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EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
EU-RUSSIA PARLIAMENTARY COOPERATION COMMITTEE

THIRTEENTH MEETING
Wednesday 15 December 2010, 15h00-18h30 and

Thursday 16 December 2010, 9h00-12h30
STRASBOURG

MINUTES

1. Adoption of draft agenda (PE 446.283)

2. Adoption of Minutes of the 12th EU-Russia PCC Meeting on 25-26 January
2010
in Brussels (PE 446.286)

3. Partnership for Modernisation and results of the EU-Russia Summit of 7
December 2010 in Brussels
- Introductory statements by

- the Co-Chairmen of the PCC
- the representative of the Office of the HR/Vice-President
- the European Commission
- the Russian Mission to the EU

4. Follow-up of the works of WG1/2010 on Common European Identity, Cultural
Space, Academic and Research Cooperation

- exchange of views with Mr Peterle and Mr Zheleznyak

5. Follow-up of the works of WG 2/2010 on Visa regime between Russia and EU,
environmental protection under sustainable development and civil society in
Russia
- exchange of views with Mr Schulz, Mr Klimov and

Mr Vladimir Lukin, Ombudsman of the Russian Federation

6. Follow-up of the works of WG 3/2010: The role of NATO, EU and Russia in
maintaining security and President Medvedev's plan on the
new European Security Agreement
- exchange of views with Mr Fleckenstein and Mr Klimov

7. Parliamentary youth exchanges

8. Adoption of a joint statement

9. Confirmation of the calendar of activities for 2011, including Working Groups'
themes

10. Any other business

11. Date and place of next meeting
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The 13th EU-Russia Parliamentary Cooperation Committee (PCC) meeting was
opened on December 15, 2010 at 15h15 under the co-chairmanship of Mr. Knut
FLECKENSTEIN and Mr. Andrey KLIMOV.

1. Adoption of draft agenda

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN greeted the participants and asked the Members on the
approval of the agenda. Ms. OJULAND asked to clarify point 8 of the agenda
(adopting of common statement and recommendations). The Chair replied that item 8
was to be discussed day following day. There were no other comments on the agenda
and it was adopted by the Members.

2. Adoption of Minutes of the 12th EU-Russia PCC Meeting on 25-26 January
2010 in Brussels

The minutes of the 12th PCC meeting were adopted without modifications.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN informed that Mr. LUKIN (the ombudsman of the Russian
Federation) was going to join the PCC at 5 PM. Mr FLECKENSTEIN stated that the
cooperation between Russia and the EU was becoming to be more intensive.
Significant attention was given to talks about the working groups, issues of civil
society, security and culture. Mr. FLECKENSTEIN stressed that the EU and Russia
had not just common interests but were able to look towards the future. The EU-
Russia Summit was held eight days prior to the PCC in a very constructive
atmosphere. The EU declared its will to support Russia's WTO accession; a
memorandum was signed on this issue. The Chair underlined that Russia should play
an important role in the WTO. Mr. FLECKENSTEIN explained the state of affairs of
Partnership for Modernisation, which brings new impetus for both parties, and
includes a number of individual bilateral projects. The Chair also stressed the role of
human contacts and importance of students, doctors, individuals and parliamentarians
meeting among themselves. Mr. FLECKENSTEIN expressed the opinion that past
twelve months the works of the PCC had been quite intensive. The number of topics
covered was very vast and included for example climate change, global security and
demography. The Chair also talked about the events of upcoming year, inter alia the
Polish Presidency of the Council of the EU and the PCC to be held in Warsaw.

Mr. KLIMOV greeted the participants and informed the PCC that there were a lot of
experts accompanying the Russian delegation. They were participating in order to
give more in-depth knowledge on the specific issues. Mr. LUKIN would be present to
talk about human rights in Russia, since he was unable to come to the PCC Working
Group meeting held in Perm in May 2010, where human rights had been discussed.
A representative of the ministry of economic development would be present to talk
about economic issues. The year 2010 brought a lot of work on concrete problems for
the PCC. Mr. KLIMOV mentioned cultural and educational dialogue and proposals
for the Russian government to make a statement on common European culture.
He expressed hopes for the PCC to prepare proposals for modernisation of Russia.
He also underlined that problematic issues had to be discussed, like freedom of
speech. Without opening such issues there would be no real partnership.
Mr. KLIMOV touched upon the visa issue and asked why the EU was not proactive
after promising a visa-free regime in 2008. Mr. KLIMOV then moved to the issue of
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Partnership for Modernisation that was in the centre of attention of the EU-Russia
Summit. He stated that the Action Plan was introduced in order to promote such
cooperation. He referred to the idea of President Medvedev that the modernisation of
Russia was a necessity. Mr. KLIMOV said the WTO accession process was
continuing.

Mr. GORBUNOV, on behalf of the Russian Federation Council, agreed with what
had been said previously and referred to the recent summit that ended with an
agreement on bilateral discussion on the WTO accession. He stressed that
modernisation was a priority of the country. He called for better contacts between the
people, especially in the field of science and investments. He criticised the visa issue
as a vicious circle undermining the cooperation. The world is changing dramatically,
new security problems are raising and thus trust between partners is necessary.

3. Partnership for Modernisation and results of the EU-Russia Summit
of 7 December 2010 in Brussels

Ms. HARDEMAN, representing the European External Action Service, summarised
the summit on behalf of High Representative/Vice-President of the Commission and
stated that the most notable outcome of the Summit was the breakthrough of the WTO
accession negotiations. Ms HARDEMAN stated that the problem of Trans-Siberian
over-flight charges would be abolished after the WTO accession. The progress report
has brought practical results for the Partnership for Modernisation project. The EEAS
representative stressed the importance of modernisation as a wide project including
various aspects, like the rule of law, civil society, modernisation of standards of
living, political and judicial reforms. This was according to her a priority of President
Medvedev who acknowledged that it would take time to modernise Russia. On visa
issues, Ms HARDEMAN stressed that the common objective was a visa-free regime
in the foreseeable future. Methodology was agreed by both parties and a list of
common steps was presented for a possible visa-free travel agreement.
Ms. HARDEMAN stressed that the vicious circle regarding visas has to be broken.
As the next point on her agenda, Ms HARDEMAN analysed human rights and human
rights consultations. She stressed that human rights were given considerable attention,
equal to, for example, energy issues at the summit. Russia, according to the words of
President Medvedev, wants to join the Hague Convention on Family Law. It is ready
to cooperate with the EU on the basis of revised energy charter, which would be
formulated according to the ideas of energy exporters not just the importers, as the
Russians are claiming. Ms. HARDEMAN referred to the Statement of
Mr. BAROSSO that all the companies (including Gazprom) had to respect European
internal market rules. She stressed the importance of cooperation between Russia and
the EU in the field of common security in the neighbourhood. The cooperation
between Russia and the EU is necessary for solving protracted conflicts in Georgia,
Transnistria in other countries. North Korea or the Ivory Coast could be other possible
examples of cooperation. Ms. HARDEMAN stressed that the PCC should contribute
to the efforts where the EU and Russia could work together. She finished her speech
stating that the next meeting between the Russian government and the European
Commission was scheduled for 24 February 2011 in Brussels.

Ambassador CHIZHOV analysed the recent 26th Summit EU-Russia and stated that
as there are two summits per year, none of them can be indeed historic. He stressed
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that a lot of work had been done during the Summit in the spirit of strategic
partnership. Such partnership should be, according to Ambassador, materialised in
four priority areas: Partnership for Modernisation, discussion on the new basic
agreement, Russia's WTO accession talks and visa-free regime prospects.
Mr. CHIZHOV said that he had been asked if the reset button was needed for Russia-
EU relations. He stated that the relations between Russia and the EU had never been
bad. Partnership for Modernisation is a good task for both according to him.
The world is globalising, new challenges are emerging. The Ambassador also referred
to the changing division of economic potential between the countries, he referred to
rising power of G20 for instance. On the basic EU-Russia agreement, the 12th round
of negotiations was going on smoothly. Improvement was also achieved on common
issues on the WTO accession of Russia. He expressed hope that Russia would finish
an accession marathon to the WTO as soon as possible. The Ambassador stated that
there were still mutual pretensions between the parties: from the Russian side it had
been the Third Energy Packet allegedly problematic for the Russian companies.
He criticised the EU decision to declare that anything containing nickel was
carcinogenious. He mentioned also other problems: expatriations of Russian
companies from the EU and unilateral taxation for civilian aircrafts flying over the
EU, because of CO2 emissions. He expressed hope for finding a solution satisfying
both partners. He referred to the issue of visa-free regime stating that the method had
been agreed between Russia and the EU. Two rounds of discussions were held in the
format of the Working Groups. He called the EU to declare the ultimate goal of
removal of the visas for the Russian citizens.
Ambassador CHIZHOV mentioned also that the Summit dealt with crisis
management, on the ground and on the sea, especially the Russian navy participation
in the anti-piracy Atalanta operation and the Russian-German Meseberg Initiative
which included setting up joined security measures. This bilateral project was then
supported by the other Member States. He stated that cooperation on regional matters
was excellent: especially on Iran and on the Middle East.
During the Summit the meeting of business communities leaders from Russia and the
EU took place. Specific talks on concerns for the business world were held during the
meeting; these recommendations were presented and sent to the Summit. The Summit
contributed to the civil society dimension: the Fourth EU-Russia forum in the EP
premises in Brussels took place few days prior to the Summit, presenting
recommendations to the Summit. Summing up, Ambassador CHIZHOV mentioned
that the discussions at the Summit were not only on the political level, but also on
business, civil society and parliamentary.

Mr. SEVERIN, EP AFET Rapporteur for Russia, said that in 2011 his raporteurship
would be more active and stressed that he was expecting even more synergy with the
PCC on EU-Russia Agenda. He mentioned that an exchange of views with
Ambassador CHIZHOV and the EEAS would be taking place in January 2011.
In February an expert hearing on the progress on the PCA negotiations with Russia is
scheduled. In March a debate on the draft document will start. In June a vote on the
document with participation of HR/VP is scheduled. This document on the strategic
relations with Russia would contain a proactive attitude towards the WTO accession
of Russia. Mr SEVERIN underlined that Russia should be helped to overcome the
problems. He mentioned that the document should include cultural partnership,
human rights and rule of law, including the. Helsinki2 Security Concept. A new
concept should be discussed, perhaps within the triangle with the US. He spoke about
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the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement that should indeed be comprehensive and
strategic. He touched upon the visa issue referring to the fact that a lot of technical
issues had still to be solved. However he called for improvement of the EU policy on
immigration. Mr. SEVERIN stressed also that Russia should have built a consistent
policy towards the EU and not only towards individual Member States important for
Russia, while the EU should offer Russia the possibility to look at itself as a valuable
partner.

Mr. SHILOV, Head of Foreign Economic Relations Department of the Russian
Ministry of Industry and Trade, presented ideas important for his ministry:
Partnership for Modernisation and finalising the negotiations on accession to WTO,
forming of the Customs Union with Belarus and Kazakhstan (being an important
event on the map of Europe) and some lessons taken from the economic crisis for the
Russian industry. In his view a New European industrial policy has to be launched by
the partners. The EU and Russian industrial policy must be coordinated. Mr SHILOV
underlined that Partnership for Modernisation is not about modernising Russia and it
is not about opening the Russian market. In fact everybody needs modernisation.
Competitiveness of Europe is impossible without Russia and vice versa. He called for
uniting forces in economy. Cooperation in industry is essential. He mentioned a lot of
existing joined ventures. Technical regulations are important for enhancing
cooperation. He called for more technical approach towards modernisation.

Mr. PETERLE noted the positive development in mutual relations. Cooperation is
more dynamic, but there is still space for improvement. He said that there was an
agreement on consciousness of mutual dependence. He appreciated that the civil
society as well as local politicians participate in the dialogue. Both parties speak
common language, also agreeing upon modernisation of Russian life itself and on
cultural cooperation. He referred to the Working Group held in Moscow in this
regard. He noted that health issues constitute an even bigger challenge and stressed
that the problem was underestimated. Healthcare systems must be modernised in his
opinion Mr. PETERLE expressed happiness that the Partnership for Modernisation
included also space and innovations. A lot could be done in that area according to
him. He expressed hope to boost cooperation in security issues and conflict resolution
in closer as well as further neighbourhood. He also welcomed recent developments in
the Russia- NATO relations.

4. Follow-up of the works of WG1/2010 on Common European Identity,
Cultural Space, Academic and Research Cooperation

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN closed the discussion on point 3 of the agenda and gave the
floor to Mr. PROSTAKOV

Mr. PROSTAKOV, Trade Representative of the Russian Federation in Paris and
coordinator for Partnership for Modernisation in the Russian Ministry of Trade,
referred to the working plan of the Partnership for Modernisation. There are four main
areas in the working plan: a green and competitive economy, liberalisation of the
world trade (including bilateral cooperation between the EU and Russia), working on
innovations and research and development (including Space research), and
strengthening the legal framework. The working plan includes intellectual property as
well. Modernisation is a complex issue according to him. It requires the perfection of
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institutions. A visa-free regime between the EU and Russia remains an important
factor that will help modernisation. He supported the idea of Mr. SHILOV, that the
Partnership for Modernisation was a mutual set-up (despite being primarily a Russian
initiative). The EU wants to modernise as well. Mr. PROSTAKOV mentioned several
issues in that regard: railway connections, energy dialogue, and technical standards
unification. He referred to the fact that some of the EU Member States signed the
Partnership and Modernisation agreements with Russia. President Medvedev referred
to that at the Summit mentioning the mutual declarations already signed with Poland,
Italy and France. Altogether around 10 similar declarations have been signed. The
declarations encompass the same ideas like the EU-Russia Partnership for
Modernisation. Particular Member States are interested in various forms of
cooperation. He finished his speech by announcing that the following meeting of
Partnership for Modernisation coordinators would be scheduled for February 2011.

Mr. SCHULZ took the floor and continued the discussion on the term "Partnership for
Modernisation". He stressed that it is a strong point of the presidency of President
Medvedev. Modernisation is a crucial project for the future of Russia. He asked a
question about the WTO negotiations, whether the Customs Union (with Kazakhstan
and Belarus) had not been an obstacle for the WTO membership. He noted that the
modernisation should not concentrate only around the centres of excellence. He called
for participation of whole society in the process of modernisation. He asked about the
role of the parliament in the debate about modernisation. He asked Ambassador
Chizhov why the Russian NGOs have not been involved in the project of
modernisation. A lot of NGOs in Russia would like to be involved in it according to
Mr. SCHULZ. He referred to the idea of Helsinki2 and appreciated it as a proposal for
new security architecture on the European continent. However he asked if there were
some changes expected coming from such proposal, or if there were going to be only
talks between the respective ministers in this regard. In the end he asked about
possibility of positive developments in the Transnistrian conflict.

Mr. KLIMOV answered the questions claiming that President Medvedev introduced
the idea of modernisation in the Duma, and it is there where the actual debate started.
He also claimed that the civil society from the EU and from Russia would be invited
for the meeting in February 2011.

Mr. DRAGANOV wanted to discuss the issues in a more qualitative way. He stressed
that in Russia the State Duma provided the most extensive space for discussing
modernisation issues. Modernisation is not only about technology, it is a mental and
socio-cultural phenomenon. He touched upon the idea of promotion of the local
governance. Such activity is not welcomed by some parts of society because of their
mentality. The President of Russia acknowledged the role of non-commercial
organisations. Mr. DRAGANOV was speaking about consolidating the three spaces
into the EU-Russia-Eurasian space. He touched upon the issue of cooperation within
EURASEC and the Custom Union. The Russian parliament approved a high number
of laws for the EurAsEC and the Customs Union. Mr. DRAGANOV stressed that
there was a new wind in cooperation within the Customs Union. He stressed that three
factors were of particular importance for Russia when dealing with foreign partners:
the custom regulations, phyto-sanitary issues and technical regulations.
He said that the process of drafting of law on transit was undergoing the process of
elaboration. He called for unification of law procedures between the EU and Russia to
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speed up the procedures. According to Mr. DRAGANOV intellectual property issue
must be assessed in order to move forward in cooperation with the EU.

Mr. GIEREK referred to the economic crisis that allegedly showed that the
Partnership for Modernisation was essential and important. The political goal has
been reached. Mr. GIEREK stressed the importance of cooperation of societies and
markets. He asked how to make the markets cooperate. The WTO Membership is
a step in a good direction. Financial systems must be approximated. Ecological
questions are important as well as a patent policy. He called for new steps to take so
that the markets could cooperate better. He offered an example that the city of
Moscow was in need of modernisation as such. He referred to too high concentration
of buildings in the Russian capital which leads to saturation of the city.

Mr. ZELLER expressed some criticism about the work of the PCC. He said that the
exchange of information among the partners were not sufficient. He called for search
for new possibilities for cooperation within their roles in Russia and the EU.
He referred to the first anniversary of the Lisbon Treaty coming into force that
provided the EP with a much stronger position. He referred to several areas where the
cooperation between the EU and Russia was working: energy security, transport
policy and the European Single market. He stressed that there must be other areas for
cooperation on mutual projects.

Ms. DIMITRYEVA reacted on the questions of Mr. SCHULZ.  She stated that the
question of modernisation had been discussed in the State Duma even more than in
the government. Opposition parties are active in the discussion on modernisation and
the opposition MPs are proposing a lot of projects. Ms. DIMITRYEVA contemplated
about the civil society in Russia. The civil society is born in some aspects; e.g.
corporative, professional bodies exist already. She stressed that it would be good for
cooperation between the EU and Russia to take lessons from the crisis. She said that it
would be wise to discuss together for example the industrial policy.
Ms. DIMITRYEVA saw some space for discussion about the topic of regional
differences in the EU and in Russia. According to her regional differences are bigger
in Russia than in the EU, but the situation in the Union has also deteriorated during
the crisis. Regional issues and problems should be discussed more often between
Russia and the EU.

Mr. SELEZNEV said that modernisation is a question how to build contemporary
society. It is addressing the society, deals with education, health issues, and the life of
the youth. Modernisation should be addressing young people, since they will be in
charge of modernisation. He proposed an idea of meeting among the youth
organisations from Russia and the EU in 2011. He also called for meeting among
young parliamentarians in order to build resources for modernisation in Russia and
the EU.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN concluded the discussion of the item of the item of agenda.
He said that the three Working Groups planned for 2011 would be: the first one on
neighbourhood policy, the second one should deal with youth and sport policy and the
third one should focus on the education and research. Mr. FLECKENSTEIN called
for discussing the point proposed by Mr. ZELLER during the Working Groups.



8
PV/EN.doc PE 526.994

Evaluation of Working Group in Moscow

Mr. ZHELEZNYAK spoke about cultural identity and civilisation exchange of values.
He informed that the Members agreed about possibilities to form forums for teachers
and experts. There is a possibility of using cultural platforms to find out how to
improve the cooperation. Perhaps another Working Group on this topic may bring the
same result.

Mr. PETERLE stated that the experience from the WG from Moscow had been very
promising. He agreed with the fact that the identity of Russia was not an easy
question. Diversity must be recognised and respected. He expressed the wish to know
how to discuss political identity in the future. He stressed that it was important to talk
about values and principles on which identity could be built. Cultural exchange and
education are important to move forward with cooperation. He noted that the
parliamentary dimension could focus more on concrete projects. Additional impetus is
needed in this regard and the focus on youth is very important. He mentioned that the
work of the Working Group could have laid some foundations for future cooperation.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN announced a fifteen minute break before the speech of
Mr. LUKIN.

Presentation of Mr LUKIN, Ombudsman of the Russian Federation

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN re-opened the meeting at 17 30, after the break and welcomed
Mr. LUKIN.

MR. LUKIN introduced the work of the Russian ombudsman to the participants of the
meeting. His Office was set up according to the Constitution of the Russian
Federation and the European Convention on Human Rights. In general the institution
is similar to the position in other countries. Mr. LUKIN presented his two
predecessors. The first ombudsman of the Russian Federation was Mr Sergey
KOVALEV who was working according to the decree of the President. In 1997 the
law on ombudsman was adopted and first elections were held. Mr. MIRONOV was
elected an ombudsman and remained in office till 2004 when Mr. LUKIN replaced
him.
Mr. LUKIN explained the procedure of electing the ombudsman. The candidate must
be proposed by the Federation Council, political parties, Members of the Duma or by
the President. In order to be shortlisted the candidates must be approved by 2/3 of the
Duma Members and from the shortlisted candidates the ombudsman is selected.
The Ombudsman is an independent figure. He said that in 2004 the opposition was
given the possibility to propose the ombudsman. Mr. LUKIN was chosen on the basis
of such an agreement. All three ombudsmen in Russia came from the opposition.
Mr. LUKIN stressed that he had never been instructed by the President what kind of
decisions to take. Mr. LUKIN stressed that the main problem in Russia regarding
human rights was insufficient knowledge of law by the Russian population. He said
that in Russia some movement was going on to reconcile the law with daily life of
people. That is a primary job of Mr. LUKIN. The whole paradigm of the Russian
society must be changed. Intolerance is a crucial problem of the country.
The ombudsman can improve the situation in some cases, but this is not enough to
change the whole spectrum. Mr. LUKIN said that the relations between the EU and
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Russia and the US and Russia in the field of human rights were changing in waves.
He criticised the European or American approach of criticising Russia for individual
human rights abuses in the situations when it suits the interests of the EU or the US.
Mr. LUKIN said that he disliked this approach and called for a more systematic and
constructive one. Picking up the individual cases was not going to change the overall
situation. He called for cooperation on a systematic level. Mr. LUKIN stressed that
the ombudsman had to be a diplomat. Speaking up loudly does not change the
situation. The ombudsman must be able to deal with the government.

Mr. SCHULZ thanked Mr. LUKIN for the possibility to have a discussion with the
PCC Members and appreciated the work of Mr. LUKIN. He referred to the fact that
the citizens of Russia had been addressing the Ombudsman with human rights
problems since 2008 more than ever before. He asked about the reasons of such a
trend. He wondered whether it was caused by confidence in the office of ombudsman,
growing awareness of human rights or lack of trust in other judiciary bodies (courts
etc.) or worsening situation in the country. He asked Mr. LUKIN about the growing
number of cases from Russia addressing the European Court of Human Rights.
He also asked about the case of Mr. Magnitsky and asked about the possibilities of the
ombudsman to change the matters in such a case. He asked about the use of the
reports of the ombudsman in the State Duma and their influence.

Mr. PETERLE expressed the wish to change the paradigm in the Russian society.
He asked what Mr. LUKIN would propose as a legislative initiative to shift the
mentioned paradigm.

Mr. LUKIN answered Mr. SCHULZ's questions. He referred to the growing number
of complaints addressed to the ombudsman. Most of the complaints come from the
region of Moscow and deal with legal issues, like behaviour of judges. A lot of
complains address the judicial system as such. A common topic of complaints is
housing legislation child law. The number of complaints is also growing in the field
of political rights of individuals, infringement of electoral law and problems with
mass demonstrations regulations. Mr. LUKIN said that the institution of the
ombudsman is associated with a high level of trust within the society. Mr. LUKIN
stressed that he did not have the right to propose any legislative initiatives. In Russia
the ombudsman can only recommend. Mr. LUKIN contested some parts of law on the
Federal Security Service. He also said that there could be more place for discussion
with the Duma Members.

Ms. HAUTALA appreciated the work of the institution of the ombudsman and his
support for the work of regional ombudsmen. She asked the ombudsman about the
behaviour of the police during the demonstration of 31st May 2010. She touched upon
the issue of Beslan by asking Mr. LUKIN whether he was in favour of compensation
for victims of terrorism. She also wanted to know the position of Mr. LUKIN on the
Law against Extremism. She asked about the Jehovah witnesses' link to this law.

Mr. PALECKIS mentioned the visit of the EP delegation to Perm. He asked the
ombudsman, whether the government was not really interfering in the work of the
ombudsman. He mentioned the fact of the huge migration within the CIS and asked
about the human right of migration workers in Russia with particular attention to the
people of non-Slavic (Caucasian) appearance.
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Mr. MIRSKY asked a question to Mr. LUKIN about the case of Mr Oleg Orlov, a
known human rights activist,who accused the President of Chechnya, Mr Khadyrov,
of murder. Mr. Khadyrov sued Mr Orlov to court for defamation. Mr. Orlov was
afraid, as he was unable to prove the accusations, and therefore appealed to the EP to
protect his rights. Mr MIRSKY asked Mr LUKIN about the opinion whether
Mr. Orlov was right and what the EP should have done in the case of Mr Oleg Orlov.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN recalled the fact that he had met two regional ombudsmen in
Yekaterinburg and in Perm, both working in a very different way. He asked whether
there was some set of guidelines for regional ombudsmen. He also asked Mr. LUKIN
for advices and ideas how to help the work of the Office of Ombudsmen in the sphere
of diplomacy.

Mr. LUKIN, replied to the questions of the MEPs. He started with the demonstration
of the 31st May. He stated that he was not present at the demonstration. He underlined
that during demonstrations, in some cases the police do not treat people in a human
way. The riot police sometimes oversteps its rights. On EU-Russia cooperation,
Mr LUKIN underlined that mutual discussion is necessary among partners. He stated
that the Russians could offer the EU some examples in protection of human rights.
He mentioned that two years ago the civil public committees were formed to observe
the situation in the Russian prisons. Russia could share that experience with other
European countries. He said he was executing pressure on law enforcement bodies to
be more liberal with demonstrators also during the unauthorised demonstrations.
Mr LUKIN acknowledged that the fact that the authorities are heading towards
compromises, is promising for the future. Mr LUKIN was also referring to the highly
nationalistic demonstrations, whose participants (known as brown-shirts) decided to
cause riots, using the right to demonstrate. Mr. LUKIN asked in a philosophic way
how the police should respond against the violent gangs. However he claimed that the
peaceful demonstration should have had more room. He also expressed the wish that
people in Russia should be allowed to takie more personal initiatives to express
themselves and protect their rights. Mr. LUKIN expressed support for compensations
for the victims of the Beslan attack. The question remains who should pay the
compensation - the perpetrators or the government. Regarding the Jehovah witnesses
Mr. LUKIN said, they had not been given registration in Moscow. If their activities
do not infringe civil law, they must be respected. He mentioned the cases that children
of Jehovah witnesses were not given blood transfusions that might have been harmful
for them. He criticised that in some regions of Russia there seems to be only two
religions recognised. Such an approach goes against the law. He remains to be
committed to protect the law granting religious freedoms. He said that the courts
were guarantors of justice in Russia only in theory. However the situation in Russia in
the works of the courts is far from being perfect. The position of the ombudsman is
just an auxiliary one. He mentioned that sometimes the courts in the USSR were more
reasonable than the courts currently. In fact courts are not independent (e.g. having
financial resources from the local authorities). Unfortunately there are many unjust
rulings nowadays. Regarding migration Mr. LUKIN explained the difference between
legal and illegal migration. He stressed that the people from the North Caucasus are
Russian citizens. Another category of people are the people from small indigenous
populations having different traditions. Some of them do not take into account their
neighbours, which can create conflict situations. Unfortunately such cases lead to the
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slogans like "Russia for the Russians". Mr. LUKIN spoke about the case of
Mr. Orlov, one of the prominent human rights defenders in Russia, whom he had
known and respected. Mr. LUKIN attended the press conference after the murder of
Ms. ESTEMEROVA. Mr. ORLOV was not cautious in his expressions. It was not
wise to accuse anyone of murder without evidences. Mr. LUKIN said that
Mr. ORLOV should have had said such a statement in a more political way.
Mr. LUKIN talked to Mr. KHADYROV about the issue and asked him not to raise
the issue against Mr. ORLOV.  It would have been more generous for
Mr KADYROV not to raise the issue, however he raised it. As a result Mr. ORLOV
will suffer, but not everything he said was in fact defendable. Mr LUKIN then moved
to the issue of regional ombudsmen. There are currently fifty nine regional
ombudspersons in the country. The crucial issue remains that they are appointed
according to the regional rules and by the regional assemblies. He offered an example
that one regional ombudsman had been appointed after being fired from the customs
service. He expressed the opinion that the Federal Ombudsman should have granted
the approval of the local ombudspersons. Regarding possible help from the side of the
EP he stressed that the communication and the exchange of views were absolutely
inevitable. He asked the MEPs to be more patient and not to make their decisions only
on the basis of some single article in the newspaper. He said he was always willing to
offer as objective picture of situation as possible.

The meeting was closed by Mr. FLECKENSTEIN at 18 45.

**************

16.12. 2010:

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN opened the second day of the PCC at 9:08 and informed about
the agenda of the day.

5. Follow-up of the works of WG 2/2010 on Visa regime between Russia and
EU, environmental protection under sustainable development and civil
society in Russia

Mr. SCHULZ informed the PCC about the results of the Working Group held in
Perm. The participants met the regional ombudsman and listened to the report on
human rights and constitutional rights. He informed about the visit in the Perm36
Camp monument (a former soviet gulag). The camp is an indication of brutal
modernisation under Stalin, and its legacy should be remembered. He said that he
noted a lot of effort to build democracy in the region by bottom-up approach.

Mr. KLIMOV also informed about the visit to the Perm36 labour camp. He stressed
that the labour camp had been closed only twenty years prior to the visit.
He mentioned that Russia underwent significant changes in the last twenty years.
The civil society is developing not only in Moscow. A lot of visitors from the West
are coming to visit places like Perm36. The discussions are going on, but specifics of
Russia should be respected. He asked the Europeans for cooperation in human rights
issues. He asked not to draw results from one newspaper article only, but discuss with
the Russian partners before making statements about developments in Russia.
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Mr. DRAGANOV referred to Mr. SCHULZ welcoming developing democracy.
He stressed that there were differences in approach of various governors towards
human rights. The majority of governors care about civil society, transparency,
fighting corruption etc. Democracy cannot be divided to sovereign, developing and
other. The United Russia Party wants to follow the democratic process. The judicial
system needs to be reformed and trusted. It is a program of the opposition as well.
He noted that the question of the civil society had less attention than the question of
economics. However, politicians must discuss with civil society.

Mr. SCHULZ referred to comments of Mr. DRAGANOV and asked him about the
opinion on desirability of direct elections of the governors.

Mr. DRAGANOV replied that the current electoral system in Russia was the result of
the heritage of the 1990s, when the system was fragile. Currently the governors are
appointed after approval of the local assemblies. However, in Russia there might be
more variations of the electoral systems. Political leadership in the country will be
discussing this in near future. He hopped for development towards a liberal approach.
The quality of the candidates is the most important issue when it comes to
administering the processes in Russia. There is a dialogue going on and even non-
parliamentary parties were able to express their opinion on the main developments in
Russia.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN mentioned the German discussion about direct and indirect
elections in Germany.

Ms. OJULAND said that she regrets she could not participate in the works of the
Working Group in Perm. She appreciated the statements of President Medvedev on
the Partnership for Modernisation, especially on the fact that it is linked to the further
democratisation of Russia. She underlined that one of the most serious issues in the
upcoming year is the lack of registration of political parties which will effect the
December 2011 Duma elections. The EP is going to discuss the problem. Her political
group sees a lot of positive changes in Russia but it keeps in mind in the fact that in
human rights field Russia should be more open for discussion. For example until
November 2011, 259 civil servants were killed in the North Caucasus and 112
civilians. Such figures are striking when it comes to human rights issues. She referred
to the verdict of the ECHR that the Russian government had to pay 1.7 million Euros
to the citizens living in Chechnya due to human rights abuses.

Ms. VORONOVA appreciated the willingness of the EU to devote time to democracy
in Russia. She was mentioning the improvement of the position of the opposition non-
parliamentary parties. Free air-time is divided between the parties in the parliament.
Non-parliamentary parties are able to speak in Duma during the debates.
Such developments are happening on the regional level as well. Currently only four
percent of Russian voters have voted for political parties which are non-represented in
the Duma. However, support for non-parliamentary parties in 2010 on the local level
grew. The parliamentary opposition is more active.

Mr. GRISHANKOV commented on the question of the party registration. He stressed
that each political party had to do some job in order to be registered. He referred to
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the party Pravoe Delo (Right Thing) that was really unable to work. There are no real
problems with registration. Criteria are mentioned in the law.

Mr. MIGALSKI asked about the composition of the State Duma with 75% of MPs are
from the United Russia. He asked whether there could some connection between the
position of journalists and the fact they support this party. He said that according to
some sources in the last ten years 200-300 journalists had been killed in Russia.
He asked whether the people in Russia had good access to information.

Mr. DRAGANOV claimed that 75% of support for the United Russia was legal and
legitimate, since the party worked hard to obtain public trust. The United Russia
managed to liberalise the electoral law. New parties are welcomed. He stressed that
every death of a journalist is a tragedy. He talked about the situation in the Caucasus.
The discussion is going on, how to fully establish and guarantee peace.

Ms. DEMENTEEVA expressed happiness about the timetable for work and location
of the PCC Working Groups in spring 2011- namely Sochi and Astrakhan. She called
for more personal contacts between the PCC Members. She stressed it would be a
positive sign to broaden the geography of the contacts, due to the size and diversity of
Russia.

Mr. LISEK expressed gratitude for the declaration of the Russian Duma on the Katyn
tragedy. This was a big step in a good direction towards reconciliation between Russia
and Poland. He appealed to the State Duma to continue the work on the resolution of
the Russian-Georgian conflict. President Saakashvili showed willingness to talk with
the Russian partners. Mr. LISEK proposed a possibility of an inter-parliamentary
dialogue between Russia and Georgia. The EP would be a good venue to organise
such a meeting.

Mr. DRAGANOV said that the parliamentarians from Georgia and Russia were
meeting themselves, although not intensively. He said that he had never met such
usurper like Mr. Saakashvili in his life..

Mr. KLIMOV said that during the conflict, the Russian MPs were ready to meet with
Georgian MPs in 2008 in the EP during the war. The Georgians were not willing to
meet.

Mr. PETERLE welcomed new atmosphere between Poland and Russia. He asked the
Russian MPs what was the Russian view on the question of the electoral observers
during the upcoming parliamentary elections in Russia.

Mr. KLIMOV said that the electoral law is clear on election observation. The Council
of Europe is not criticising the electoral law. American elections are less opened than
the Russian ones. According to Mr. KLIMOV the foreign observers should be able to
monitor the elections

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN criticised the articles spread by Ms. HAUTALA the day before
claiming that the group of Russian MPs came to the PCC to persuade the EP members
on the voting of the European Parliament on a resolution of the European Parliament
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on violation of human rights issue in Russia. Mr. FLECKENSTEIN stressed that the
current meeting had been scheduled already in January 2010.

6. Follow-up of the works of WG 3/2010: The role of NATO, EU and Russia
in maintaining security and President Medvedev's plan on the
new European Security Agreement

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN underlined the need of balance between the members and
experts during the meetings.

Mr. KLIMOV stressed that security had been a key topic. Even during the last ten
years there were still conflicts in Europe - in the Caucasus and in the Balkans.
It is necessary to think over the security system in Europe. Security issues were
discussed during the meeting of the Working Group in September. The Russian
Federation is ready for such a dialogue. The Russian proposal bases on the idea of
undivided security; all the participating countries must be secured equally. Russia
proposes that new challenges must be dealt within agreement, like terrorism and
rogue-states with nuclear weapons. He stressed that it was necessary to modernise the
Helsinki agreement according to new reality. President Medvedev was speaking
during the NATO Summit on a possibility of common ABM system. If Russia were
not invited to participate in the system it would have to guarantee its own security.
Mr. KLIMOV expressed hopes for the idea of protection of the whole continent.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN appreciated the development of the relations between Russia
and NATO. The question remains on how to improve the situation and the position of
the OSCE after the unsuccessful summit in Astana.

Mr. SCHULZ agreed that the Helsinki conclusion from 1975 needed some follow-up.
He asked the opinion of the Russian participants about the poor results at the OSCE
Summit.

Mr. CHIZHOV stressed Russian delegation was not to blame for unsuccessful results
in Astana as it was prepared for major language compromises on the Action Plan.
However, one non-EU delegation opposed it. The Ambassador underlined that the
fact that the OSCE Summit took place was already a success for which the Kazakh
President NAZARBAYEV should be thanked. In theory the Summits should take
place every two years. Adoption of a political declaration was a success as well.
The Astana Summit might be a small step towards might be a step forward to enhance
security.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN confirmed that it was Georgia that did not want to agree to
a compromise at the Summit

7. Parliamentary youth exchanges

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN stressed the importance of idea of knowing and understanding
each other and working together with universities and other academic centres.
The question remains where the funding should come from. Nevertheless some events
might be prepared already for 2012.
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Mr. PETERLE supported the idea and stated that it would not be difficult to find
a sponsor. It is possible to find young parliamentarians interested in the topic.

Ms. VORONOVA welcomed the idea. An exchange programme would be very
interesting. She offered her organisational skills to help with an organisation of such
an endeavour.

Mr. DRAGANOV stressed that such an institution would be needed indeed. He said
that it would be useful to involve young scientists and representatives of small
business. Young people involved in NGOS should also participate.

Mr. TORLOPOV said that the so-called youth parliaments in the regions of Russia
were actively working. That category should participate. He touched upon the issue of
funding. He said that he did not expect the Russian Federation to financially
contribute to that activity.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN appreciated the suggestions of the participants.

8. Adoption of a joint statement

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN introduced some final changes to the joint statement.
The statement was then adopted.

After the adoption, Mr. MIGALSKI had still some remarks on the individual points of
the statement.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN asked for proposals by Mr. MIGALSKI. They were not
accepted by the PCC and the original version of the statement had been maintained.

9. Confirmation of the calendar of activities for 2011, including Working
Groups' themes

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN announced the calendar of events for 2011. The First Working
Group on common neighbourhood issues would be scheduled for March 2011 in
Brussels. The Second Working Group would discuss research and development,
economic issues and rural areas in April 2011 in Astrakhan. In May the meeting of the
Third Working Group would be devoted to sport, sport-infrastructure and youth
policy. This Working Group would take place in Sochi. The annual meeting of the
EU- Russia PCC would be scheduled for 1-2 September 2011 in Warsaw.
The calendar was then confirmed by the PCC.

10. Any other business

There was none

Mr. KLIMOV appreciated the adoption of the Statement and spoke briefly about the
achievements of 13th EU-Russia PCC.

Mr. FLECKENSTEIN closed the meeting and thanked all the participants.
*********************
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13th EU-RUSSIA PARLIAMENTARY COOPERATION COMMITTEE
MEETING

FINAL List of the Russian Delegation

State Duma Members:

Name Faction Position
1. Mr Andrey KLIMOV

PCC CO-CHAIR
United Russia Deputy Head of Committee on Foreign Affairs

2. Ms Oksana DMITRIEVA Fair Russia Member of Committee on Budget and Taxes

3. Mr Valery DRAGANOV United Russia First Deputy Head of Committee on Industry

4. Mr Mikhail GRISHANKOV United Russia First Deputy Head of Committee on Security

5. Mr Valentin KUPTSOV Communist Party Head of Committee on Nationalities Affairs

6. Mr Vladimir MEDINSKY United Russia Member of Committee on Economic Policy and Enterprise

7. Ms Klavdiya NOVIKOVA United Russia Member of Committee on Labour and Social Policy

8. Mr Valery SELEZNEV Liberal-Democratic
Party

Member of Committee on Property

9. Ms Tatyana VORONOVA United Russia Member of Committee on Foreign Affairs

10. Mr Sergey ZHELEZNYAK United Russia Member of Committee on Economic Policy and Enterprise

Accompanying Persons:
11. Mr Gleb RESHETNIKOV Sector Head, International Cooperation Department, State Duma

12. Mrs Evgenia KISTENEVA Assistant to Mr Klimov

Federation Council Members:

Name Region Position
13. Mr Gennady GORBUNOV Astrakhan Region Head of Committee on Agrarian Policy and Fisheries

14. Mr Vladimir TORLOPOV Republic of Comi Deputy Head of Committee on Northern Territories and
Indigenous Minorities Issues

15. Mr Alexander MATVEEV Republic of  Sakha
(Yakutiya)

Head of Committee on Northern Territories and
Indigenous Minorities Issues

16. Ms Natalia DEMENTEEVA Mariy El Republic Member of Commission on Information Policy

Accompanying Persons:
17. Mr Kirill MANGUSH Counsellor of Committee on Foreign Affairs, Federation Council

18. Mr Nikolay DANKOV Senior Expert of Foreign Affairs Department
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Human Rights Ombudsman of the Russian Federation:

19. Mr Vladimir LUKIN Ombudsman of the Russian Federation

20. Advisor to Mr Lukin

Experts:
21. Mr Dmitry ANDRIANOV General Director, IT Company "PROGNOZ"

22. Mr Alexander VASILENKO Head of PR Department "LUKOIL"

23. Mr Oleg RUMYANTSEV President,  Foundation For Constitutional Reforms

24. Mr Sergey SHILOV Head of Foreign-Economic Relations Department, Ministry of Industry and Trade

25. Mr Vladislav DRAGANOV Assistant to Mr. Valery Draganov

26. Mr Gagik MEGRABYAN Commercial Director, JSC "Alexandrovskiy mashinery factory"

27. Mr Gevorg MEGRABYAN Chairman of Board of Directors JSC  "Alexandrovskiy mashinery factory"

28. Mr Ivan PROSTAKOV Trade Representative of the Russian Federation in Paris

Ministry of Foreign Affairs:
29. Ms Tatyana DOVGALENKO Consellor, Department of European Cooperation

30. Mr Dmitry OLISOV Second Secretary, Department of European Cooperation

Mission of Russia to the European Union:
31. H.E. Mr. Vladimir CHIZHOV Ambassador, Permanent Representative of the Russian Federation to the

European Union
32. Mr. Nikolay REVENKO Deputy Permanent Representative, Permanent Mission of the Russian

Federation to the European Union
33. Mr. Alexander KHLOPIYANOV First secretary, Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the European

Union
34. Mr Viktor TERESHENKO Third secretary, Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the European

Union

_______
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