ive Assembly Department.  Thereaf ter ,  the of f icers and staf f  of  the 
Legis lat ive Assembly Department began to be appointed in accordance wi th those Rules 
wi th the approval  of  the Pres ident  of  the Assembly.  The posi t ion and author i ty  of  the 
Presid ing Off icer  in the matter  of  recrui tment,  terms and condi t ions of  serv ice of  the 
of f icers and staf f  of  the Par l iament Secretar iats has s ince been recognized by Statutory 
Rules and convent ions and f inal ly  by the Const i tut ion of  India.  
 
The name of  the Department  cont inued to be the same unt i l  26 January 1950. With the 
coming into force of  the Const i tut ion of  India and the creat ion of  the Provis ional  
Par l iament,  the name was changed to ‘Par l iament  Secretar iat ’ .  Even af ter  the creat ion 
of  the two separate Houses – the Counci l  of  States (Rajya Sabha) and the House of  the 
People (Lok Sabha) – in 1952 under the Const i tut ion of  India,  the Secretar iat  of  the 
House of  the People cont inued to be cal led the ‘Par l iament Secretar iat ’ ,  whi le a new 
Secretar iat  cal led the ‘Counci l  of  States Secretar iat ’  was set  up for  the Counci l  of  
States.  The names were changed to ‘Lok Sabha Secretar ia t ’  and ‘Rajya Sabha 
Secretar iat ’ ,  respect ively,  in 1954 in keeping wi th the Hindi  nomenclature of  the two 
Houses.   
 
Constitution of India and Independence of Parl iament Secretariats  
According to the Const i tut ion of  India,  Par l iament is  the sole guardian and judge in a l l  
mat ters re lat ing to i ts  proceedings and pr iv i leges.  Subject  to the prov is ions of  the 
Const i tut ion,  i ts  procedure and conduct  of  business,  each House of  the Par l iament  is  
empowered to regulate i ts  own procedure and the conduct  of  business under ar t ic le 118 
of  the Const i tut ion of  India.  I t  has a lso been speci f ical ly  provided under ar t ic le 122 that  
the val id i ty  of  any proceedings in Par l iament shal l  not  be cal led in quest ion on the 
ground of  any al leged i r regular i ty  of  procedure.  Further,  no of f icer  or  member of  
Par l iament in whom powers are vested by or  under the Const i tut ion for  regulat ing 
procedure or  conduct  of  business,  or  for  maintain ing order in Par l iament,  shal l  be 
subject  to the jur isdict ion of  any court  in respect  of  the exercise of  those powers.  Al l  
these const i tut ional  provis ions symbol ize the supremacy of  the Par l iament wi th in i ts  
own sphere of  act iv i ty .  The under ly ing object  behind these powers,  pr iv i leges and 
immunit ies is  to protect  and preserve the f reedom, author i ty and digni ty of  Par l iament 
and i ts funct ioning.   
 
With the under ly ing object ive of  ensur ing an unimpaired exercise of  Par l iament ’s 
powers,  the Draf t ing Commit tee,  which was to prepare the Const i tut ion of  India,  decided 
to g ive const i tut ional recogni t ion to the independent status of  the Secretar iats of  
Par l iament.  I t  is  under ar t ic le  98 of  the Const i tut ion of  India that the provisions have 
been made for  separate and independent Secretar iats for  the two Houses of  Par l iament 
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under the overal l  contro l  of  the respect ive Pres id ing Off icers.  Art ic le 98 of  the 
Const i tut ion of  India reads as under:  
 

(1) Each House of  Par l iament  shal l  have a separate secretar ia l  s taf f :  
Provided that  nothing in th is c lause shal l  be const rued as prevent ing the creat ion 
of  posts common to both Houses of  Par l iament.  

(2) Parl iament may by law regulate the recrui tment,  and the condi t ions of  serv ice of  
persons appointed,  to the secretar ia l  s taf f  of  e i ther House of Par l iament.  

(3) Unt i l  provision is  made by Par l iament under c lause (2) ,  the President may,  af ter  
consultat ion wi th the Speaker of  the House of  the People or  the Chairman of  the 
Counci l  of  States,  as the case may be,  make rules regulat ing the recruitment ,  
and the condi t ions of  serv ice of  persons appointed,  to the secretar ia l  s taf f  of  the 
House of  the People or  the Counci l  of  States,  and any ru les so made shal l  have 
ef fect  subject  to the provis ions of  any law made under the said c lause. 

 
Art ic le  98 envisages that  the Secretar iats of  Par l iament  shal l  be independent of  the 
Execut ive. The employees of  the Par l iament Secretar iat  shal l  form a c lass apart  
f rom the c iv i l  servants and should be under a separate system of  contro l  and 
regulat ions.  The aim is to ensure that  the respect ive Houses of  Par l iament are 
assured of  independent advice and that  their  di rect ions are executed and 
implemented wi thout  any inter ference f rom outs ide. 

 
Personnel Management in Parl iament Secretariats 
So far ,  no legis lat ion has been enacted by the Par l iament of  India under  Clause 2 of  
Art ic le 98 of  the Const i tut ion for  regulat ing the recrui tment and condi t ions of  serv ice of  
persons appointed to the secretar ia l  staf f  of  e i ther  House of  Par l iament.  However,  in 
pursuance of  Clause 3 of  Art ic le 98,  the Lok Sabha Secretar iat  (Recrui tment and 
Condi t ions of  Service) Rules,  1955 (R&CS Rules) were f ramed and promulgated by the 
President of  India on 1 October 1955, in consul tat ion wi th the Speaker,  Lok Sabha.  In  
respect  of  Rajya Sabha Secretar iat  too,  the Rajya Sabha Secretar iat  (Recrui tment and 
Condi t ions of  Service) Rules were f ramed and promulgated by the President  of  India in 
1957, in consul tat ion wi th the Chairman, Rajya Sabha.  These Rules have the force of  
law.  The recrui tment and condi t ions of  serv ice of  the of f icers and staf f  of  the 
Secretar iats are governed by the respect ive R&CS Rules.  The Execut ive has no direct  
control  over  the condi t ions of  serv ice of  the of f icers and staf f  of  the Secretar iats as 
they funct ion under the overal l  gu idance and control  of  the Speaker/Chairman of  Lok 
Sabha/Rajya Sabha. The powers conferred on the Speaker/Chairman by these Rules,  
are exercised through Recrui tment and Condi t ions of  Service (R&CS) Orders issued 
f rom t ime to t ime. 
 
Joint Recruitment Cell  of Parl iament Secretariats 
Al l  posts in the Lok Sabha/Rajay Sabha Secretar iats have been exempted f rom the 
purview of  the Union Publ ic  Service Commission (UPSC) under the provis ions of  the 
Union Publ ic  Service Commission (Exempt ion f rom Consul tat ion) Regulat ions,  1958. 
The Union Publ ic Service Commission deals wi th recruitment  and re lated matters in  
respect  of  c iv i l  serv ices at  the level  of  the Central  Government.  Simi lar ly ,  the Central  
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Administ rat ive Tr ibunal  Act ,  1985,  which establ ishes the jur isdict ion and powers of  the 
Central  Administ rat ive Tr ibunal  in re lat ion to the cases concerning recrui tment and 
related matters in c iv i l  serv ices under the Union,  has not  been made appl icable to the 
of f icers and staf f  of  both the Secretar iats.  The guiding pr incip le behind such an 
arrangement is  that  the independence of  the of f icers and staf f  of  the Secretar iats vis-à-
vis  the execut ive would not  be possib le i f  the of f icers and staf f  of  the Secretar iats were 
to depend upon any Minist ry/Department of  the Government for  their  career  prospects,  
promot ions,  pay-scales,  etc.   
 
The recrui tment and condi t ions of  serv ice of  persons appointed in the Secretar iats of  
Par l iament are regulated by the respect ive Secretar iats.  In 1974, on the 
recommendat ions of  the Par l iamentary Commit tee for  pay revis ion and reorganizat ion of  
the Secretar iats,  i t  was decided to have jo int  recruitment  to common categor ies of  posts 
in both the Secretar iats for  which di rect  recruitment is  provided for .  The competent  
author i ty  for  assessing the number of  posts in var ious cadres,  serv ices,  etc.  and 
revis ion of  scales of  pay,  a l lowances,  etc.  in the Secretar iats be a Board of  the 
Secretar ies-General  of  the Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha who could,  af ter  
consul tat ion wi th the Ministry of  Finance,  make sui table recommendat ions to the 
Speaker /  Chairman,  as the case may be,  f rom t ime to t ime. Accordingly,  i t  is  the Joint  
Recrui tment Cel l  (JRC) that  conducts recrui tment examinat ions,  interv iews and draws 
up panels of  selected candidates for  recruitment in the Lok Sabha and the Rajya Sabha 
Secretar iats.   
 
According to the wel l -establ ished convent ion,  the orders issued by the Government of  
India to the Ministr ies and Departments in  regard to condi t ions of  serv ice of  their  staf f ,  
do not  automat ical ly  apply to the of f icers and staf f  of  the Secretar iats of  Par l iament.  
Every order issued by the Government  of  India is  f i rst  examined by the respect ive 
Secretar iats and i f  i t  is  decided to extend the provis ions thereof  in  toto to the of f icers 
and staf f  of  the Secretar iats,  the adaptat ion orders are issued by the respect ive 
Secretar iats separately in the form of  Recrui tment  and Condi t ions of  Service Orders 
wi thout  consul t ing the Government.  In regard to the orders of  f inancial  nature also,  the 
Government has formal ly  recognized that  such orders do not  automat ical ly  apply to the 
Secretar iats unless these are speci f ical ly  extended by the adaptat ion orders of  the 
Speaker /Chairman. Where,  however,  modif icat ion or  a l terat ion,  etc. ,  in  a f inancia l  order 
is  considered necessary,  the adaptat ion order is  issued af ter  consultat ion wi th the 
Ministry of  Finance. 
 
Parl iamentary Pay Committee 
In v iew of  the independent status of  Par l iament  Secretar iats,  the recommendat ions of  
the Pay Commiss ions set  up by the Government  of  India,  f rom t ime to t ime,  are not 
automat ical ly  made appl icable to the of f icers and staf f  of  the Secretar iats.  Ti l l  the year 
1973, on the basis of  the recommendat ions made by the respect ive Pay Commissions,  
the pay scales of  the of f icers and staf f  of  the Secretar iats were sui tably revised under  
the orders issued by the Speaker/Chairman af ter  consul t ing the Min ist ry of  Finance. 
Thereaf ter ,  when the Third Pay Commission,  set  up by the Government of  India,  
submit ted i ts  Report  in 1973, the Speaker of  the Lok Sabha and the Chairman of  the 
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Rajya Sabha jo int ly  appointed a Commit tee of  Par l iament  to advise them on the revis ion 
of  pay and other condi t ions of  serv ice of  the par l iamentary staf f .  The Commit tee was 
headed by the Chairman of  the Est imates Commit tee and included,  among others,  the 
Minister  of  Finance and the Minister  of  Par l iamentary Af fa i rs,  besides the Secretar ies-
General  of  the two Houses.  The Commit tee submit ted i ts  Report  on 20 September 1974. 
The Commit tee took into considerat ion the independent character  of  the two 
Secretar iats and the special ized nature of  their  funct ions and responsibi l i t ies.  The 
Commit tee,  accordingly,  recommended that  whi le the quantum of  work was a val id 
considerat ion,  the pay scales and other terms and condi t ions of  serv ice should be 
determined having regard to the nature and importance of the work,  dut ies,  
responsibi l i t ies and stra in involved and the academic and other qual i f icat ions,  
at ta inments and exper ience prescr ibed for  appointments to the posts.  The Commit tee 
did not  consider i t  necessary to equate the terms and condi t ions in the two Secretar iats 
wi th any one part icular Ministry or Department of  the Government of  India.  
 
Since then,  the pract ice of  const i tut ing a separate Par l iamentary Pay Commit tee is  in  
vogue for  decid ing the pay,  a l lowances,  etc.  of  the of f icers and staf f  of  the Lok 
Sabha/Rajya Sabha Secretar iats in the l ight  of  the recommendat ions of  the var ious 
Centra l  Pay Commissions appointed from t ime to t ime.  
 
Financial  Autonomy: Budgets of Parl iament Secretariats  
Financial  autonomy is one of  the important  aspects of  the independence of  the 
Secretar iats of  Par l iament of  India.  In th is context ,  the posi t ion of  independence has 
been mainta ined in the f ie ld of  expendi ture incurred in respect  of  salar ies and 
al lowances of  the of f icers and staf f  of  both the Secretar iats.   
 
The Budget Est imates of  Lok Sabha and Lok Sabha Secretar iats are prepared,  as per 
the budget code of  the Government,  under the var ious uni ts of  appropr iat ion.  Every 
year,  the Budget Est imates,  as approved by the Secretary-General,  are placed before 
the Budget Commit tee of  the Lok Sabha for  scrut iny and considerat ion.  The Budget 
Commit tee which is appointed by the Speaker,  consists of  the Deputy Speaker as 
Chairman and the Chairmen of  Est imates Commit tee and Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee as 
members of  the Commit tee.  The proposed Budget Est imates,  as approved by the 
Commit tee,  are f inal ly  p laced before the Speaker for  considerat ion and approval .  
Thereaf ter ,  the Est imates are forwarded to the Minist ry of  F inance for  incorporat ion in 
the Union Budget.  In the case of  Rajya Sabha, the Budget proposals are prepared by 
the Rajya Sabha Secretar iat .  Af ter  the approval  of  the Chairman, the same are 
forwarded to the Minist ry of  Finance for  incorporat ion in the Union Budget.  
 
The Budget Est imates of  Lok Sabha/Rajya Sabha are not  subject  to examinat ion by any 
Departmental  Commit tee of  the Ministry of  Finance or any other Commit tee of  
Par l iament.  In case the Ministry of  Finance has to make any suggest ion in respect  of  
the Est imates,  the same is submit ted to the Speaker/Chairman for  considerat ion and 
orders and a f inal  decis ion acceptable to both is  arr ived at  af ter  d iscussion.   
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The expendi ture incurred on var ious units of  appropr iat ions under Lok Sabha/Rajya 
Sabha and Lok Sabha/Rajya Sabha Secretar iats is  met f rom the Consol idated Fund of  
India.  As in the case of  other Ministr ies of  Government of  India,  separate Demands for  
Grants in respect  of  Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha are also la id before both the Houses 
of  Par l iament.  Par l iament sanct ions the expendi ture through the Appropr iat ion Act .  No 
cut  mot ions or  d iscussions re lat ing to the Budget of  both the Houses of  Par l iament and 
the respect ive Secretar iats are al lowed on the f loor of  the Par l iament .  I f  a member 
wishes to have any informat ion,  i t  is  suppl ied to h im under the orders of  the Chairman 
or the Speaker,  as the case may be.  
 
Once the Demands for  Grants of  Lok Sabha/Rajya Sabha and Lok Sabha/Rajya Sabha 
Secretar iats are passed by the Par l iament and placed at  the disposal  of  the respect ive 
Secretar iats,  the Execut ive does not  inter fere in the f inancia l  management nor is  i ts  
concurrence sought on any expendi ture,  whatsoever,  wi th in the al lot ted grants.   
 
Conclusion 
The domain of  par l iamentary act iv i ty  is  vast  and covers the ent i re spectrum of  nat ion’s 
af fa i rs.  The Secretar iats of  the Par l iament of  India own a specia l  responsibi l i ty  for  
sustain ing,  standardizing and strengthening the digni ty and author i ty  of  Par l iament.  As 
a sine qua non  of  the democrat ic  funct ioning,  the respect ive Secretar iats work under 
the overal l  control  of  the Speaker/Chairman so that  the respect ive Houses of Par l iament 
are assured of  independent advice and funct ioning wi thout  inter ference or inf luence 
f rom any outs ide body.  Under the leadership of  the respect ive Secretar ies-General,  the 
of f icer  and staf f  of  both the Secretar iats are answerable only to the Speaker/Chairman, 
as the case may be,  and their  act ions cannot be discussed ei ther ins ide or  outs ide the 
Par l iament.  From the Legis lat ive Assembly Department of  1929 to the Secretar iats of  
Par l iament today,  the independence of  Par l iament Secretar iats and par l iamentary 
of f ic ia ls f rom the Execut ive has become a wel l -establ ished postulate of  the democrat ic 
set-up of  India.”  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  thanked Mr P.D.T.  ACHARY for  h is communicat ion 
and invited members present to put  quest ions to h im.  
 
Mr Emmanuel ANYIMADU (Ghana)  said that  before 2008, the Ghanaian Par l iament ’s 
budget had been subject  to scrut iny in the same way as minister ia l  budgets.  However,  
as of  2008, the only requirement in terms of  the Execut ive was to send the budget to  
the President  for  h is comments.  Budgetary autonomy had ef fect ively been achieved.  He 
asked whether in India there was a Par l iamentary Service Commission for  the 
appointment of  staf f ,  and i f  not ,  who advised the Speaker on these appointments.  
 
Mr Aloys KAYANZARI (Burundi)  asked whether the secretary general  drew up the 
par l iamentary budget,  and what  l imi ts there were on the growth in th is budget.  In  
Burundi ,  par l iamentary budgetary autonomy was constrained wi th in the broad l imi ts of  
the general  state budget.  
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Mr Damir DAVIDOVIC (Montenegro)  asked whether,  as in Montenegro,  the Government 
could constra in par l iamentary expendi ture even after  a budget had been agreed. 
 
Mr Assadullah FALLAH (Afghanistan)  asked whether the Speaker ’s approval  was 
needed to spend money under an agreed budget,  and what  the respect ive author i t ies of  
the Speaker and secretar iat  were in th is regard.  
 
Mr Ashfaque HAMID (Bangladesh)  observed that  money in Par l iament ’s budget came 
from the Government,  and asked whether they did not  need to be consul ted in  the 
process.  
 
Mr Mohammad Kazim MALWAN (Afghanistan)  said that  the Afghan const i tut ion was 
unclear about the f inancial  autonomy of  Par l iament.  The const i tut ion also made no 
ment ion of  the appointment processes for  par l iamentary staf f .  The rules of  the Senate 
contained provis ion for  staf f  appointments.  The secretary general  was considered as a 
pol i t ical  post ,  nominated by the Speaker,  approved by the board of  administrat ion and 
endorsed by the President.  He asked i f  the Execut ive branch in  India had any say over  
the removal  of  par l iamentary staf f .  
 
Mr P.D.T. ACHARY repl ied that  there was no Par l iamentary Service Commission in 
India,  but  rather  a recrui tment cel l  wi th in the secretar iat ,  which made proposals v ia the 
Secretary General  to the Speaker.  As th is  worked wel l ,  there was no pressure for  
change. Budget proposals were drawn up by professionals wi th in the secretar iat ;  these 
proposals were considered by the Budget Commit tee of  the House, where the Secretary 
General  presented the proposals and answered any quest ions.  I t  was subject  to f inal  
approval  by the Speaker.  The Speaker as a const i tut ional  author i ty  had to ensure 
restra int  in budgetary growth.  There was no involvement by the Execut ive in 
par l iamentary spending.  Mr Achary thought that  to go down the route advocated by his 
col league f rom Bangladesh would damage the autonomy of  Par l iament,  and he 
respect fu l ly  d isagreed.  The Execut ive branch had no say in the appointment or  removal  
of  par l iamentary staf f .  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr P.D.T.  ACHARY for  h is communicat ion as 
wel l  as al l  those members who had put  quest ions to h im. 
 
 
7. Communication from Mr Vladimir SVINAREV, Secretary General of 
 the Council of Federation of the Federal Assembly of the Russian 
 Federation, on “Appraisal of professional potential as a tool for 
 personnel rating” 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President,  inv i ted Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV, Secretary General  of  
the Counci l  of  Federat ion of  the Federal  Assembly of  the Russian Federat ion,  to 
present h is communicat ion,  as fol lows: 
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV for  his 
communicat ion and invi ted members present to put  quest ions to him. 

Mr Ashfaque HAMID (Bangladesh)  asked what happened i f  more than one candidate 
met  the recrui tment cr i ter ia to a s imi lar  degree,  and whether there were methods other 
than th is calculat ion used in the recrui tment process.  
 
Ms Lorraine C. MILLER (United States)  asked i f  a formal  interv iew formed part  of  the 
recrui tment process.  
 
Mr Marc BOSC (Canada)  said that  th is was a unique approach to recrui tment,  which he 
had never seen elsewhere.  He asked how a r is ing star would be handled,  who might  fai l  
to meet  the object ive cr i ter ia on grounds of  lack of  exper ience,  age or educat ion,  but  
who was c lear ly performing beyond expectat ions.  
 
Mr Alexis WINTONIAK (Austr ia)  asked whether socia l  sk i l ls  were considered a re levant 
cr i ter ion,  whether recruitment  companies f rom outs ide Par l iament were involved,  and 
the extent of  external recrui tment.  
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Netherlands)  asked what  resul ts there 
had been f rom th is process,  and how specia l  projects were managed,  such as the 
promot ion of  women to the top ranks of  the publ ic serv ice.  
 



 

 117

Mr Habtamu NINI ABINO (Ethiopia)  asked about the measurement of  competencies,  
succession planning,  and the development of  specia l is t  competencies in  par l iamentary 
af fa i rs.  
 
Mrs Adelina SÁ CARVALHO (Portugal)  asked about t rade union representat ion among 
par l iamentary staf f ,  how pressure f rom staf f  for  career opportunit ies were handled,  and 
how demot ions took place.  
 
Mr Edward OLLARD (United Kingdom)  asked i f  th is  methodology had been invented by 
the Russian Par l iament or  whether  i t  was in wider use.  How were interpersonal  sk i l ls  
factored into select ion procedures? Was th is methodology more useful  in some posts 
than others? 
 
Mr Assadullah FALLAH (Afghanistan)  asked when and how th is method had been 
used in pract ice.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  asked how the formula worked in pract ice,  and how 
important  the assessment of  professional  potent ia l  was as a measure.  
 
Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV  said that  he was p leased wi th the number of  quest ions,  and 
suggested that  th is  meant  the subject  was worth revisi t ing.  The formula was used more 
as a f ramework than a str ic t  determinant of  appointment – i t  was widely used across the 
serv ices of  the Russian state,  fo l lowing the enactment of  a law on the state serv ice in 
2004. He had never encountered a case of  two candidates wi th equal  resul ts under the 
formula.  Personal  and socia l aspects were also evaluated:  each candidate had to 
prepare an essay connected wi th the ro le in quest ion,  and there were indiv idual  
interv iews. The appointment  commission could adjust  overal l  marks to take account of  
personal  aspects.  The f i rst  pr ior i ty  was to br ing on and promote exist ing staf f ,  and this 
was a benchmark for  the appointment of  staf f  f rom outs ide.  Where graduates had very 
good resul ts,  but  l i t t le exper ience,  they were included on a reserve l is t  and considered 
for  future appointments.  There were establ ished methods of  t ransfer  into the 
par l iamentary serv ice f rom other state serv ices,  wi th account being taken of  their  
exist ing evaluat ions.  The ru les for  a l l  s tate serv ices were the same. There were no 
gender problems in the secretar iat :  about 65 per cent  of  employees were women; 
however,  no thought had so far  been given to af f i rmat ive act ion in favour of  men. There 
was an internal ,  special ised human resource of f ice.  There was a t rade union cel l  in the 
par l iament,  and i ts  v iews were considered on recrui tment matters.  I t  was much more 
involved in matters concerning dismissal .  Af ter  their  th i rd and f i f th year,  state serv ice 
employees were tested and interv iewed, and the resul ts were interpreted.  Personal  
character ist ics were an important  considerat ion for  people in publ ic- facing rather  than 
technical  ro les.  Mr Svinarev thought that  whi le the system was sc ient i f ical ly  sound and 
useful ,  i t  was open to improvement,  part icular ly  where wider character ist ics were 
re levant .  There was c lose co-operat ion wi th  the Academy of  State Service in developing 
and apply ing scient i f ical ly  based methodologies and concepts of  th is k ind.  
 
Mr Nawar Ali  AL-MAHMOOD (Bahrain) suggested that  the ASGP should develop a 
standard appraisal method for  par l iamentary staf f .  
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Mr Ashfaque HAMID (Bangladesh)  asked for  a l i t t le  more informat ion about the essay 
descr ibed by Mr Svinarev.  
 
Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV said that  candidates were not  locked in a room but  rather 
provided wi th l ibrary and internet  access to enable them to wr i te an essay that  ref lected 
their  abi l i ty to interpret  source mater ia l .  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV for  his 
communicat ion as wel l  as al l  those members who had put  quest ions to him. The 
President agreed that  th is was a topic worthy of  fur ther conversat ion wi th in the ASGP. 
 
The si t t ing rose at 12.30 pm. 
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SIXTH SITTING 

Wednesday 31 March 2010 (Afternoon) 
 

Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 
 

The sitting was opened at 2.40 pm 

 
 
1. Presentation by Mr Martin CHUNGONG on the recent activities of 

the IPU 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  invi ted Mr Mart in CHUNGONG, Director  of  the 
Div is ion for  the Promot ion of  Democracy of  the Inter-Par l iamentary Union,  to make his 
presentat ion,  a summary of  which fo l lows: 
 
Mr Martin CHUNGONG  updated the ASGP on the IPU’s recent  act iv i t ies,  part icular ly  in 
the area of democracy-bui ld ing. The IPU’s act iv i t ies had been extended to par l iaments’  
involvement in the administrat ion of  internat ional  aid,  a f ie ld which had unt i l  now 
somet imes lacked t ransparency.  Work in th is area was also being conducted by the 
OECD. On strengthening par l iamentary inst i tut ions the IPU had been act ive in 15 
countr ies in Afr ica,  Asia and South Amer ica in 2009. There had been missions to the 
Palest in ian Legis lat ive Counci l ,  Central  Afr ican Republ ic ,  Sierra Leone, Uganda, 
Rwanda and Kenya, wi th part icular  focus in the lat ter  country on l inks between 
par l iament and the Truth and Reconci l iat ion Commission.  There had also been t ra in ing 
by v ideo conference for  par l iaments in Sudan,  L iber ia and Sierra Leone.  Act iv i t ies in  
2009 had been extended to defending the r ights of  the chi ld,  wi th a major  conference in  
Lat in America,  and a conference in Kampala on protect ing the heal th of  women and 
infants.  Women’s part ic ipat ion remained under-represented in parts of  the wor ld,  
part icular ly the whole of  the Arab region.  Research on set t ing democrat ic  standards 
cont inued, and the IPU’s sel f -assessment toolk i t  was proving very popular :  i t  had been 
used in Austra l ia among other countr ies.  A recent meet ing in Par is had brought together 
inst i tut ions working on standards for  democrat ic  par l iaments:  the not ion of  sel f -
assessment was taking root  as a complement  to assessments by outs iders.  The IPU 
was looking to operat ional ise the cr i ter ion that  par l iaments should be representat ive 
and to improve the representat ion of  minor i t ies.  Increasing numbers of  par l iaments 
were involved in act iv i t ies to mark the Internat ional  Day of  Democracy.  The IPU was 
c losely involved in the use of ICT in Par l iaments.  
 
The next  conference of  Speakers would be held in Geneva f rom 19t h  to 21s t  July.  ASGP 
members would be involved in one way or  another.  A jo int  conference was being 
proposed to fo l low the October 2010 session in Geneva. 
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr CHUNGONG for h is  character ist ical ly  
c lear presentat ion.  
 
Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden)  said that  he was impressed by the range of  act iv i t ies 
carr ied out  by the IPU wi th re lat ively l imi ted resources.  The ASGP needed to support  
the IPU whenever th is support  could be useful .  The status of  the IPU and i ts  re lat ions 
wi th the UN were of  re levance to the ASGP, as Speakers would be discussing th is 
subject  dur ing the year.  He asked Mr CHUNGONG to explain the IPU’s v is ion of  the end 
goal  of  th is process.  
 
Mr Mohammad Kazim MALWAN (Afghanistan)  said that  there had been a s igni f icant  
increase in the proport ion of  women in the Upper House of  the Afghan Par l iament .  He 
ment ioned a project  to support  the legis lat ive process in Afghanistan supported by the 
UNDP, but  which had been c losed due to funding issues.  He wondered i f  the IPU could 
f i l l  the gap.  
 
Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN (Afghanistan)  thanked Mr CHUNGONG personal ly  for  h is 
assistance to the Afghan Par l iament.  He asked what future plans the IPU had to support  
the Afghan Par l iament.  
 
Mr Ashfaque HAMID (Bangladesh)  asked i f  the issue of  internat ional  a id was 
connected to the Par is Declarat ion of  2005. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  added his voice to Mr Forsberg’s on the quest ion of  
the status of  the IPU. He said he was not  reassured,  because any change to the IPU’s 
status would be l ikely to af fect  the ASGP, and he personal ly  d id not  understand what 
was envisaged. 
 
Mr Martin CHUNGONG  thanked Mr MALWAN for  h is informat ion.  He had been involved 
in designing the programme referred to,  and did not  want i t  to end.  He would be glad to 
see i f  the IPU could help in reviving the project ,  as wel l  as whether there was scope for  
support  in the area of  post-conf l ict  par l iaments.  The short  answer to Mr Hamid’s 
quest ion was yes.  In answer to the President  and Mr Forsberg, Mr Chungong explained 
that  the discussions on status were at  a very pre l iminary stage. The IPU was not  
seeking to become the par l iamentary assembly of  the UN. The IPU’s main concern over 
the years regarding co-operat ion wi th the UN was the disconnect ion between the s ize of  
the two organisat ions.  The aim behind reform of  the IPU was to enhance the status of  
the inst i tut ion at  an internat ional  level ,  and to a l low for  enhanced co-operat ion wi th the 
UN. Because the IPU was not  t reaty-based, some countr ies d id not  regard i t  as an 
internat ional  organisat ion.  This had pol i t ical  impl icat ions,  and pract ical  considerat ions 
in terms of  the immunit ies and pr iv i leges given to the IPU, such as v isas for  part ic ipants 
at  IPU meet ings,  and the protect ions and immunit ies of  IPU staf f  on missions abroad. 
Discussions would cont inue over  the coming years.  The Speakers’ Conference would 
give di rect ion to these discussions.  Mr Chungong did not  th ink that  any of  th is would 
impact  negat ively on the ASGP. He would seek to ensure that  the ASGP was consulted 
on any developments that  might af fect  i t  at  an ear ly stage. 
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  said that he was reassured to learn that the proposal  
would not  be decided at  the meet ing of  Speakers in July.  He welcomed the assurance 
that  the ASGP would be involved in d iscussions as they progressed.  He thanked Mr 
CHUNGONG for his presentat ion.  
 
 
2. General debate: “Petitioning the Parliament” 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Dr V.K.  AGNIHOTRI,  Secretary General  of  the 
Rajya Sabha of  India,  to open the debate.  
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI presented the fo l lowing contr ibut ion:  
  
“INTRODUCTION 
 
Democracy thr ives where Par l iament acts as the pivotal  inst i tut ion of  governance. 
Par l iament is  a dynamic inst i tut ion,  which is constant ly evolv ing to meet the chal lenges 
of  the changing t imes.  Pet i t ion is the popular  tool  for  the people to voice their  concerns 
and gr ievances,  and Par l iament is  the proper p lace for  pet i t ioning,  s ince i t  is  
inexpensive and readi ly  accessible to any person in  the country.  Pet i t ioning Par l iament 
is  the d irect  device for  the people to communicate wi th i t  f rom any nook and corner  of  
the land;  some other ef fect ive devices,  such as Quest ions,  Short  Durat ion Discussion,  
etc. ,  are avai lable only to the Members of  Par l iament.  Pet i t ioning the Par l iament a lso 
connects i t  wi th the people,  besides ensur ing i ts  funct ional  ef f icacy.  Art ic le 350 of  the 
Const i tut ion of  India recognises the r ight  of  every person to submit  a representat ion for  
the redress of  any gr ievance to any of f icer  or  author i ty  of  the Union or a State,  which 
includes the Par l iament of  India.  
 
 
ORIGIN  
 
Pet i t ioning the Par l iament is  seen as one of  the most ancient  and fundamental  r ights of  
c i t izens.  Pet i t ions have a fascinat ing history and may be said to date back to ancient  
Roman t imes.  Roman ci t izens were ent i t led to send wr it ten pleas,  requests and 
complaints to their  Emperor.  The term 'pet i t ion '  was,  however,  unknown in Roman law. 
The term used was 'suppl icat ion' ,  der ived f rom the Lat in verb 'suppl icare ' ,  which means 
to fa l l  on one’s knees before someone' ,  ' to grovel '  or  ' to p lead' .  Where pet i t ions became 
an accepted t radi t ion, they often served to inspire general  legis lat ion.  Not  only  in Great  
Br i ta in  were pet i t ions used to instruct  legislat ion,  but  a lso in countr ies l ike Germany, 
Russia and Japan, where ru lers la id c la im to absolute power,  pet i t ions were used by 
broad layers of  the populat ion to inf luence legis lat ion.29  
 
I t  has been argued that  Par l iament or ig inated in meet ings of  the King’s Counci l  where 
pet i t ions were considered.  The r ight  of  the subject  to pet i t ion the Monarch for  redressal  
                                                      
29 Paper on 'Petition effectiveness, improving citizens’ direct access to Parliament' presented by Sonia A. Palmieri of the 
Department of the House of Representatives, Canberra at ASGP Conference, 23-25 August, 2007, Adelaide. 
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of personal  gr ievances has probably been exerc ised since Saxon t imes.  The f i rs t  known 
pet i t ions to the Lords and to both Houses of  Par l iament in Great  Br i ta in date f rom the 
re ign of  Richard I I ,  but  seem to have become widespread f rom the re ign of  Henry IV 
onwards.  The r ight  to pet i t ion was recognized in the Magna Carta and more expl ic i t ly  in 
an act  of  1406. The Bi l l  of  Rights 1688 restated that  r ight  in unambiguous terms.30 
 
The r ights of  the Pet i t ioners and the power of  the House of  Commons to deal  wi th the 
Pet i t ions were expressed in the two resolut ions of  the Commons in 1669:-   
 

That it is the inherent right of every commoner in England to prepare and present petitions to the 
House of Commons in case of grievance, and the House of Commons to receive the same;  

 
That it is an undoubted right and privilege of the Commons to judge and determine, touching the 
nature and matter of such petitions, how far they are fit and unfit to be received.31  

 
 
THE COMMITTEE ON PETITIONS IN INDIA  
 
Evolut ion 
 
The Commit tee on Pet i t ions is  one of  the oldest  Commit tees in Indian Par l iament and 
dates back to the Legis la t ive Assembly of  the pre-Independence era.  I t  owes i ts  or ig in  
to a resolut ion moved by a Member in the then Counci l  of  State on 15 September,  1921. 
The resolut ion cal led for  the set t ing up of  a Commit tee on Publ ic  Pet i t ions wi th powers 
to take evidence.  The matter  was examined by a Commit tee appointed by the 
Government.  This Commit tee did not  favour g iv ing to the Legis lature the powers 
proposed in the resolut ion.  The r ight  of  pet i t ioning the Legis lature,  l imited to publ ic 
business,  was,  however,  recommended by i t ,  and in pursuance of  th is recommendat ion,  
the Speaker Whyte,  of  the Central  Legis lat ive Assembly const i tuted the Commit tee on 
20 February,  1924. The Commit tee was known as the 'Commit tee on Publ ic  Pet i t ions '  
unt i l  1933, when i ts  name was changed to 'Commit tee on Pet i t ions'. 32 Since 1952, 
Commit tees on Pet i t ions of  the Par l iament  had been const i tuted in both Upper and 
Lower Houses.  Ti l l  the year 1964, pet i t ions could be presented to Par l iament only wi th  
regard to Bi l ls ,  which had been publ ished in the Gazette of  India,  or  int roduced in the 
House, or in respect  of  which not ice to move for  leave to introduce i t  had been 
received.33 The scope of  the Commit tee on Pet i t ions of  the Counci l  of  States (Rajya 
Sabha) was widened by amending the ru les wi th ef fect  f rom 1 July,  1964, and now the 
pet i t ions may relate to:  

 
( i ) a Bi l l  which has been publ ished under ru le 61 or which has been 

introduced or in respect  of  which not ice of  a mot ion has been received 
under these rules;  

                                                      
30 Public Petitions, House of Commons Information Office Factsheet, P7. 
31 Erskine May’s Treatise on The Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage of Parliament, ed. Sir Donald Limon and W.R. Mckay, 
Twenty-second Edition, 1997, page 809. 
32 Practice and Procedure of Parliament, M.N. Kaul and S.L. Shakdher, ed. G.C. Malhotra, Fifth Edition, 2001, p.807. 
33 Rajya Sabha at Work, ed. Yogendra Narain, Rajya Sabha Secretariat, 2006, p. 681. 
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( i i ) any other mat ter  connected wi th the business pending before the Counci l ;  
and 

( i i i ) any matter  of  general publ ic  interest  provided that  i t  is not  one:-  
 
(a) which fa l ls  wi th in the cognizance of  a court  of  law having 

jur isdict ion in any part  of  India or  a court  of  enquiry or  a statutory 
t r ibunal  or  author i ty  or quasi- judic ia l  body or  commission;  

 
(b) which ra ises matters which are not  pr imar i ly  the concern of  the 

Government  of  India;  
 

(c) which can be raised on a substant ive mot ion or  resolut ion;  or  
 

(d) for  which remedy is avai lable under the law, including ru les,  
regulat ions or  bye- laws made by the Centra l  Government or ,  by any 
author i ty  to whom power to make such rules,  regulat ions or  bye-
laws is delegated.34 

 
The remit  of  the Commit tee on Pet i t ions of  the House of  the People (Lok Sabha) is 
broadly ident ical to those of the s ister Commit tee of  the Rajya Sabha. 
 
Types of  Pet i t ion 
A pet i t ion is  a document addressed to a House of  Par l iament  and s igned by at  least  one 
person;  i t  can be s igned by many, several ly  or  jo int ly .  Broadly speaking,  pet i t ions can 
be c lassi f ied into:  
 
 ( i )  Pet i t ion on Bi l ls /  legis lat ive matter ;  
 ( i i )  Pet i t ion on publ ic  gr ievances;  

( i i i )  Pet i t ion bear ing publ ic  opin ion/suggest ion on publ ic pol icy;  and  
( iv) Quasi-pet i t ion – Pet i t ion in form but  in substance; i t  may contain an 

indiv idual  gr ievance. 
 
Representat ions,  let ters,  te legrams from indiv iduals,  associat ions etc. ,  which are not  
covered by the ru les re lat ing to Pet i t ions,  can also be considered by the Commit tee on 
Pet i t ions of  the Lok Sabha35 whereas the Secretar iat  of  the Rajya Sabha Commit tee 
forwards those to concerned Central  Government  Ministr ies/Department(s)  or  State 
Government author i t ies for  redressal  of  indiv idual  gr ievances.   
 
Form of  Pet i t ion 
A pet i t ion should be addressed to the Counci l  of  States (Rajya Sabha) or  the House of  
the People (Lok Sabha) wi thout  any superscr ipt ion or  inter l ineat ions,  and i t  should 

                                                      
34 Rule 138 of Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the Council of States (Rajya Sabha), Sixth Edition, March 2005. 
35 Directions by the Speaker, Lok Sabha, Lok Sabha Secretariat, Sixth Edition, 2009, Dir No.95, p.42. 
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contain the name and descr ipt ion of  the pet i t ioner(s) .  I t  should contain a concise 
statement  of  gr ievances:  and a prayer of  the pet i t ioner in the form of  a request .  I t  
should contain the s ignature and address of  at  least  one pet i t ioner.  Counter-s ignature 
of  a Member of  Par l iament is opt ional  in India.  The pet i t ion should be sel f -explanatory 
and should not  be supported by other papers having evident iary value.  The rules do not  
enterta in any pet i t ion which is  not  s igned by the pet i t ioner.  A format  of  pet i t ion is  g iven 
in the Schedules to the Rules of  Procedure of  both the Houses of  Indian Par l iament  and 
also uploaded on their  respect ive websi tes.   
 
Language of Pet i t ion 
The pet i t ion should ei ther  be in Hindi  or  Engl ish.  In case any pet i t ion is in any other 
Indian language, i t  shal l  have to be accompanied by t ranslat ion thereof ,  e i ther  in  
Engl ish or  Hindi ,  which is  to be signed by the pet i t ioner.  The pet i t ion should be couched 
in respect fu l  and temperate language. 
 
Submission of  Peti t ion 
The f irs t  s ignatory to the pet i t ion is  known as pr incipal  pet i t ioner,  who col lects the 
s ignature of  other co-pet i t ioners.  The pr incipal  pet i t ioner can send the pet i t ion to a 
Member of  the House for  sponsor ing the same, who,  af ter  counters igning the same,  may 
submit  i t  to the Secretary-General  of  the House. The counters igning Member secures 
the r ight  to present the said pet i t ion on behal f  of  the pet i t ioner(s) .  In India,  the 
procedure is  s impl i f ied to the extent  that  the pet i t ioner(s)  can direct ly send the pet i t ion 
to the Secretary General ,  i f  he/she is  not  able to f ind a Member of  the House for  
sponsor ing the pet i t ion.  In India,  the Member counter-s igning the pet i t ion puts h is/her 
s ignature at  the end of  the pet i t ion whereas in the U.K. the counter-s igning Member 
af f ixes his/her s ignature on the top of  the pet i t ion.36 
 
Admission Procedure of  Pet i t ion  
A Pet i t ion  counters igned by a Member of  Par l iament is  acknowledged by the Commit tee 
Secretar iat .  In the f i rs t  instance,  as per pract ice,  the pet i t ions received are forwarded 
to the concerned Ministry of  the Government of  India for  their  comments.  This is  done 
to faci l i tate the Secretar iat  in examining the admissib i l i ty  of  the pet i t ions.  Af ter  
analysing the comments of  the concerned Minist ry/Department and af ter  examining the 
admissib i l i ty  of  a pet i t ion in the l ight  of  provis ions of  Rules of  Procedure,  the 
Const i tut ion,  the pract ices and convent ions of  the House, the pet i t ion is submit ted to 
the Presiding Off icer ,  through Secretary-General ,  for  obtain ing his consent,  as 
prescr ibed in the ru les,  for  presentat ion or  submission thereof  to  the Par l iament.  As 
ment ioned above,  pet i t ions deal ing wi th issues which are under considerat ion of  any 
judic ia l  or  quasi- judic ia l  body and fa l l  under the domain of  a State Government  are not  
admit ted.  Depending upon the mer i t  of  the case,  and keeping in v iew i ts  publ ic  
importance and conformity wi th the ru les of  the House,  the pet i t ion is  considered for  
admission by the Presid ing Off icer  of  the House. Pet i t ions which are found inadmissib le 
are kept  in f i le  and int imat ion thereof  is sent  to the Pet i t ioner and the sponsor ing 
Member.  
 
                                                      
36 Erskine May's Treatise on The Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage of Parliament, op. cit, p. 814. 
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Presentat ion of  Peti t ion 
The House is informed of  the pet i t ion af ter  i ts  admission,  in one of  i ts  s i t t ings,  af ter  the 
Quest ion Hour and laying of  papers on the Table.  The Member,  who has counter-s igned 
the pet i t ion,  has the r ight  to present the pet i t ion in the House. In the event  of  non-
avai labi l i ty of  the Member who has counters igned the Pet i t ion or  i f  that  Member 
ret i res/resigns before presentat ion of  the pet i t ion,  i t  is  reported to the House by the 
Secretary-General .  A pet i t ion not  countersigned by a Member,  is  a lso reported to the 
House by the Secretary-General .  A Member cannot present a pet i t ion on his/her behalf .  
No debate is  permit ted on presentat ion/ report ing of  a pet i t ion to the House.  
 
Reference to the Committee  
Soon af ter  presentat ion/report ing to the House,  the pet i t ion stands referred to the 
Commit tee for  detai led examinat ion,  which submits i ts  report  a long wi th speci f ic  
recommendat ions to the House.  L ike any other Standing Commit tee of  Par l iament,  i t  
decides on the course of  act ion for  examinat ion of  the pet i t ion.  The Commit tee of  
Pet i t ions of  the Lok Sabha comprises of  f i f teen Members and that  of  the Rajya Sabha, 
ten Members,  who are nominated by the respect ive Presid ing Off icers based on the 
recommendat ions of  the Leaders of  Part ies/Groups and in proport ion to the numerical  
st rength of  respect ive Party/Group in the House. The Pet i t ions Committee of  the Rajya 
Sabha cont inues in of f ice t i l l  a new Commit tee is  nominated by the Chairman, Rajya 
Sabha. The Commit tee,  however,  as a mat ter  of  pract ice,  is  formal ly  re-const i tuted 
every year.  The tenure of  the Pet i t ions Commit tee of  the Lok Sabha is s imi lar  to that  of  
the Rajya Sabha Commit tee.   
 
In both the Commit tees on Pet i t ions of  the Indian Par l iament,  a Minister  is not  
nominated as a member and i f  a Member,  af ter  h is nominat ion to the Commit tee,  is  
appointed as a Minister ,  he ceases to be a Member of  the Commit tee f rom the date of  
such appointment .   
 
Examination of  Peti t ion by the Committee 
 

The funct ions of  the Commit tee on Pet i t ions of  the Rajya Sabha are:  
 

(a) to examine every pet i t ion referred to i t  and i f  the pet i t ion compl ies wi th 
the ru les,  to  d i rect  that  i t  be c irculated in  extenso  or  in summary form,  as 
the case may be; and 

 
(b) to report  to the House on speci f ic  complaints made in the pet i t ion referred 

to i t  af ter  taking such evidence as i t  deems f i t  and to suggest  remedial  
measures ei ther  in a concrete form appl icable to the case under 
considerat ion or to prevent recurrence of  such cases.  

 
The Pet i t ions Commit tee of  the Lok Sabha is a lso tasked with s imi lar  funct ions. 
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No sooner a pet i t ion stands referred to the Commit tee,  than a meet ing thereof  is 
convened to hear the pet i t ioner(s)  in the f i rst  instance. The Commit tee may in i ts 
d iscret ion decide to hear other persons,  representat ives of  organisat ions, a long wi th 
the pet i t ioner(s) ,  i f  such a course is  considered appropr iate by i t ,  in  the context  of  
examinat ion of  a pet i t ion.  Opportuni ty is a lso given to the representat ives of  the 
concerned Government Ministr ies/Department to p lace their  v iew points on the subject .  
Depending on the subject  matter  of  the pet i t ion,  the Commit tee may decide to issue a 
Press Release invi t ing publ ic  opinion.  I f  considered necessary,  the Commit tee may v is i t  
d i f ferent  p laces/organisat ions/ inst i tut ions and hear people f rom a wide cross-sect ion of  
the society.  Whenever considered necessary,  the Commit tee may invi te of f icers of  State 
Government for  oral  evidence or  cal l  for  papers or  records,  af ter  obtain ing pr ior  
permission of  the Chairman of  the House.  Af ter  examining the issue threadbare,  the 
Commit tee presents a report  to the House. 
 
Act ion Taken Report  by the Government 
 
Soon af ter  presentat ion of  the Report  to the House,  a copy thereof  is  sent  to the 
pet i t ioner and the concerned Department  of  the Government to act  upon the 
recommendat ions of  the Commit tee.  The Government is  cal led upon to submit  an Act ion 
Taken Report  thereon to the Commit tee wi th in s ix months’  t ime. I f  any Minist ry or  
Department is  not  in a posi t ion to implement,  or  feels any di f f icul ty in g iv ing ef fect  to a 
recommendat ion made by the Commit tee,  the Ministry informs the Secretar iat  of  the 
respect ive House of  i ts  v iews on the matter  and those are placed before the Commit tee. 
The Commit tee,  af ter  consider ing the Act ion Taken Report  of  the Government  or  the 
v iews of  the Ministry,  in case of  i ts  inabi l i ty  to  implement  a recommendat ion,  may 
present a fur ther report  to the House. 
 
Pract ice in  State Legisla t ive Assembl ies  
 
L ike in Par l iament,  Pet i t ions can be submit ted to the State Legis latures too.  In India,  
a lmost  in al l  the State Legis latures,  there is  a Committee on Pet i t ions on the model  of  
the Commit tees in Par l iament.  The pract ice and procedure of  admission and 
examinat ion of  pet i t ions in the State Legis latures are also broadly the same as at  the 
nat ional  level .  
 
Eff icacy of  Peti t ioning System in Parl iament 
 
Pet i t ions are used by broad layers of  the populat ion to inf luence pol icy and legis lat ion. 
Pet i t ioning Par l iament faci l i tates a direct  l ink between the publ ic  and the House. The 
quantum and qual i ty of  work done by the Pet i t ions Commit tees of  Par l iament,  
part icular ly dur ing the recent  years,  have been acknowledged at  social ,  economic,  
pol i t ical  and Governmental  levels.  The Pet i t ions Commit tee of  Rajya Sabha has 
presented as many as 137  Reports t i l l  date.  I t  has also received more than 100 pet i t ions 
and more than 700 representat ions in the last  three years.  The Pet i t ions Commit tee of  
Lok Sabha has presented 91 Reports dur ing the tenure of  Thir teenth and Fourteenth 
Lok Sabhas dur ing the per iod 2000 to 2009. I t  may be pointed out  that  in Rajya Sabha, 
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the Commit tee presents a separate report  on a pet i t ion whereas in the Lok Sabha, a 
report  of  their  Commit tee contain more than one pet i t ion/representat ion.   
 
The Commit tees of  Par l iament on Pet i t ions have proved to be an ef fect ive forum for  the 
publ ic  to access Par l iament for  ra is ing a broad range of  publ ic  spir i ted issues.  Some 
social ly  conscious persons had f i led a pet i t ion in the Rajya Sabha on the problems of 
the Leprosy Af fected Persons.  L ikewise,  a l i t t le  known lawyer f rom a smal l  town, a 
spir i tual  person and publ ic  spir i ted teachers,  moved the Rajya Sabha wi th pet i t ions of  
urgent publ ic  importance,  a l l  of  which were admit ted and sent  to the Commit tee for  
examinat ion and repor t  thereon.  Unl ike the protracted l i t igat ion in a court  of  law, which 
is  expensive and t ime consuming,  the Commit tee has proved to be an accessib le,  
inexpensive instrument for  the publ ic  at  large for  quick redressal  of  gr ievances on 
issues af fect ing large sect ions of  the society and for  impact ing pol icy formulat ion.  The 
study of  such socia l ly  re levant  issues by the Commit tee has helped in creat ing mass 
awareness and also persuaded the Government  into taking remedial  measures.  
 
The pet i t ions examined by the Commit tee of  the Rajya Sabha perta ined to a wide range 
of  issues of  publ ic  importance having socio-economic and pol i t ical  impl icat ions.  The 
Commit tee has f rom t ime made signi f icant  recommendat ions in re lat ion to the pet i t ions 
which have been posi t ively responded to by the Government of  India and i ts  agencies.  
A few examples f rom the recent  past  may be c i ted.  A group of  persons headed by a 
former Union Minister,  who are act ively associated wi th the rehabi l i tat ion of  Leprosy 
Af fected Persons,  came up wi th prayers for  socio-economic integrat ion of  Leprosy 
Af fected Persons.  The Commit tee having seen the pi t iable condi t ions of  Leprosy 
Af fected Persons l iv ing in rehabi l i tat ion homes and colonies,  had in i ts  Hundred and 
Thir ty- f i rst  Report37 recommended to the Government to formulate a nat ional pol icy for  
integrat ion and empowerment of  Leprosy Affected Persons.  The Commit tee v igorously 
fo l lowed-up i ts  recommendat ions wi th a large number of  Minist r ies and agencies of  the 
Government of  India and Governments of  the States.  These effor ts resul ted in a s lew of  
measures taken by the Government,  inc luding commissioning a f resh survey of  leprosy 
af fected persons in the country wi th a v iew to evolv ing appropr iate pol icy for  thei r  
integrat ion in the society.   
 
Two lady pet i t ioners presented a pet i t ion to the Counci l  of  States praying for  put t ing on 
hold the proposal of  the Government  of  India in the Ministry of  Human Resource 
Development to introduce Sex Educat ion in schools af f i l ia ted to the Central  Board of  
Secondary Educat ion.  The pet i t ion was admit ted and referred to the Commit tee which 
presented i ts  Hundred and Thir ty- f i f th Report  on the subject . 38 The pet i t ioners had 
submit ted that  the proposed move of  the Government to  inc lude Sex Educat ion in the 
school  curr iculum would str ike at  the root  of  the cul tural  fabr ic of  the Indian society 
which had been nurtured over  the mi l lennia.  The stand of  the Government of  India was 
that  the introduct ion of  Adolescence Educat ion Programme (AEP) for  school  chi ldren 
                                                      
37 Report on petition praying for integration and empowerment of leprosy affected persons, Committee on Petitions, Rajya Sabha 
Secretariat, New Delhi, 2008. 
38 Report on petition praying for national debate and evolving consensus on the implementation of the policy for introduction of 
sex education in the schools and holding back its introduction until then, Committee on Petitions, Rajya Sabha Secretariat, New 
Delhi, 2009. 
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was aimed to increase their  awareness of  safe sex as an ef fect ive means to control  
HIV/AIDS. The Commit tee had examined the pet i t ion at  great  length and in ter  a l ia  
recommended that  message should appropr iate ly be given to school  chi ldren that  there 
should be no sex before marr iage which was immoral ,  unethical  and unheal thy.  The 
Commit tee also recommended that  appropr iate age-speci f ic  curr iculum should be drawn 
up for  sc ient i f ic  health and moral  educat ion,  personal i ty  development  and character  
bui ld ing,  environmental  and socia l  awareness.  Heal th educat ion may include educat ion 
on hygiene and physiological  changes which take place in adolescents especial ly  
amongst  the gi r ls.  The Government of  India responded posi t ively to the 
recommendat ions of  the Commit tee by order ing review of  the AEP school curr iculum at  
the nat ional  level  in l ight  o f  the observat ions/recommendat ions of  the Commit tee.  As a 
result  of  the review, the concerned author i t ies removed al l  the object ionable 
references/port ions in the curr iculum including expl ic i t  images/pictures/ f l ipcharts.  The 
Government has also agreed to inc lude the values of  abst inence before marr iage and 
delay in sexual  debut in the revised course curr icu lum of  AEP, in addi t ion to the matter  
re lat ing to coping wi th negat ive peer pressure and developing posi t ive behaviour to 
prevent HIV infect ion.  As a resul t  of  the examinat ion of  the pet i t ion by the Commit tee,  
the Government of  the Nat ional  Capi ta l  Terr i tory of  Delhi  has brought  out  a thoroughly 
revised syl labus for  i ts  school  chi ldren incorporat ing al l  the recommendat ions of  the 
Commit tee.  
 
A l i t t le  known lawyer made a prayer to the Counci l  of  States seeking prohibi t ion on use 
of  mobi le phones whi le dr iv ing and imposit ion of  reasonable restr ic t ions on the use of 
such phones in publ ic  p laces l ike schools,  re l ig ious places,  cremator ium,  etc.  The 
Commit tee in i ts  Hundred and Thir ty- th i rd Report39 made important  recommendat ions on 
the pet i t ion.  Act ing on the Commit tee’s recommendat ions,  the Government issued 
necessary di rect ions to the concerned author i t ies to ban the use of  mobi le phones 
inside school  premises.  Government  a lso issued instruct ions to the manufacturers and 
serv ice providers of  cel lu lar  phones to educate consumers about "Mobi le Et iquette".  
Some of  the TV channels are educat ing consumers,  about the Do’s and Don’ ts of  usage 
of  mobi le phones.  Certa in governmental  agencies are using the pr int  and electronic  
media to educate the people about the proper use of  mobi le phones.  Government has 
also agreed to amend the law to provide for  enhanced punishment for  using a mobi le 
phone whi le dr iv ing.  The Government is  a lso contemplat ing amendment in the statutory 
ru les to prohibi t  use of mobi le phones in any form or  manner whi le dr iv ing.   
 
The range of  subjects examined by the Commit tee on Pet i t ions of  the Rajya Sabha,  the 
pro-act ive ro le being played by i t  whi le engaging in interact ions wi th members of  the 
publ ic,  stakeholders and others,  the far-reaching nature of  i ts  recommendat ions, 
part icular ly on socio-economic issues,  and responsiveness of  the Government  thereto 
coupled wi th the ro le played by the media in h ighl ight ing the work done by i t ,  have 
made the Commit tee an ef fect ive,  inexpensive and popular  instrument  for  redressal  of  
gr ievances of  the people.   
 

                                                      
39 Report on petition regarding imposition of reasonable restrictions on use of mobile phone, Committee on Petitions, Rajya 
Sabha Secretariat, New Delhi, 2009. 
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PRACTICES IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS  
 
Undoubtedly,  Par l iament  is  the pr incipal  actor  in deal ing wi th pet i t ions but  the other 
v iew in this context  may be that  the role of  Government is equal ly important  in  
gr ievance redressal .  Whi le there are var ious permutat ions and combinat ions of  these 
percept ions,  i t  could be argued that  the approach which strengthens the ro le of  the 
Par l iament include the establ ishment of  dedicated Pet i t ions Commit tees.  A major 
innovat ion in that  d i rect ion in Scot land,  Germany and India has been the development 
of  such dedicated Commit tees.  One observer has descr ibed Pet i t ions Commit tees as 
"del iberately set t ing out  to engage wi th the publ ic  and actual ly  encouraging them to use 
i t  as a process of  contact  wi th Par l iament" .40  
 
Great Bri ta in 
In the House of  Commons, UK, a pet i t ion can be presented to the House only by a 
Member.  The Member who wishes to present  a pet i t ion in the House formal ly,  on the 
f loor of  the House,  g ives not ice to the Table Off ice af ter  get t ing i t  endorsed by the 
Clerk of  Publ ic  Pet i t ion.  The Member may informal ly present  the pet i t ion at  any t ime 
whi le the House is s i t t ing by placing those in a large green bag hooked on to the back 
of  the Speaker ’s Chair .  The t ime of  formal presentat ion of  pet i t ions is  immediately 
before the hal f  hour adjournment debate at  the end of each day’s business.41  
 
Under Standing Order No.  156, a copy of the Pet i t ion,  once pr inted,  is  sent  to the 
appropr iate Government  Department .  Fol lowing a Resolut ion of  the House on 25 
October 2007, a l l  substant ive pet i t ions should receive a response f rom the re levant 
Minister ,  in the form of  an observat ion.  Any observat ions made by a Minister  in reply 
are pr inted in Hansard and a copy is  sent  to the Member who presented the Pet i t ion.  
Copies of  Pet i t ions and observat ions are also sent  to the re levant Select  Commit tee of  
the House, which should put  the pet i t ion on to i ts  formal  agenda.42 
 
Scot land 
The Publ ic  Pet i t ions Commit tee (PPC) of  the Scot t ish Par l iament is a dedicated 
Par l iamentary Commit tee wi th the c lear ly stated ro le of  ensur ing ' that  appropr iate 
act ion is  taken in respect  of  each admissib le pet i t ion ' and taking,  ' responsibi l i ty  for  the 
in i t ia l  considerat ion of  the issues ra ised' .  The Commit tee meets for tn ight ly when the 
Par l iament is  s i t t ing and holds both publ ic and pr ivate meet ings.  The nine members of  
the Commit tee are nominated in proport ion to the representat ion of  the var ious pol i t ical  
groupings in the Scott ish Par l iament .  The Commit tee considers new and current  
pet i t ions at  each meet ing and takes decis ions about  any fur ther act ion.  In so doing,  the 
Commit tee bui lds an expert ise on a range of measures that  can be taken on pet i t ions,  i f  
not  necessar i ly  the broad areas of  gr ievance ra ised.  The PPC can refer  a pet i t ion to a 
subject  Commit tee and,  where th is occurs,  the Commit tee expects to be kept  informed 
                                                      
40 UK House of Commons Procedure Committee Report, Public Petitions and Early Day Motions First Report of Session 2006-07, 
p. 5. 
41 Paper on 'Petition Effectiveness, improving citizens’ direct access to Parliament' - presented by Sonia A. Palmieri of the 
Department of the House of Representations, Canberra, op. cit. 
42 UK Parliament: Public Petition to the House of Commons, available at http://www.parliament.UK/parliamentary-publication-and 
-archives/pubic petition. efm. 
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of that  Commit tee's considerat ion and act ion in respect  of  the pet i t ion.  The PPC may 
also invest igate the pet i t ion i tsel f ,  provid ing some pr incipal  pet i t ioners the opportunity 
to speak for  their  pet i t ion and explain their  gr ievance.  The PPC, for  example,  has heard 
evidence f rom pet i t ioners and sought  wr i t ten evidence f rom organisat ions involved in 
the issue raised by a pet i t ion and consul ted wi th the Scott ish Execut ive or  inv i ted i ts 
members to appear before the Commit tee.  
 
The PPC has also made recommendat ions about the resubmission of  pet i t ions which 
address a s imi lar  gr ievance to a pet i t ion previously presented.43 
 
Germany 
The Pet i t ions Commit tee of  the German Bundestag is the central  point  of  contact  for  
pet i t ioners.  The Commit tee has the power to mediate between pet i t ioners having 
di f f icu l ty wi th federal  author i t ies or  other inst i tut ions subject  to the supervis ion of  the 
federal  government.  On average,  15,000 pet i t ions are received by the German 
Bundestag each year,  most of  these relat ing to administrat ive complaints.  
 
On the author i ty  that  the German Bundestag has the r ight  to demand informat ion f rom 
the federal government,  the Pet i t ions Commit tee begins i ts examinat ion of  the mat ter  
ra ised in a pet i t ion by request ing comments f rom the federal  Ministry responsible.  Once 
the facts of  the matter are set t led and legal issues resolved,  the Commit tee presents a 
recommendat ion before the plenary of  the Bundestag.  The recommendat ion could be in 
the form of  a referra l  to the federal  government for  remedial  act ion or  for  re-
examinat ion of  the issues,  referral  to the Par l iamentary groups in the Bundestag for  
Par l iamentary inquiry,  or  referra l  to one or  more of  the Par l iaments of  the German 
Lander (Bundeslander)  or  the European Par l iament.  Once the resolut ion has been 
adopted by the plenary,  the pet i t ioner is  sent  an of f ic ia l  reply set t ing out  the decis ion 
reached and the grounds on which i t  was taken.44 
 
New Zealand 
In New Zealand,  a l l  pet i t ions stand automat ical ly  referred to subject  matter  Commit tees.  
The Commit tees to which pet i t ions are referred in New Zealand are able to take act ion 
as required,  inc luding receiv ing wr i t ten submissions f rom pet i t ioners,  Government  
Departments and other sources relevant to the matter  raised in the pet i t ion.  In the New 
Zealand model ,  pet i t ions are essent ia l ly  t reated as a separate inquiry topic to be 
considered by the concerned Commit tees.  No t ime l imi ts are put  on Commit tees.45 
 
Canada 
Only a Member of  the House of  Commons of  the Canadian Par l iament can present a 
pet i t ion to the House.  The pet i t ioners must send their  pet i t ions to a Member with a 
request  to present i t  to the House. Any Member of  Par l iament may be asked to present 
                                                      
43 Paper on 'Petition effectiveness, improving citizens’ direct access to Parliament' presented by Sonia A. Palmieri of the 
Department of the House of Representatives, Canberra, op. cit. 
44 Paper on 'Petition effectiveness, improving citizens’ direct access to Parliament' presented by Sonia A. Palmieri of the 
Department of the House of Representatives, Canberra, op. cit. 
45 Paper on 'Petition effectiveness, improving citizens’ direct access to Parliament' presented by Sonia A. Palmieri of the 
Department of the House of Representatives, Canberra, op. cit. 
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the pet i t ion even i f  he/she does not  represent  the pet i t ioners.  Nothing in the ru les and 
pract ices of  the House of  Commons requires a Member to present  a pet i t ion,  he/she has 
received.  The Member may even ask another  Member to present the pet i t ion.  The act  of  
present ing a pet i t ion does not  necessar i ly mean that a Member supports i t .  
 
I f  a Member makes a statement in the House,  when present ing a pet i t ion,  the statement 
is  reproduced in Hansard,  the of f ic ia l  records of  the debates.  A record of  each pet i t ion 
presented,  whether or  not  a statement is  made, appears in the Journals for  the day.  
Once the pet i t ion has been presented,  i t  is  sent  to the Government,  which must  table a 
reference in the House wi th in 45 days.46 
 
Role of  Government 
In Canada, New Zealand and Great  Br i ta in,  the focus of  act ion on the pet i t ion is  on the 
ro le of  government.  Pet i t ions to the Canadian House of  Commons and the New Zealand 
House of  Representat ives can expect  a response wi th in 45 and 90 days of  presentat ion,  
respect ively.  The Uni ted Kingdom's House of  Commons Procedure Commit tee has 
recommended that  the Government be required to respond to a l l  pet i t ions presented to 
the House wi th in 2 months.  Further,  the Commit tee recommended that  ' the opt ion of  
making no response to a part icular  pet i t ion should be discont inued' . 47 
 
ELECTRONIC PETITION 
With the advancement of  informat ion technology c i t izens are aspir ing for  quicker access 
to Par l iament for  redressal  of  their  gr ievances.  In India pet i t ions through e-mai l  are 
t reated as representat ions,  as paper pet i t ion wi th s ignature of  the pet i t ioner is  one of  
the pre-requis i tes for  i ts  admission.  However,  e-mai ls are forwarded to the concerned 
Government Department(s)  to address the concern of  the pet i t ioner.  In some of  the 
countr ies,  introduct ion of  an e-pet i t ioning system is being debated. The Procedure 
Commit tee Report  (2007) of  the House of  Commons (UK) has supported an e-pet i t ioning 
system, which may eventual ly  require necessary amendments to Standing Orders.  The 
Scot t ish Par l iament has successful ly  implemented th is.  
 
CONCLUSION 
The inherent  r ight  of  the people in  a democracy to present pet i t ions to a Legis lature 
wi th a v iew to vent i lat ing gr ievances,  seeking their  redressal  and offer ing construct ive 
suggest ion on matters of  publ ic  importance,  is  wel l  exerc ised in India and other 
countr ies of  the wor ld.   
 
The device of  pet i t ioning the Par l iament  holds the Government accountable to the 
people through the Par l iament and also enhances responsiveness of  the execut ive 
towards c i t izen’s concern.  I t  fosters democrat ic  spir i t  in the indiv idual  to espouse the 
cause of  the common man for  their  wel fare,  which indirect ly  st rengthens democrat ic 
inst i tut ions and processes.  I t  promotes the cause of  part ic ipatory democracy by 
br inging people c loser to Par l iament and also ensur ing their  greater  involvement in  
governance.”  

                                                      
46 How to Petition Parliament, Inky Mark, M.P., available at http://www.inkymark.com/site/node/36. 
47 House of Commons Procedure Committee Report, op. cit, p.17. 
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Mr Vladimir  SVINAREV (Russian Federation) presented the fo l lowing contr ibut ion: 
“1.  Representat ive government  can work ef fect ively only wi th constant  feedback f rom 
society and the considerat ion of  var ious interests and opin ions.   
Messages to Par l iament f rom ci t izens,  organizat ions,  and advocacy and discussion 
groups form a v iv id cross-sect ion of  societal  at t i tudes and act  as an indicator  of  t rust  in 
government.  The role of  par l iaments here is not  to s imply consider c la ims and prepare 
reports.   Their  task, on the basis of  the analysis of  these messages,  is  to more 
precisely determine pr ior i t ies for  lawmaking and make legis lat ion sui t  people’s 
expectat ions.   
When i t  comes down to i t ,  the submission of  messages to par l iament  is one of  the forms 
in which society can part ic ipate in the legis lat ive decis ion-making process.   
2.  Before Russia today stand the tasks of  carry ing out  comprehensive modernizat ion of  
the country and societa l  re lat ions.  Therefore,  heightened requirements are imposed 
present ly on the qual i ty  of  the decis ions that  are made and on the nature of  the 
re lat ionship between government and society.  
The r ight  of  c i t izens to submit  messages to government bodies and local  sel f - regulatory 
bodies is  ensured by the Const i tut ion of  the Russian Federat ion.  In 16 years,  the 
Federat ion Counci l  has approved a ser ies of  laws designed to increase the openness 
and accessib i l i ty  of  government.  In part icular ,  the manner for  the review of  messages 
by government bodies,  local  sel f - regulatory bodies and of f ic ia ls has been legis lat ively 
establ ished. A law guaranteeing c i t izens’  access to informat ion about the act iv i t ies of  
government bodies has been adopted and come into force.  
At  one of  i ts  sessions at  the end of  last  year,  the Federat ion Counci l  determined for  
that  law a l is t  of  informat ion subject  to mandatory p lacement  on the Federat ion Counci l  
websi te.  This inc ludes informat ion about budget  expendi tures,  the select ion process for  
f i l l ing of f ic ia l  vacancies,  and the income and assets of  top of f ic ia ls.   
3.  Dear col leagues,  the pr imary burden for  working with c i t izen messages sent  to the 
Federat ion Counci l  is borne by the Chair  of  the Federat ion Counci l ,  h is deput ies,  the 
chamber’s other of f ic ia ls,  and the chamber ’s commit tees and permanent commissions.   
Their  funct ioning in th is area is  supported by the special ized subuni ts of  the 
Secretar iat :  the Federat ion Counci l  Contact  Off ice,  a part  of  the Informat ion and 
Document Support  Sect ion,  the Analyt ical  Sect ion,  the Legal  Sect ion,  and the 
secretar iats of  the commit tees and commissions.   
Messages reach us through var ious channels: in wr i t ten form, through our 24-hour 
te lephone informat ion l ine,  and e-mai l .   
The Federat ion Counci l ,  Chair  of  the Federat ion Counci l  and senators each maintain 
onl ine contact  of f ices.  Informat ion technology and automated recordkeeping al low us to 
work wi th messages on a fundamental ly  h igher level.  We str ive to  advance in th is area 
in keeping wi th wor ld t rends.    
Electronic systems do not  replace di rect  contact  with  people.  The chamber ’s senior  
of f ic ia ls and members of  the Federat ion Counci l ’s  commit tees and commissions 
regular ly receive concerned c i t izens personal ly .    
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4. Overal l ,  in  2009 the Federat ion Counci l  received approximate ly 18,000 messages 
through var ious channels.  Of these,  over  15,000 were in wr i t ten form and over 2,000 
c i t izens were met personal ly.  Over hal f  of  correspondents addressed their  messages to 
S.M. Mironov,  Chair  of  the Federat ion Counci l .  Al l  messages were reviewed and 
processed. A substant ia l  port ion of  the messages was sent  to the corresponding 
government bodies,  acted upon, and served as the basis for  taking fur ther measures.   
And now a few words about the nature of  the messages we receive.  
Messages on socio-economic problems occupy one of  the leading places.48 Somet imes 
these might  appear to be,  at  f i rst  g lance,  qui te indiv idual  problems. But  i t  is  precisely 
such detai ls  that  together form the picture of  society ’s sense of  wel l -being.   
A large number of  let ters concern the work of  the law enforcement and judic ia l  systems, 
as wel l  as measures for  their  improvement.49  
St i l l  numerous are messages on issues regarding the pol i t ical  system and the setup of  
government.   
No smal l  number of  the messages last  year were devoted to issues re lated to the 
af termath of  the f inancia l  and economic cr is is.  Incidental ly ,  we have special ly  created 
an ant i -cr is is  te lephone hot l ine.  Among the messages submit ted were qui te a few 
in i t iat ives which were used when prepar ing proposals for  the Government to combat the 
cr is is.   
There is  not iceable growth in the at tent ion paid by society to the chamber ’s lawmaking 
act iv i t ies.  Almost  20% of  messages contain in i t iat ives for  developing legis lat ion as wel l  
as responses to bi l ls .  Such let ters are forwarded to the re levant commit tees and 
commissions for  considerat ion dur ing the lawmaking process.   
5.  Col leagues,  ladies and gent lemen,  the ef fect iveness of  the par l iament in working wi th 
c i t izen messages object ively g ives r ise to growth in the number of  such messages.  This 
requires searching for  new opportuni t ies to act  upon them in the proper manner.  
Three areas can be conceptual ly la id out  to th is end: 
The f i rst  is  the ongoing,  constant  work of  the senators and deput ies in par l iament in 
concert  wi th other branches of  the government (execut ive and judic ia l )  to resolve the 
problems raised by c i t izens.    
The second is ongoing measures for  addit ional  t ra in ing for  the par l iamentary employees 
who process messages.   
The th i rd is  the wider use of  modern informat ion and communicat ion technologies for  
working wi th messages,  inc luding the quick draf t ing of  answers to them.  

                                                      
48 Fo r  example ,  in  2009 more  than 300  c i t i zens  tu rned  to  the Federa t ion  Counci l  f o r  ass i s tance in  
reso l v ing  hous ing  p rob lems.  Among these c i t i zens  were  la rge  fami l i es ,  the handicapped ,  and  re t i red  
ve te rans.   
49 In  2009,  the la rger  pa r t  o f  messages were  submi t ted  to  the  Federa t ion  Counc i l  Commi t tee  on  Legal  
and  Jud ic ia l  I ssues ,  the Federa t i on  Counc i l  Commi t tee  on  De fense and  Secur i ty ,  the Federa t i on  
Counci l  Commiss ion  on  Hous ing  Pol i cy  and Publ ic  Ut i l i t i es ,  and the Federa t ion  Counci l  Commi t tee  on  
Const i tu t iona l  Law.   
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I  would especial ly  l ike to say that  the Secretar iat  of  the Federat ion Counci l  is  act ively 
working in th is d i rect ion.  Ef for ts are being made to create a uni f ied system for  recording 
and reviewing c i t izen messages that  are sent  to var ious government bodies 
s imul taneously (so-cal led “message blasts”) .   
When addressing these “message blasts,”  the main th ing is  to form a uni f ied posi t ion 
among government bodies when evaluat ing the same set  of  c i rcumstances.  By 
harmoniz ing our ef for ts,  we can avoid dupl icat ion by government bodies when reviewing 
messages and conserve resources.   
One step on the path to the creat ion of  such a system is the equi table exchange of  
informat ion between bodies of  d i f ferent  branches of government.  We have al ready 
establ ished such contacts wi th the Sect ion for  Correspondence f rom Ci t izens and 
Organizat ions of  the President  of  the Russian Federat ion.  I  th ink that  th is is  a f ine basis 
for  future development.  I  must  say that  we would be interested in the exper ience of  
other par l iaments in this regard.”  
 
Mr Constantin GHEORGHE (Romania)  presented the fo l lowing wr i t ten contr ibut ion:  
 
“The r ight  to make pet i t ions is guaranteed by the Romanian Const i tut ion and i ts  
exercise is f ree of  charge. Thus,  the c i t izens or  legal ly  founded organizat ions have the 
r ight  to address themselves to publ ic  author i t ies,  inc luding to the institution of the 
Senate  (Senators or st ructures of  the Senate:  President ,  Par l iamentary Groups,  
Commit tees) wi th pet i t ions formulated either  in the name of  the s ignator ies,  or  on 
behal f  of  the col lect ive bodies they represent,  on topics of  their  d irect  interest  and 
belonging to the competency areas of  the par l iamentary inst i tut ion.  
Thus, according to :  

 Law no.  233/2002 for  approving Government Ordinance no. 27/2002 regulat ing 
peti t ion solv ing act iv i t ies;  

 Senate Regulat ions,  Sect ion 4 -  Senate’s Commit tees ,  and Sect ion 5 -  Peti t ions ;  
 Regulat ion of  the organizat ion and funct ioning of  the Senate’s Commit tee for  

Invest igat ing Abuses,  Fight ing Corrupt ion,  and for  Pet i t ions;  
 Regulat ion of  the organizat ion and funct ioning of  the Senate’s Services,  Sect ion 

9 -  Divis ion for  Communication and Image;  Ar t .  73 -  Publ ic Relat ions Bureau ;  Art .  
74 -  General  Secretar ia t  Divis ion ,  

the main internal  structures of the Senate ,  which play an essent ia l  ro le in the re lat ion 
wi th the c ivi l  society and are tasked to provide cont inuous communicat ion wi th c i t izens,  
in order to t ry to answer ef fect ively their  concerns and problems, are the fo l lowing:  

I .  At Parl iamentary level: 
1. One Vice-President  of  the Senate 

By Standing Bureau Decis ion,  one of  the four Vice-Presidents of  the Senate is  
appointed to coordinate the act iv i ty  of  register ing and solv ing pet i t ions wi th in the legal  
deadl ine,  and to give an opinion on the relevant  reports submit ted to the Standing 
Bureau. 
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2. Committee for Investigating Abuses, Fighting Corruption, and for 
Petit ions ,  set  up in 2001.50 

For the t ime being,  for  ef f ic iency and accuracy,  a Subcommittee for Petit ions  was set  
up wi th in th is Commit tee.  I ts  membership coincides wi th that  of  the Commit tee’s 
Bureau.  

I I .  At the level of administration: the Publ ic Relat ions Bureau, which is 
funct ioning wi th in the Div is ion for  Communicat ion and Image,  under the 
author i ty of  the Secretary General .  

 
The Committee for Investigating Abuses, Fighting Corruption, and for Petit ions  
operates as a standing par l iamentary structure having as a speci f ic  object of  act iv i ty  
the exercise of  the par l iamentary control funct ion.  In th is respect ,  the Commit tee 
processes the pet i t ions that  are forwarded to i t  for  solut ion,  by the Vice-President  of  the 
Senate,  or  those t ransmit ted di rect ly  (by mai l  or  e-mai l) .  At  the same t ime, i t  carr ies out  
par l iamentary inquir ies in order to invest igate the abuses reported by means of  
pet i t ions,  wi th in the competency l imi ts establ ished by the Senate Regulat ions.  
A pet i t ion regarding an act iv i ty area of  the Senate of  Romania is  general ly  declared 
admissib le and the Commit tee determines,  wi th in 10 days at  most  s ince regist rat ion,  the 
modal i ty  of  solv ing i t ;  i f  the pet i t ion is urgent,  the Commit tee undertakes immediately 
the necessary measures.  
I f  the pet i t ion does not  concern the Senate’s act iv i ty  areas,  the Commit tee may decide 
to inform/request  a point  of  v iew from/another competent  publ ic  inst i tut ion of  the 
central / local  administrat ion,  in order to solve the pet i t ion.  This inst i tut ion,  wi th in 30 
days at  most,  wi l l  have to communicate to the pet i t ioner the solut ion adopted,  and to 
inform the Senate on the mat ter.  
The Commit tee may also decide to elaborate an answer and send i t  to the pet i t ioner,  to 
request  a point  of  v iew or  to send the pet i t ion to another  Standing Commit tee of  the 
Senate,  or  i t  may decide to d iscard the respect ive pet i t ion.  
I t  is  important  to mention that the Senate of  Romania,  in v iew of the fact  that i t  is  not  a 
judiciary authori ty ,  may not  pronounce sentences, or  revoke decis ions of  the legal  
courts.  As a resul t ,  the pet i t ions sent  to the Senate wi th  these speci f ic  purposes are 
declared inadmissible.   
In specia l  cases,  the object  of  the pet i t ion may be presented to the Senate.  
In a l l  cases,  the pet i t ioner is  informed about the solut ion adopted.  
The Commit tee,  at  the beginning of  each session,  submits to the Standing Bureau and 
the plenary of  the Senate a report  on the pet i t ions received and the modal i t ies of  
solv ing them, including the solut ions given by publ ic  author i t ies to pet i t ions forwarded 
by the Committee. 
In 2009, the Commit tee examined and solved approximately 1,400 pet i t ions.  

                                                      
50 Senate Decision no. 23/June 18, 2001. 
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The  Public Relations Bureau receives the pet i t ions addressed to the Senate by 
mai l / fax/e-mai l  and those del ivered at  the headquarters of  the Senate;  i t  registers them 
into the Senate’s general  register ,  in the order of  their  receipt ,  whi le not ing down the 
regist rat ion number,  the name and f i rst  name and the residence of  the pet i t ioner,  and 
the object  of  the pet i t ion.  
The pet i t ions received by the Publ ic Relat ions Bureau are sent  to the respect ive 
addressees.   
Concretely,  out  of  the 1,078  pet i t ions registered by the Bureau in 2009: 

•  297  were lodged by legal  persons;  
•  23%  were addressed to the President  of  the Senate,  19%  were addressed to the 

Par l iamentary Groups,  45%  to the Standing Commit tees,  13%  to the Secretary 
General ;  

•  Out of  the 487  pet i t ions addressed to the Standing Commit tees,  200 were 
addressed to the Commit tee for  Invest igat ing Abuses,  Fight ing Corrupt ion,  and 
for  Pet i t ions.  

As for  the areas of  interest ,  the largest  part  of  the pet i t ions s ignaled just ice abuses,  
human r ights ’  v io lat ion,  labor and socia l  protect ion issues,  abuses of  the central  and 
local  publ ic  administ rat ion.  
The Publ ic  Relat ions Bureau is a lso responsible for  informing:  

- the ci t izens ,  on the way in which they can exerc ise their  r ight  to 
pet i t ion; 

- the peti t ioners ,  on the stage of/  modal i ty of  solv ing/  their  pet i t ion;  
- the Standing Bureau of the Senate ,  on the number,  content  and 

modal i ty of  solv ing the pet i t ions.   
Against  the backdrop of  a cont inuous increase of  the number of  internet  users – in 
2009, over 50% of  the pet i t ions registered by the Publ ic Relat ions Bureau were 
t ransmit ted v ia e-mai l  – the c it izens are of fered the possib i l i ty ,  by accessing the web 
s i te of  the Senate,  to consul t  the agenda of  the Standing Commit tees’  meet ings,  and to 
inform themselves on the date when their  pet i t ion was or  wi l l  be discussed, as wel l  as  
on the way in which the Commit tee decided to solve the complaints and requests.”  
Mrs Maria Valeria AGOSTINI ( I ta ly)  presented the fo l lowing wr i t ten contr ibut ion:  
 
“The Constitutional Framework 
 
The I ta l ian Const i tut ion empowers individual  persons to submit  pet i t ions to 
Par l iament.   
 
Art ic le 50 lays down that  "a l l  c i t izens may submit  pet i t ions to Par l iament request ing 
legis la t ive measures or set t ing out  general needs".  
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By conferr ing such r ight  to all  c i t izens ,  the Const i tut ion impl ies that  I ta l ian 
c i t izenship is  the only requirement  to be met in order to exerc ise this r ight .   
 
Unl ike referendums and b i l ls ,  which are to be submit ted by a plural i ty  of  c i t izens,  a 
pet i t ion may be submit ted – and such is of ten the case – by a s ingle c i t izen,  a l though 
the phrase "al l  c i t izens" seems to imply that  a lso a group of  people are ent i t led to do 
so. 
 
Under the Const i tut ion,  a pet i t ion should have as i ts  object  "general  needs "  or  a 
request  for  " legislative measures ".  This restr ict ion ru les out  pet i t ions relat ing to 
personal  issues and seems to conf i rm the hypothesis that  the draf ters of  the 
Const i tut ion mainly had col lect ive pet i t ions in mind.  
 
As i t  is ,  most pet i t ions received by Par l iament are submit ted by one person only.  A 
di f ferent  pract ice – which might  have made pet i t ions more re levant  for  Par l iament  – 
would have probably required a law to enforce Art ic le 50 of  the Const i tut ion def in ing 
at  least  the number of  s ignator ies needed and ways to va l idate their  s ignatures.  
 
Provisions in Parl iamentary Rules of Procedure  
Laws were passed throughout the years regulat ing referendums to repeal  legis lat ion 
and bi l ls  int roduced by the people.  Pet i t ions have never been regulated by law and 
the only regulatory f ramework is  provided by Chamber Rules 33(2)  and 109 and 
Senate Rules 140 and 141, speci fy ing the contents of  a pet i t ion and the 
par l iamentary procedure to fo l low. 
 
Under the Rules of  both Houses of  the I ta l ian Par l iament,  a pet i t ion is  referred to the 
standing  committee having jurisdiction over the subject matter .  Nei ther the 
Senate nor the Chamber has an ad hoc commit tee to consider pet i t ions.  
 
Af ter  being announced in the ful l  house, a pet i t ion is referred to the appropr iate 
commit tee.  In the Senate,  the President may order under Rule 140 that  the 
authent ic i ty  of  the pet i t ion and the c it izenship status of  the pet i t ioner be ascerta ined.  
Otherwise,  the procedure in the fu l l  house ends wi th commit tee referral .   
 
The commit tee stage is regulated s imi lar ly in both Houses.  A commit tee scrut in is ing 
a pet i t ion has no obligation to consider the contents of such petit ion,  nor to 
make any decision on its merits.  Furthermore,  such commit tee is  under no 
obl igat ion to inform the fu l l  house on fo l low-up act ion.  
 
In the Chamber of  Deput ies,  the scrut in is ing commit tee may pass a recommendat ion 
urging the Government to consider the mer i ts  of  the pet i t ion or  may resolve to 
consol idate the pet i t ion into a bi l l  under considerat ion.  
 
In the Senate,  a pet i t ion consol idated into a bi l l  under scrut iny is  considered along 
wi th the main bi l l .  Other pet i t ions are put  on the commit tee’s agenda – unless they 
are shelved – and may eventual ly  be t ransposed into a commit tee bi l l  ( i f  endorsed by 
two th irds of  i ts  members) or  referred to the Government for  act ion.  
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The Practice and Prospects of  Peti t ions 
In pract ice,  pet i t ions are largely neglected by Par l iament .  They are hard ly ever  put  
on the agenda or debated upon. 
 
In the Senate,  a pet i t ion is  usual ly  consol idated into a bi l l  regulat ing the same 
subject  matter  and fo l lows the fate of  the main bi l l .  
 
There are several  reasons for  such lack of  ef fect iveness of  the instrument of  the 
pet i t ion,  namely:  the qual i ty  of  pet i t ions,  that  are of ten a mere exposure of  wel l -
known problems; Par l iament ’s mistrust  towards instruments of  " inst i tut ional 
part ic ipat ion" of  the publ ic ,  and i ts  preference for  informal d ia logue wi th the general  
publ ic  and organised groups;  a weakening of  such instrument at  the hands of 
Par l iamentary Rules of  Procedure,  whereby there is  no obl igat ion to make a decis ion 
on a pet i t ion or  to refer  i t  to the fu l l  House. 
 
In spite  of  th is lack of  interest ,  the number of  pet i t ions received dur ing each 
par l iamentary term is constant ly on the increase,  as the fo l lowing table re lat ing to 
the Senate shows: 
 

PARLIAMENTARY TERM Number of  Pet i t ions 
1st  (8/5/1948 -  24/6/1953) 128 
2nd (25/6/1953 -  11/6/1958) 70 
3rd (12/6/1958 -  15/5/1963) 54 
4th (16/5/1963 -  14/5/1968) 70 
5th (5/6/1968 -  24/5/1972) 117 
6th (25/5/1972 -  4/7/1976) 117 
7th (5/7/1976 -  19/6/1979) 178 
8th (20/6/1979 -  11/7/1983) 181 
9th (12/7/1983 -  1/7/1987) 211 
10th (2/7/1987 -  22/4/1992) 473 
11th (23/4/1992 -  14/4/1994) 182 
12th (15/4/1994 -  8/5/1996) 211 
13th (9/5/1996 -  8/3/2001) 885 
14th (30/5/2001 -  11/2/2006) 1430 
15th (28/4/2006 -  6/2/2008) 816 
16th (29/4/2008 -  present)  1076 

 
Dur ing the past  two terms, the Senate has actual ly considered 43 pet i t ions in the 
2006-2008 Par l iament and 57 in the present Par l iament.  Al l  of  these were 
consol idated into an exist ing bi l l .  
 
Regardless of  the concrete ef fect iveness of  such instrument,  a pet i t ion is  
nonetheless a qual i f ied form of  communicat ion wi th Par l iament for  those who have no 
other way to exert  pressure.  
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Bear ing th is  in mind,  pet i t ions may eventual ly  come to replace instruments l ike 
referendums aimed at  repeal ing legis lat ion or  b i l ls  introduced by the people,  in order 
to meet the growing demand for  democrat ic  part ic ipat ion independent ly of  pol i t ical  
part ies.  
 
The instrument of  the pet i t ion has been arguably revived by provis ions included in 
the Charters of  most  Regions and many Communes, which establ ish a r ight  of  
pet i t ion to the local  legis lat ive assembl ies.  In some Regions,  such r ight  is  extended 
to al l  residents,  be they I ta l ian ci t izens or not . ”  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Dr V.K.  AGNIHOTRI and opened the debate 
to the f loor.  
 
Mr Robert WILSON (United Kingdom)  descr ibed the history of  the pet i t ions system in 
the House of  Commons. One of  the themes of  the recent House of  Commons Reform 
Commit tee had been to improve publ ic  engagement wi th the work of  Par l iament,  
inc luding giv ing a marginal ly  h igher prof i le to pet i t ions.  The projected cost  of  e lectronic 
pet i t ions had been an obstacle to i ts int roduct ion in the House of  Commons. The publ ic  
expected pet i t ions to  be ef fect ive,  which they rarely were.  
 
Ms Claressa SURTEES (Austral ia)  asked for  more informat ion about  the examinat ion 
of  pet i t ions by the re levant commit tee in the Rajya Sabha. 
 
Mrs Doris Katai  Katebe MWINGA (Zambia)  said that  two years before in Zambia,  she 
had received a pet i t ion f rom an assistant  to the former President  against  a ja i l  term he 
had al ready served.  When Par l iament refused to enter ta in the pet i t ion,  he went  to court  
a l l  the way to the Supreme Court ,  but  lost  at  every stage.  She agreed wi th Mr Wi lson on 
the issue of  expectat ions:  i t  was not  a lways easy to explain the s i tuat ion wi th 
pet i t ioners.  She asked Dr Agnihotr i  about the process for  pet i t ioning against  bi l ls .  
 
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI ( India)  thanked col leagues for  their  contr ibut ions.  The fact  that  
there was a Pet i t ions Committee staf f  in India prepared to look into pet i t ioners ’  issues 
could help pet i t ioners achieve an outcome.  There were too many pet i t ions for  them al l  
to be looked into formal ly :  s taf f  screened those arr iv ing on behal f  of  the commit tee,  and 
the chairman conducted a second si f t .  A new chairman of  the Pet i t ions Commit tee had 
advert ised in the nat ional  press,  and a f lood of  pet i t ions had arr ived.  Some people were 
pet i t ion-mongers who repeatedly sent  the same pet i t ions.  Where a pet i t ion against  a b i l l  
was received,  i t  was forwarded to the subject  commit tee consider ing that  b i l l .  Pet i t ions 
could not  be deal t  wi th i f  they could be dealt  wi th by another  body or  were pending 
before a court .  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Dr V.K.  AGNIHOTRI and al l  the members 
present for  their  numerous and useful  contr ibut ions.  
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3. Video presentation by Mr Amjad Abdul Hamid ABDULLMAJEED, 
Secretary General of the Council of Representatives of Iraq, on 
recent developments in the Iraqi Parliament 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr Amjad Abdul  Hamid ABDULLMAJEED to 
the plat form to present h is presentat ion. 
 
Mr Amjad Abdul Hamid ABDULLMAJEED (Iraq)  apologised for  the lack of  
s imul taneous Arabic interpretat ion.  Introducing a v ideo presentat ion,  he descr ibed the 
history of  the I raqi  Par l iament,  and recent developments s ince 2003. A new 
par l iamentary session was about to begin,  wi th a larger  number of  members than 
previously.  
 
A v ideo presentat ion fo l lowed. 
 
Mr Marc BOSC (Canada)  asked i f  Mr ABDULLMAJEED could descr ibe his 
administrat ion,  including the number of  employees.  
 
Mr ABDULLMAJEED  repl ied that  the Secretary General  had c lose l inks wi th the 
Speaker  and his Deput ies.  There were eight  d i rectorates under h is control ,  wi th 800 
staf f ,  and 200 contractors.  The Par l iament had 24 commit tees of  d if ferent  s izes. An 
inst i tute for  par l iamentary development had recent ly been establ ished.  There were 275 
Members of  Par l iament.  
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Netherlands)  expressed her sympathy at  
the t ragic deaths s ince 2003 of seven Members of  Par l iament  in I raq.  She asked i f  the 
press or  publ ic  was admit ted into the meet ings of  the par l iament,  and whether members 
of  Par l iament had f reedom to say what  they wanted in the Chamber.  
 
Mrs Marie-Françoise PUCETTI (Gabon)  asked about the representat ion of  women both 
among Members of  Par l iament and par l iamentary staf f .  
 
Mr ABDULLMAJEED  said that  for  secur i ty reasons,  the media and publ ic were not  
admit ted.  The sessions were covered by the Par l iament ’s own media directorate.  The 
hope was to establ ish a dedicated te levis ion channel  wi th in the next  year.  25 per cent  
of  the seats in the Par l iament were reserved for  women under the Const i tut ion.  40 per 
cent  of  par l iamentary staf f  were women, wi th part icular ly  large numbers in the research 
and par l iamentary di rectorates.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr ABDULLMAJEED for  the ef for ts he was 
making to integrate into the Associat ion,  as wel l  as for  h is presentat ion.  
 
Mr ABDULLMAJEED  thanked his ASGP col leagues for  a l l  their  support .  
 
The si t t ing rose at 4.45 pm. 
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SEVENTH SITTING 
Thursday 1 April 2010 (Morning) 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 10.05 am 

 
 
1. Communication from Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN, Secretary General 

of the House of Representatives of Afghanistan, on “E-democracy 
and e-Parliament in Afghanistan: achievements, plans and 
suggestions” 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN, Secretary General  
of  the House of  Representat ives of  Afghanistan,  to present his communicat ion,  as 
fo l lows: 
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Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN for  his 
communicat ion and invi ted members present to put  quest ions to him. 

Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden)  said that he was encouraged by Mr Gran’s 
communicat ion.  In August ,  the Riksdag would host  a conference of  the Internat ional  
Federat ion of  L ibrary Associat ions and Inst i tut ions ( IFLA),  and he hoped that  an Afghan 
representat ive would at tend.  
 
Ms Claressa SURTEES (Austral ia)  wondered i f  there was a strategy in Afghanistan for  
community internet  access,  for  example for  schools and l ibrar ies.  
 
Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER (Germany)  asked how the insecur i ty  in Afghanistan af fected the 
every-day work of  Par l iament.  
 
Mr Edward OLLARD (United Kingdom)  asked i f  Members’  behaviour had been af fected 
by the avai labi l i ty  of  ICT, and about the governance arrangements for  par l iamentary 
ICT.  
 
Ms Maria Valeria AGOSTINI ( I ta ly)  asked about resourcing for  a regional  ICT network.  
 
Mrs Jacqueline BIESHEUVEL-VERMEIJDEN (Netherlands)  asked for  more informat ion 
about the budget for  the programmes descr ibed by Mr GRAN. 
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Mr Mombedi PHINDELA (South Africa,  non-member)  asked about the extent  to which 
Members used the ICT system, and about st rategies for  ensur ing the avai labi l i ty  of  
informat ion to those wi thout  ICT access. 
 
Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN  thanked Mr Forsberg for  h is k ind invi tat ion.  The opt ical  f ibre 
system covered 42 per cent  of  Afghanistan’s populat ion;  but  the plan was to cover the 
whole country in due course.  Secur i ty was paramount and the State’s most  s igni f icant  
chal lenge. Members’  behaviour  had been af fected as they discovered more about the 
wor ld v ia the internet .  The Afghan Par l iament wanted to improve i ts  e-Library and 
electronic working in the Chamber.  The ICT budget  came in part  f rom the development 
budget of  the Government,  and in part  f rom internat ional  donors.  Al l  Members of  
Par l iament had an of f ice,  provided wi th internet  serv ices.  
 
Ms Lorraine C. MILLER (United States)  asked i f  Mr Gran had at tended the e-
Par l iament conference in Washington DC in November 2009, and what would be of 
assistance to him and his Par l iament beyond funding.  
 
Mr Ghulam Hassan GRAN  repl ied that  he had been unable to part ic ipate in the 
conference because of  v isa problems. Var ious donors were al ready provid ing 
assistance, inc luding USAID. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked and encouraged Mr GRAN, stat ing that  he 
could count on the support  of  the ASGP. 
 
 
2. Communication from Mr Mohamed Kamal MANSURA, Secretary 

General of the National Assembly of South Africa, on “The 
corridors of Parliament: a record of parliamentary history or a 
reflection of its people” 

 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President,  inv i ted Mr Mohamed Kamal MANSURA, Secretary 
General  of  the Nat ional  Assembly of  South Afr ica,  to present h is communicat ion,  as 
fo l lows: 
 
“ In addressing the quest ion posed by the t i t le  of  th is paper I  wi l l  s tart  wi th an overview 
of  what  has been displayed on the wal ls of  our Par l iament s ince 1994. 
 
When the newly elected Members of  the South Afr ican Par l iament entered the Houses 
of  Par l iament in Cape Town af ter  the f irs t  democrat ic  e lect ions in Apr i l  1994, they were 
surrounded by what  they regarded as images of  the apartheid era that  depicted the very 
persons which brought hardship and suf fer ing on the oppressed people.  
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Paint ings of  Speakers,  Pr ime Ministers and State Presidents f rom previous governments 
hung in the lobby of  the Assembly,  port ra i ts in bronze and marble were displayed in  the 
Senate wing of  the bui ld ing and the large oi l  paint ings recording two major  changes in 
South Af r ican history -  the Union government of  1910 (Union) and the Republ ic 
government of  1961 -  hung in the Members Dining Room.  
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I t  was only two years later ,  in 1996, that  these were removed af ter  careful  
considerat ion.  In 1995 the then Speaker Ginwala reported to the Joint  Rules Commit tee 
that  the Minister  of  Ar ts and Culture and a delegat ion of  the Ministry had requested a 
meet ing with her in which they indicated that  Par l iament should be a catalyst  for  change 
in South Afr ica,  and displays in Par l iament should ref lect  the demographic composi t ion 
of  South Afr ica.  The Joint  Rules Commit tee agreed with the proposal .  
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The reason given for  the removal  of  the ar tworks was to make place for  the Art  against  
Apartheid  col lect ion.  This co l lect ion had been supported by the Uni ted Nat ions and i ts  
Special  Commit tee against  Apartheid,  UNESCO and the governments of  Fin land,  
Sweden and Norway and had been exhibited in Par is in 1983. I t  consis ts of  over  100 
works by 78 art ists whose dream was that  i t  “would one day be given as a gi f t  to the 
f i rs t  democrat ic  government  of  South Afr ica” .  The display of  these works in the 
prest ig ious venue of  Par l iament more than fu l f i l led th is dream. Or ig ina l ly  meant to hang 
for  s ix  months,  the col lect ion hung for  three years unt i l  February 1999. What  is  
interest ing, is  that  th is is  a contemporary ART col lect ion by internat ional  ar t ists wi th 
only one South Afr ican,  exi led ar t is t  Gavin Jant jes,  among them. I t  does not  deal  wi th  
par l iamentary history nor is  i t  a d i rect  ref lect ion of  the South Afr ican people,  but  
demonstrates a col lect ive stand by art is ts.  This event opened the wal ls  of  Par l iament  to  
a number of  possib i l i t ies.  The Art  against  Apartheid  exhib i t ion was replaced wi th a 
temporary exhibi t ion of  ar tworks belonging to the South Afr ican Nat ional Gal lery.  
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In the year 2000 the Lending Commit tee on Artworks of  Par l iament  was establ ished and 
among i ts  var ious mandates was one that  required i t  to consider  “what  ar t  should be on 
display in Par l iament” .  Yet ,  the wal ls  remained empty for  a number of  years wi th only 
short  exhibi t ions commemorat ing key events f rom the struggle years,  such as the 1976 
Soweto Upr is ing and the 1956 Women’s March.  
 
No programme was set  up to cont inue the t radi t ion of  painted port ra its  of  Speakers and 
indiv iduals who had p layed a key role in par l iamentary structures.  Speaker Ginwala 
famously remarked that  she would not  be “a hung Speaker” .   
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Over the years photographs were hung in of f ices and large colour photographs of  
events of  Par l iament were displayed in the corr idors and lobbies to record s igni f icant 
events such as the ten-year celebrat ion of  the launch of  the New Const i tut ion in 2006 
and Par l iament ’s meet ing in Kl iptown in 2005 to commemorate the adopt ion of  the 
Freedom Charter  in 1955. 
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Two years ago, i t  was decided to document,  by way of  photographs,  the women who 
had achieved success in Par l iament and who had played a ro le in ef fect ing change. 
This d isplay is  st i l l  on our wal ls.  This col lect ion represents the importance of gender in 
a democrat ic  South Afr ica and addresses the absences of  women in the pictor ia l  record 
of  the past .  
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One work on permanent  d isplay that  consciously set  out  to ref lect  the people is  the 
Keiskamma Tapestry .  I t  was made by 100 women. I t  te l ls ,  through embroidery,  a h istory 
of  South Afr ica start ing wi th the ear l iest  recorded inhabi tants,  the San,  and ends wi th 
the democrat ic e lect ions in 1994.  I t  is  made in a sty le associated wi th t radi t ional  
b lankets f rom the Eastern Cape where i t  was made. The story of  conf l ic t  and u l t imate 
resolut ion that  evolves over  the 120 metres of  the tapestry is  the South Afr ican story as 
to ld by the working people.   
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This overview provides some idea of  what has been happening on the wal ls  of  
Par l iament s ince 1994.  Dif ferent  v isual  responses are displayed to ref lect  the di f ferent  
needs of  Par l iament at  part icular  t imes.  This year,  for  example,  the l i fe of  former 
President  Nelson Mandela wi l l  be celebrated to mark the 20 years s ince his re lease 
f rom pr ison.   
 
Our Par l iament has thus far  chosen to ref lect  the ordinary people rather  than the 
leaders of  Par l iament and Government.  How this  wi l l  change when there is again a cal l  
for  the wal ls  of  Par l iament to record history is  in the unpredictable future.”  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  thanked Mr Mohamed Kamal MANSURA for  h is 
communicat ion and commented that  he had v is i ted Cape Town along wi th many 
col leagues in 2008, and had been impressed by the beauty of  the corr idors of  
Par l iament.  In Alg iers,  by contrast  the corr idors were bare.  
 
 
3. Review of the Rules 
 
The President explained that  the Execut ive Commit tee had been examining the Rules of  
the Associat ion over  the course of  three sessions,  wi th the aim of  updat ing the rules so 
that  they would correspond more c losely to current  pract ice and to adapt them to the 
changing c i rcumstances wi th which the Associat ion had been faced in recent years.  The 
changes proposed by the Execut ive Commit tee had been c i rculated to members in 
January,  and made avai lable by the secretar iat  again dur ing the current  session.  The 
President  thus hoped that  those who so wished had had ample opportunity to become 
acquainted wi th the proposals.  
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The Execut ive Commit tee had that  morning considered an amendment in the names of  
Mr Amine ABBA-SIDICK ( Inter-par l iamentary  Commit tee of  the Economic and Monetary 
Community of  Centra l  Af r ica) ,  Mr Boubacar IDI  GADO (Inter-par l iamentary Commit tee of  
the Monetary Union of West  Afr ica)  and Mr Mohamed DIAKITE (Par l iament  of  CEDEAO).  
This amendment,  which was avai lable in the room, proposed that  ru le 3 of  the 
Associat ion should be reta ined in i ts  current  form, wi thout  creat ing a separate status of  
Associate Member for  secretar ies general  of  internat ional  par l iamentary assembl ies,  as 
proposed by the Execut ive Committee.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  gave the f loor  to the authors of  th is amendment so 
that  they could present i t .  
 
Mr Mohamed DIAKITE  spoke as a representat ive of  internat ional  par l iamentary 
associat ions,  who had not  at tended the meet ing in Geneva in October 2009. The 
object ive of  the amendment  was not  to oppose the proposal  for  associate membership 
for  internat ional  assembl ies,  but  to understand the reasons behind i t .  The object ives of  
the Associat ion were to faci l i tate exchange. Internat ional  assembl ies had a part icular  
exper ience to br ing,  in the l ight  of  their  mix ing of  d i f ferent  par l iamentar ians f rom 
di f ferent  backgrounds,  and could enr ich that  exchange of  ideas.  He did not  th ink that 
g iv ing one group of  par l iaments a di f ferent ,  perhaps devalued,  status would be of  
benef i t  to the organisat ion.  
 
Mr Alphonse K. NOMBRÉ (Burkina Faso)  asked whether the increasing number of  
internat ional  associat ions was a factor,  and what the number was. 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  said that  the Execut ive Commit tee had met to  
consider  th is quest ion on a number of  occasions,  and i t  was not  in favour of  the 
amendment.  The Execut ive Commit tee’s idea was not  to prevent members f rom 
internat ional  assembl ies f rom part ic ipat ing in the Associat ion’s act iv i t ies,  indeed i t  
valued their  part ic ipat ion,  but  g iven the increasing number of  such assembl ies and their  
d ivers i ty,  i t  was appropr iate to g ive them a di f ferent  status in l ine wi th that  of fered to 
them by the IPU. The Execut ive Commit tee held to i ts  proposal  that  secretar ies general  
of  internat ional  assembl ies in  the future be accorded the status of  associate member.  In 
answer to Mr NOMBRÉ, there were 11 such assembl ies represented wi th in the 
Associat ion.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  put  the amendment to the vote by a show of  hands.   
 
The amendment  was re jected .  
 
The revis ions proposed by the Execut ive Commit tee to the rules and working methods 
of  the Associat ion were adopted .  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  announced that  the consol idated version of  the new 
rules and working methods of  the Associat ion would be sent  to members in the coming 
weeks and would also be publ ished in due course in Const i tu t ional  and Par l iamentary 
In formation .   
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4. Examination of the draft Orders of the Day for the next session 

(Geneva, October 2010) 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President ,  presented the draf t  Orders of  the Day for  the next  
session (October 2010),  as approved by the Execut ive Commit tee:  
 
Possib le subjects for  general  debate:  
 
  Events and tasks at  the end of a  Parl iament and of  parl iamentary sessions 
  (Ms Claressa SURTEES, House of Representat ives of  Austral ia) 
 
  Managing parl iamentary spending in  t imes of economic restra int :  chal lenges and 

 solut ions 
  (Dr Ulr ich SCHÖLER, German Bundestag) 
 
  Support  and t ra in ing for  new Members of  Parl iament 
  (Mrs Dor is Katai  Katebe MWINGA, Nat ional  Assembly of  Zambia) 
 
Communicat ions:  
 

Communication by Mr Manuel  ALBA NAVARRO, Secretary General  o f  the Congress 
of  Deputies of  Spain:  “Transparency and exemplari ty  as cr i ter ia  guid ing 
parl iamentary act iv i ty”  

 
Communication by Mr V.K. AGNIHOTRI,  Secretary General  o f  the Rajya Sabha of 
India:  “ In troduct ing information technology in  the Chamber” 

 
Communication by Mr Sari th  OUM, Secretary General  o f  the Senate of  
Cambodia: “The  Cambodian Senate:  f rom a se l f -evaluation exercise towards a new 
development plan” 
 
Communication by Mr Damir DAVIDOVIC, Secretary General  of  the Parl iament of  
Montenegro: “Parl iamentary autonomy in  Montenegro” 
 
Communication by Ms Claressa SURTEES, House of Representat ives o f  Austral ia :  
“Address to Par l iament by visi t ing head of  Government or State”   

 
Administ rat ive and f inancial  quest ions 
 
New subjects for  d iscussion and draf t  agenda for  the next  meet ing in Panama 2011. 
 
Ms Lorraine C. MILLER (United States)  asked whether there was provis ion to add 
fur ther i tems to the Orders of  the Day.  The President conf i rmed that  addi t ional  i tems 
could be added i f  there was space on the agenda. 
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The draft  Orders of  the Day were adopted .  
 
5. Closure of the Session 
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI,  President ,  thanked the hosts for  their  warm welcome and for  the 
excel lent  organisat ion of  the session.  He also thanked the interpreters,  technic ians and 
Thai  assistants for  their  valuable help.  He said that  i t  had been a r ich ly f rui t fu l  session 
involv ing work of  much qual i ty.  He thanked al l  of  the part ic ipat ing members and said 
that  he hoped to see many of them again at  the next  session in Geneva.  
 
The si t t ing rose at 11.05 am.   


