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The EU-Russian Parliamentary Cooperation Committee (PCC) 14th meeting opened on
19 September 2011 at 14h36 under the co-chairmanship of Mr Knut FLECKENSTEIN and
Mr Andrey KLIMOV.

1. Adoption of draft agenda (PE 467.621)

Mr FLECKENSTEIN proposed to change the order of points and to deal with points 4 and 8
on the second day of the PCC meeting.

The PCC adopted the agenda with the modifications proposed.

2. Approval of minutes of the 13th meeting of the EU-Russia PCC on 15-16 December
2010 in Strasbourg (PE 467.623)

The minutes were approved as tabled.

3. Two decades after the fall of the Berlin Wall: impacts for the region, the European
Union and the Russian Federation.

Mr HALICKI, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Polish Sejm, presented the
apologies of the Marshal of the Sejm Mr Schetyna, and informed the Members that Poland
was in the middle of the parliamentary electoral campaign. He noted that the meeting was
important in the context of the strategic partnership EU-Russia and hoped that it would also
serve the scope of reinforcing the relations between the Polish Sejm and the Russian Duma.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN addressed his gratitude to the Polish authorities and in particular to the
Marshal of the Sejm for having made it possible to hold the meeting in their premises. He also
thanked the Polish MEPs who had assisted in the contacts with the Sejm and to President
Schulz and Mr Pittella who made the decision of the Conference of Presidents to authorize the
PCC to meet in Warsaw possible. As a German MEP, it was very meaningful for him to co-
chair the meeting in Warsaw. In the last two decades, Europe had not only changed because
of the reunification of Germany but also because of reunification with its Eastern neighbours.
After the events of 1989, new interest had appeared for the European project, and by now the
European Union has become a real political entity. However, the EU is currently confronted
with a serious economic crisis and with some attempts to limit the scope of its action. He
thought, though, that in no way economic and social contacts between citizens of the EU and
citizens of the neighbouring countries should be limited, which includes Russia. The EU has
not always been an easy partner for Russia and sometimes there has been lack of common
language, but there was a common responsibility for the future. Without good relations
between Poland and Russia, it would be difficult to have good relations between the EU and
Russia. The next elections, in Poland in October and in December in Russia, would hopefully
help to reinforce Poland-Russia and EU-Russia relations.
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Mr KLIMOV noted that the fall of the Berlin Wall had resulted in the enlargement of the
European Union and had provoked the emerging of a new Russia. But the last two decades
had also seen the effects of globalization, which results in the EU and Russia having currently
more in common than in the past, in particular sharing the economic crisis. In the framework
of the BRICS, there were discussions on how the Member States could overcome the
economic crisis, an issue which nobody could have imagined twenty years before. On the
other hand, the EU and Russia were currently separated by a new barrier, the Schengen “wall”
which should be abolished as well, by disbanding the current visa regime. The Co-Chair
mentioned that Russia had some remarks on the way elections were organized in some EU
Member States and, for itself; Russia was willing to improve elections, which would be more
open to the will of the citizens. He mentioned the importance of the dialogue on the
Partnership for Modernization. In every case, he underlined, Russia wanted to have a
successful partnership with the EU.

Mr POMIANOWSKI, representing the Polish Presidency of the Council of the EU, and
addressing the PCC on behalf of VP/High Representative Catherine Ashton, stressed that
holding the PCC in Warsaw was very meaningful for Poland. The events taking place in
Europe twenty years before had been vital for self-determination and human rights. He
wanted to pay tribute to all who courageously helped bringing the iron curtain era to an end.
As a result, all the countries previously belonging to the Soviet Union had chosen
independence and freedom from the Communist rule, starting with Russia itself. The EU tried
to facilitate that process, with the TACIS programme worth 2.6 billion Euros. Some Central
and Eastern European countries had chosen to apply for membership in the EU and in NATO
and had been obliged to undergo difficult reforms to fulfil the required standards. At present,
the EU and Russia were conducting dialogue on the basis of their Partnership for
Modernisation. Today the EU was the first Russia’s trade partner, while Russia was the EU’s
third trade partner. The next steps would be Russia’s accession to the WTO and OECD, for
which the EU should not spare any effort to help. Mr Pomianowski stated that he expected to
see developments in all important sectors of the EU-Russia reactions: visa dialogue,
Partnership for Modernisation, WTO accession and local border traffic. On Russian
parliamentary and presidential elections, he stressed that the OSCE/ODIHR requirements and
party registration restrictions had been high on the agenda of the last EU-Russia Summit and
insisted that Russia should respect the ODIHR requirements, as this organization conducts
professional election observations in more than 50 countries and Russia is a member of it. The
EU hoped Russia would honour its commitments.

HE Mr ALEXEEV, Russian Ambassador to Poland, posed the questions on how best to move
forward in the EU-Russia dialogue and how to develop the security dialogue and define the
role of the players on the international scene. The EU and Russia are confronted to common
challenges: terrorism, diseases, proliferation of arms of mass-destruction, where solutions can
only be found by working together. On the electoral area, ODIHR was an important part of
the OSCE but had no “dictatorial” powers and there was a need to establish clear rules.

Mr NITRAS noted that ODIHR had obviously also observed elections in Poland. He hoped
that Russia would invite ODIHR in due course and reminded one of the previous elections in
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Belarus, when the authorities of the country invited ODIHR and he himself had been an
observer.

Mr KOZLOVSKY was pleased to take part for the first time in the works of the PCC.
He remembered, having been himself in Berlin the day of the fall of the wall, the feelings of
euphoria which were evident among the people. He mentioned that, since 1988, when he had
become an MP, he had tried to participate in as many election observation exercises as
possible.
He regretted that OSCE/ODIHR missions are politicised and are criticized by the Russian side
because there is no clarity on the criteria applied on the choice of ODIHR experts and no
transparent procedure on the origin of the money for paying these experts. He had therefore
lost his interest for observing OSCE elections, as one could be sure from the very beginning
which state would organize “superb” elections and which would not. In the case of the
forthcoming Russian parliamentary elections, he wondered why ODIHR wanted to send 200
long-term observers, a number he considered exaggerated.

Mr SCHULZ said that if Russia would prefer not to have observers during the elections,
observers should not go, but at the end of the day, this would be create a dangerous situation
which could turn against Russia itself.

Mr PETERLE reminded that twenty years before the two sides of Europe were not only
different but were also divided, whilst today they are only “different”.

5. Follow-up of the works of the Working Group 1/2011 on common neighbourhood
issues and policies

- exchange of views with Mr Schulz and Mr Klimov

Mr SCHULZ introduced the topic reminding that, as Mr Klimov had underlined, Russia
clearly did not want to become a member of the EU, which made the biggest difference
between Russia and the EU Eastern Partners. Therefore, the goal of the relations with the EU
was a kind of partnership with enhanced cooperation. On the other hand, some of the former
republics of the Soviet Union, which became sovereign states, had the aspiration to become
EU Members; one of the clearest examples was Moldova, with which the EU was actively
conducting negotiations for an association agreement. He mentioned the examples of Ukraine
and Georgia, who also want to become members of the EU.

Mr KLIMOV reminded everyone that the PCC had started, in December 2010, to discuss
relations of the EU and of Russia with, amongst others, the countries of North Africa, Russia's
main priority is the stability and security of its borders and would not want to end up in a
situation similar to that of North Africa. Regarding Belarus, Russia did not have any plan on
the change of regime in that country, but simply considered Belarus a neighbouring country
and intended to respect the will of its people. Concerning the South Caucasus and the regional
conflicts there where, according to some, Russia is playing a decisive role, he said that, after
all, the EU should first consider the conflicts taking place in the Balkans in the last twenty
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years, and the military actions of NATO involved in the resolution of them. All these facts
had taken place far away from Russia. Russia was definitely neither against the EU nor
against accession to the EU by those European countries who wanted to do so. It should be up
to the peoples of the respective countries to decide. This is also the case for the possible
accession of Ukraine to the Custom Union with Russia, Belarus and Kazakhstan. He thought
such steps should be made if they are advantageous for the people who live and work in the
concerned countries. He also noted that cooperating with a country does not automatically
contradict cooperating with another country.

Mr SCHULZ mentioned the signing of the Ukrainian gas contract with Russia by former
Prime Minister Tymoshenko and thus the role of Russia in the current conflict in Ukraine.

Mr KLIMOV noted that the contract had been signed a long time before the Ukrainian
elections, therefore the issue had currently been manipulated; according with his information,
Yulia Tymoshenko had indeed the authority for signing that gas contract with Russia, as,
should that not be the case, the Russian MFA, would not have allowed the Russian side to
sign with an unauthorized person.

6. Follow-up of the works of WG 2/2011 on Science and Research cooperation, rural
development, and environmental protection

- exchange of views with Mr Fleckenstein and Mr Gorbunov

Mr FLECKENSTEIN noted that economic and regional developments were also discussed
during that Working Group meeting. The WG concluded that, in the case of regional
development and protection of the environment, the “one size fits all” formula can definitely
not be applied: there is a need for specific approach for each region, both in Russia and in the
EU. The debates of the WG had been enriched by the presence of Ms Krehl, MEP, who is an
expert in agricultural matters.

Mr GIEREK confirmed that the Group had fruitfully discussed agriculture, regional
development, the protection of the environment but also, somehow, the policies for the small
and medium size enterprises and the energy policy. Russia had a great potential but the
question remaining open was whether there had been any progress or not. Concerning
environmental protection, he considered that, at least judging from the visit to the oil
platform, a very up-to-date infrastructure was in place, which was certainly welcomed.

7. Follow-up of the works of WG 3/2011 on sport, sport infrastructure and youth
policies

- exchange of views with Mr Peterle and Mr Klimov

Mr KLIMOV reported that the visit to Sochi had been particularly rich, as the organizers
wanted to show a lot of infrastructure to the members of the Group. He noted that from this
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visit one could understand the importance of sport and of youth for the Russian Federation.
The WG had also been addressed by some young speakers, and the issue of visa regime had
also come up. In this respect, the idea of abolishing visa requirements for young people born
after 1989 had again been elaborated.

Ms NICOLAI confirmed that she had also found very useful the visit to Sochi and thus she
wanted to submit an amendment to the draft Joint Statement: on paragraph 15, where she
proposed to include a sentence encouraging young people-to-young people exchanges
between the EU and Russia, in order to nurture interest for democracy and mutual friendship,
as well as partnership.

9. Adoption of a joint statement

Mr FLECKENSTEIN announced that some Members of the PCC had the intention to put
forward further amendments to the text.

Mr KLIMOV noted that the PCC had acquired a certain degree of experience in drafting
similar documents. He said that, initially, he would have preferred to adopt a short and clear
statement but, nevertheless, the draft which was currently on the table could be agreed upon.
He recognized that he could not impede the EP delegation to have their own discussion but
insisted, for the future, that these discussions should take place in advance of the meeting. In
fact, as in the Russian Delegation there was some member who did not understand English,
introducing now some new amendments in English would cause a lose of time and he would
not himself be able to guarantee that the Russian Delegation would definitely find an
agreement.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN reminded that the draft was indeed available but two Members of the
European Parliament who had not been able to attend the preliminary negotiations on the text
now wanted to put forward their proposals and, for the EP Delegation, it was necessary to
look into those proposals to see whether they would be interesting.

Ms NICOLAI took the floor to announce amendments on behalf of her political group.

The first working session of the PCC was closed at 18:32

* * *

The second working session of the PCC was opened by Mr Fleckenstein on 20 September
2011 at 8:52.

9. Adoption of a joint statement (continuation)
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Mr FLECKENSTEIN announced that, despite the fact that further amendments had been
introduced by some Members of the PCC in the evening of 19 September, the majority was of
the idea to maintain the statement as it was in the original draft. He then asked those in favour
to show their hands.

Mr MIGALSKI observed that, apparently, his political group in the European Parliament, the
ECR, had not been able to contribute to shaping the draft joint statement. Therefore, he
announced he would vote against the text.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN put the draft joint statement to the vote, and then declared it adopted by
majority. He also invited Mr Migalski to further discuss with the advisors of his group in
order to find a better way to contribute to the shaping of similar documents in the future.

4. Exchange of views on the special status of Kaliningrad region in the EU visa policy

Mr FLECKENSTEIN welcomed the Governor of the Kaliningrad region, Mr Tsukanov, and
gave him the floor.

Mr TSUKANOV observed that due to the geographical position of Kaliningrad, the visa
regime is particularly important for its citizens and workers. In general, Russia was already
working towards the obtaining a visa free regime with the EU. Kaliningrad could be the
starting point for a future EU-Russia visa-free regime. Reciprocally, a visa-free regime for
citizens of the EU wanting to travel to Kaliningrad would be established: this would make a
real difference in terms of investment and economic development, industry, tourism and
cultural relations. The existence of visa requirements in Kaliningrad, as part of the macro-
Baltic region, constitutes a handicap for the region. In the future, the authorities of
Kaliningrad want to facilitate the introduction of “touristic routes” and have real competition
with the other countries of the Baltic area. He thought that special programs for border
cooperation would be necessary with Poland and Lithuania. Kaliningrad would be divided in
different economic zones. At the same time, he expressed the hope that, with due respect to
the EU regulations managed by the Commission, the Polish-Russian agreement on border
cooperation would be signed soon. In the longer term, the visa-free regime should also
function for the citizens of Russia.

Ms ORGEEVA, Speaker of the Kaliningrad regional Parliament, thanked the PCC for giving
her the possibility to intervene in the debate and for their interest in the Kaliningrad region. In
her opinion, Russia had been clear in its purpose to maintaining good relations with the
European Union. The participation of Poland and Lithuania in the Schengen system had
complicated things for Kaliningrad, for example in the field of tourism. The Kaliningrad
citizens who have relatives in Belarus or in Ukraine have to apply for a Schengen visa just for
transiting before visiting their relatives. There is also an increase of traffic at the border of
Kaliningrad.

Mr PULCH, Head of Russia Division in the European External Action Service, stressed that
the situation of Kaliningrad is special because it is an enclave in the EU which appeared after
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the EU enlargement of 2004. He then explained the EU's understanding of the local border
traffic regime.

Ms OJULAND noted that visa free had also an important emotional meaning, and reminded
of her own emotions when visa-free movement was at last granted to Estonian citizens.

Mr GIEREK asked whether, on the Polish side, the cities of Gdańsk, Sopot and Gdynia will
be included in the local traffic regime, as that was a very important area for cultural and
economic relations.

Mr SCHULZ reminded that there were still some military barriers in Kaliningrad which in
practice impeded tourism to develop. Only 1% of the Kaliningrad GDP actually came from
tourism, and this was a shame, in his opinion, as the region has a big potential.

Mr TSUKANOV reminded that President Medvedev in his recent visit to Kaliningrad had
mentioned the aspect of tourism. He noted that it should be possible to facilitate the access of
EU yachts to Kaliningrad waters, as currently only Russian yachts used to arrive there.
Tourism traffic was to be facilitated by all means and, as the Governor indicated, the
competent authorities were already looking into the way to change their entry procedure.

Mr PULCH mentioned that Poland had already local border traffic regimes with Ukraine and
Belarus. When the EU, in 2006, had adopted its Regulation, it had indeed tried to resolve the
various situations observed in some central and Eastern Member States after the enlargement
of 2004. On the potential local border traffic regime between Poland and Kaliningrad, in its
two territorial dimensions, discussions were ongoing in the EU, at the level of the Member
States and included the delicate aspects of exemption from the ordinary regime.

Mr NITRAS said that, for Poland, improving relations with its non-EU neighbours was really
a very demanding enterprise, not only from the point of view of foreign affairs but also from
the administrative point of view.

Mr SCHULZ asked why Russia, despite renaming a number of its cities did not apply this
procedure to Kaliningrad, knowing that Kalinin had been one of the closest associates of
Stalin.

Mr TSUKANOV answered that a discussion on that name had taken place in Kaliningrad, and
a referendum had been organized. In his view, many young people were very interested in the
history of Kaliningrad and probably that issue would be resolved in the future. He thought
that the name issue was really not the core problem and said that people would also be open to
take back the old German name of Königsberg, although this would not resolve all the
problems. He stressed that the economic relations were those to be discussed.

HE Mr CHIZHOV, Russian Ambassador to the EU, replying to the question of Mr Gierek,
confirmed that the city of Gdansk and the others which had been mentioned would be
included in the local border traffic regime. He was disappointed that, from the Lithuanian
side, there was so far not the same enthusiasm for achieving an agreement similar to the one
proposed with Poland, and expressed the hope that the European Parliament would adequately
lobby for that. Coming to Mr Schulz’s question, the Ambassador said that also in Brussels
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there were sometimes heated debates on the names of places, also due to the two different
languages used in the city. He considered that, for Kaliningrad, one could also opt for the old
Polish name of Kaliningrad: Królewiec

8.  Exchange of views on parliamentary election standards in the EU and in Russia in
the presence of representatives of the OSCE/ODIHR Office in Warsaw and the Russian
Central Electoral Committee

Ms MARTIN-ROZUMILOVIC, representative of the OSCE/ODIHR Election Department,
noted that, on the forthcoming Russian parliamentary elections of 4 December, ODIHR had
published on 14 September its pre-election assessment report. The report followed a visit by
an expert team in the middle of August, and is based on a rich series of meetings and findings,
including discussions with the Chairman of the Russian Central Electoral Commission Mr
Churov. The report had the format of a list of recommendations and included the hypothesis
of an Election Observation Mission. The experts concluded that the legal framework could,
potentially, provide an adequate framework for democratic elections but, according to
ODIHR interlocutors, it is not consistently implemented and is quite complex to be
understood. ODIHR also noted that the legal framework had changed partially since the last
observation of elections in 2003-2004. The level of confidence towards the Central Electoral
Commission was good but, on the other hand, it was lower towards the local electoral
commissions which, sometimes, were perceived as acting in the interest of the local
authorities who had appointed their members. There were particular concerns regarding the
level playing field, a point on which Russia had made a commitment to respect the 1990
Copenhagen standards: the registration process of 7 parties admitted had been discussed, but
also the denial of registration of an opposition group, and the method for collecting
signatures, which had been judged too cumbersome. With regard to the media, there had been
discussions on the property of some media, the use of public media, the defamation law-
suites, and the possibility, for some opposition parties, to make use of the media especially
during the campaign. Given all the findings of the report, the expert team had recommended
deployment of a full-scale election observation mission, composed of 60 long-term and 200
short-term observers, starting 6 weeks prior to election day, in conformity with the ODIHR
Handbook, and until two weeks after election day, to follow complaints and appeals and the
establishment of results.

Mr SHAPIEV, representative of the Russian Central Electoral Commission, gave an oversight
of the standards applicable in the Russian Federation. All Federal bodies are committed to the
fairness of the elections. In his opinion, Russian legislation was perfectly in line with the
OSCE requirements. Following election observations in 2004 and 2007, there were legislative
initiatives to improve the Russian framework. For example, one of the improvements was the
introduction of the possibility, for parties getting at least 5%, to obtain one mandate, even if
the general threshold is 7%. There has also been a strengthening of pre-electoral rights,
whereby all political parties have the same rights during the campaign. There were also
legislative improvements concerning the right to obtain information on the activities of the
major political parties represented in the Duma. He announced that the electoral campaign
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had already started and the media would play an important role in it. He listed those parties
and noted that some of them had been actively criticizing the current Russian leadership.
There would be TV debates and fair air time for all of them. There had also been a change in
the signature collection process. In his opinion, there was no doubt that parliamentary
elections in December and Presidential elections in March 2012 would be held fully in line
with international standards. Russia was committed to welcome observers, but one should not
think that Russia was only concerned by its image on the occasion of elections. The speaker
underlined that not only OSCE observes elections, but also PACE, as well as the Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation and the CIS. The CIS relevant bodies have prepared a new set of
recommendations for international observers, which he had himself read in detail and found
very complete. He noted that Russian representatives took also part in election observation
exercises. Concerning relations with the EU, he admitted the election observation was a
problematic issue for discussion. Election observation was an important instrument for
promoting stability, security and human rights. The evident disagreement between the CIS
representatives and those of the EU is mainly, as President Medvedev has observed in a recent
meeting in Tajikistan, the result of the fact that election observation delegations are often too
large and that OSCE/ODIHR observers have often a politicized approach. Moreover, they
tend to apply double standards. Russia is committed to respect its international obligations, be
them from the OSCE/ODIHR, the Council of Europe or the CIS. Russia has enough
experience in organizing democratic elections and does not need long-term observers. Only
those organizations in which Russia plays an active role will receive invitations. Election
observation missions need to have clear basis in place, to be established through mutual
cooperation. Russian elections are sovereign in nature and they are organized for Russian
citizens and not for international observers. The latter have to always bear in mind the
Russian legislation in force.

Ms OJULAND noted that, very likely, the European Parliament would not be invited to
observe elections in Russia, as the Russian Federation would only invite those organizations
in which it plays an active role. Nevertheless, she invited the Russian authorities, as Russia
was a member of the OSCE, to re-consider their decision not to admit long-term observation
missions. She stressed that elections are only judged on the basis of their democratic character
and expressed doubts whether the current Russian attitude would help to improve the image
of the country. She then enquired about the problems encountered during the registration
process for one of the main opposition political parties. She reminded the participants that the
EP had adopted, in July, a resolution at a vast majority expressing preoccupation for the
current limitations imposed in Russia to the political freedoms, including the hurdles of the
party registration process.

Mr KOZLOVSKY invited the EP Members to consider the huge steps which had been taken
towards democratization in Russia. He said that one would be blind not to see that. After
discussing the issue many times with CIS representatives, he was convinced that the main
problem was the fact that ODIHR did not want to unveil their criteria for judging elections.

Mr NITRAS stated that, listening to Mr Kozlovsky’s intervention, he had really understood to
what extent Russian elections’ observation was important.
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Mr SCHULZ underlined that the fairness of elections was a real problem for Russia, where
not everything was in order. President Medvedev had himself stated in his speech on
modernization that he was in favour of a multi-party system with fair competition. He
mentioned the cases of Mr Kassyanov’s party and the case of “Parnas” which were currently
examined by the European Court on Human Rights and which clearly showed that there was
no guarantee for democratic elections in Russia. Even the domestic NGO Golos, who was
specialized in election monitoring, had told the MEPs that they were not able to observe
freely the electoral process. He stressed that no progress towards modernization of the country
would be possible without political modernization.

Mr KLIMOV stressed that the PCC should focus its discussions on common standards
between the EU and Russia, and on better understanding how ODIHR could produce useful
documents for both parties, and how ODIHR could become more transparent. Russia had
established the use of organizing “primaries”, as a kind of open door days where people could
come and meet candidates, as well as questioning them. He had himself been attending some
fifteen meetings of that kind, and found them very useful. In conclusions, he mentioned that
democracy existed and was improving in Russia, and that of course one should not take the
worst people as symbols or examples.

Ms MARTIN-ROZUMILOVIC stressed that, when discussing about the role of the OSCE, as
an Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, the meaning of “security” should not
only be considered from the political or military point of view, but very much from the
“human” one. OSCE was an Institution participating in the effort of channelling different
points of views and political demonstrations into democratic institutions rather than into a
violent reaction. The OSCE methodology was approved by the participating States in 1994. In
that year, the OSCE tasked ODIHR with producing a methodology for election observation,
which was indeed made available in 1996, then revised and continuously updated. But, after
all, election observation is not made by the OSCE/ODIHR, but by the Participating States,
who second short- and long-term observers. In each election observation, there are also
observers from the country where elections are held, to increase trust in the process. ODIHR
facilitates the organization.  The needs-assessment missions of the ODIHR have a very clear
role, in particular to evaluate the atmosphere and the trust of people in the country’s
Institutions. The number of observers to be sent has also a justification in the degree of ability
of a country to take care of the grievances of which people could remain victim. ODIHR
limits itself to recruiting a small core group of experts. This is done through a transparent
process for each election observation via a call for applications.

Mr SHAPIEV repeated that double standards seemed to be applied by OSCE/ODIHR and
that, concerning domestic and international observers, they benefitted of the same status in
Russia. Russia used to appoint thousands of national observers, from all parties of the political
spectrum, and there was also a high degree of respect for the hundreds international observers
deployed. He concluded by saying that promoting and applying international standards would
help the EU and Russia to mutually better understand each other.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN, as concluding remark, said that the PCC discussed a very wide range
of issues in this two day meeting: on some of them, there was a broad consensus among
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Members;
on others, the PCC would need to continue its discussion. He noted that, personally, he had
found extremely interesting the discussion on history. He expressed his thanks to the Polish
hosts of the meeting, in particular the Polish Sejm and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

10. Confirmation of the calendar of activities for 2012

The calendar was adopted as tabled.

11. Any other business

There was none.

12. Date and place of next meeting

The next PCC meeting will take place on 12 and 13 December 2012 in Strasbourg.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN and Mr KLIMOV invited participants to attend a press conference,
which would take place after a short break, and closed the meeting at 12:40.
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Secretariat of the Political Groups:

Mr Alfredo SOUSA DE JESUS Political Advisor, EPP
Mr Ciprian MATEI Political Advisor, S&D
Mr Rune GLASBERG Political Advisor, ALDE
Mr Maciej PREIDL Political Advisor, ECR
Mr Balázs MOLNÁR Political Advisor, NI

European External Action Service:

Mr Michael PULCH Head of Division for Russia

EP Information Office, Poland:

Mr Jacek SAFUTA Head of EPIO in Poland
Mr Dominik KRAKOWIAK Public Relations Officer
(Presidency)
Mr Heikki Samuli SEPPÄNEN
Mr Piotr WOLSKI

Interpreters  (DE/EN/PL/RU):

Ms Louise MAYER (team leader)
Ms Claudia KRUEGER
Ms Anne FORDER
Ms Helena BAYLISS
Ms Teresa Magdalena POTOCZNA
Mr Andrew KINLEY
Mr Jan KROTKI
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FINAL List of Russian participants

State Duma Members:

Name Faction Position

1. Mr Andrey KLIMOV

PCC CO-CHAIR

United Russia Deputy Head of Committee on Foreign Affairs

2. Mr Alexander KOZLOVSKY United Russia First Deputy of Committee on CIS Affairs

3. Ms Natalia BURYKINA United Russia Member of Committee on Budget and Taxes

Accompanying Persons:

4. Mr Gleb RESHETNIKOV Sector Head, International Cooperation Department, State Duma

Federation Council Members:

Name Region Position

5. Mr Gennady GORBUNOV Astrakhan Region Chairman of Committee on Agrarian Policy and Fisheries

6. Mr Akhmed PALANKOEV Ingushetiya
Republic

Member of Committee on Foreign Affairs

7. Mr Alexander MATVEEV Yakutia Republic Chairman of Committee on High North

8. Mr Alexey CHERNYSHEV Astrakhan Region Deputy Chairman of Committee on Agrarian Policy and
Fisheries

Accompanying Persons:

9. Mr Kirill MANGUSH Counselor of Foreign Affairs Department, Federation Council
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Mission of the Russian Federation to the European Union:

10. H.E. Mr. Vladimir CHIZHOV Ambassador, Permanent Representative of the Russian Federation to the
European Union

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

Embassy of the Russian Federation in the Republic of Poland:

12. H.E. Mr Alexander ALEXEEV Ambassador of Russia in Poland

Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs:

13. Mr Vladimir SEDYH Deputy Director, European Department

14. Ms Tatyana DOVGALENKO Head of Unit, Department of European Cooperation

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

Representatives of the Kaliningrad region:

16. Mr Nikolay TSUKANOV Governor of Kaliningrad Region

17. Ms Marina ORGEEVA Speaker of the Duma of Kaliningrad Region

Russian Central Electoral Commission:

18. Mr Siyabshakh SHAPIEV Member of the Central Election Commission of the Russian Federation

________
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List of Polish guests and representatives of international institutions based in Poland:

Polish Sejm:

1. Mr Andrzej HALICKI Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee

Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs:

2. Mr Jerzy POMIANOWSKI Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland

ODIHR:

3. Ms Edyta MARTIN-
ROZUMILOWICZ

Head of Election Department


