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The EU-Russian Parliamentary Cooperation Committee (PCC) 15th meeting opened on 21
January 2013 at 15h00 under the co-chairmanship of Mr Knut FLECKENSTEIN and Mr
Sergey ZHELEZNYAK.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN welcomed the PCC participants and the invited guests: Mr De La Peña,
Managing Director of the EEAS for Europe and Central Asia (including Russia), and Mr
Mangush, Adviser in the International Cooperation Department and member of the Russian
Delegation. The Chair welcomed also Ambassador Chizhov, Permanent Representative of the
Russian Federation to the EU, a regular guest in the PCC meetings. He hoped that despite the
unfavourable economic context, relations between the Russian and European parliaments
would be reinforced. He noticed efforts made by both sides; negotiations on the new
partnership and cooperation agreement have been launched four years earlier but
unfortunately in the last months there has been no tangible progress. He underlined that
Russia is the EU's largest trading partner, and it is the third largest trading partner of the latter.
The EU promoted Russia's accession to the WTO in order to strengthen common trading
relations and to increase investments in Russia. Mr Fleckenstein underlined the fact that aside
from trade and external security issues, the EU-Russia partnership should be also based on a
common visa travel policy. The visa facilitation agreement was already prepared and could be
signed by the end of the year. The Chair criticised the new Russian legislation on the NGO's
registration and on the right to demonstrate.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK underlined the importance of the energy, security and legislative issues
for the future of the voters and noticed that the discussion between deputies should be more
focused that the one of diplomats or experts. Better integration between Russia and the EU
should aim at development of the civil society and include culture and education, economic
reality as well as international security issues. Mr Zheleznyak urged the authorities of EU
Members States and Russia to consolidate efforts in dealing with aftermath of catastrophes.
He was satisfied about the fact that the discussions take place not only in the capitals, but also
in cities like Saint Petersburg, Kaliningrad and Novy Urengoy (on the energy issues). As far
as the legislative regulation is concerned, Members of Parliament should support more
horizontal relations between academies, youth society and companies aiming at mutually
beneficial development.

1. Adoption of draft agenda (PE 495.731)

Mr FLECKENSTEIN proposed to discuss point 6 of the agenda on the first day of the PCC
meeting and point 5 of the agenda on the second day. He regretted that he had to leave the
PCC meeting before the end and announced that Deputy Chair Schulz would take over his
seat.
With the following modifications the agenda has been adopted.

2. Approval of draft Minutes of the 14th EU-Russia PCC Meeting on 19-20 September
2011 in Warsaw (PE 495.732)
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The minutes were adopted as tabled.

3. State of play of EU-Russia relations and follow-up of the EU-Russia Summit
Introductory statements by:

- the Co-Chairmen of the PCC
- the representative of the Office of the High Representative of the European

Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy / Vice-President of the
European    Commission
- the Russian Mission to the EU on behalf of the Russian government

Mr DE LA PEÑA expressed his gratitude for the invitation to the meeting of the EU-Russia
PCC. He gave an outlook on the latest EU-Russia summit and the planned visit of the EU
Commissioners to Moscow. According to Mr De la Pena in 2011, the EU-Russia cooperation
has improved as to Russia's accession to the WTO, aviation legislation, visa dialog and
partnership for modernisation. Mr De La Peña stated that a common effort was visible at the
last summit of 21December 2012, however he urged Russia to respect human rights, rule of
law and democratic principles, and to implement the international commitments linked to
WTO accession. He expressed his hope for progress in the negotiations on the Association
Agreement (including trade, investments and energy). He noted that, according to the recent
progress report, 25 EU member states have concluded the Partnership for Modernisation with
Russia reinforcing the overall EU-Russia partnership in the following areas: satellite
cooperation, civil protection and consumer policy. The summit also declared 2014 the EU-
Russia Year of Science.
Mr De La Peña underlined that the membership in the Eurasian Economic Union should be
based on the respect of the countries' autonomy and showed his readiness to work with the
newly created Eurasian Economic Commission on technical norms and standards. High on the
agenda of the summit were also foreign issues: regional developments in North Africa and the
Middle East, Iranian Nuclear Programme and Syria, the Common Neighbourhood and
Western Balkans.

HE Mr CHIZHOV presented the 15 year experience of the EU-Russia cooperation as the
result of political maturity, a sign of a comprehensive communication and mutual trust. He
supported the visa -free agreement negotiations and agreed with Mr De La Peña's description
of the EU- Russia relations. Mr Chizhov underlined that 50% of the Russian exports goes to
the EU. As a consequence of Russia's WTO membership, Mr Chizhov expected the EU to
reduce trade restrictions and dumping practices in order to deepen the relations. He noticed
with satisfaction that the prospect of the Eurasian Economic Union would be discussed by one
of the upcoming Working Groups of the PCC. He assured that there was no contradiction in
deepening the economic integration and building common EU-Russia relations. He stressed
that the Eurasian Union would be based on both the WTO and the European standards. Mr
Chizhov invited the Russian and the European Members to work on better mutual
understanding of political issues. He denounced the existing of the artificial barriers and the
phobias of the Cold War still being promoted by some politicians.
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Mr ZHELEZNYAK welcomed the encouragements to change Russian legislation, but
rejected the European criticism which he con siders as an attack on the Russian sovereignty, a
disregard of mutual respect and of international law and a lack of respect towards the
electorate.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN responded that the legislation adjustment was necessary to achieve
common objectives, for instance in the framework of the Partnership for the Modernisation.
Specific problems such as corruption need specific measures.

Apart from common interests, Mr SCHULZ proposed to discuss common duties that stem
from the membership in the UN, the G 20, the Council of Europe and in the OSCE. Different
interpretations of these obligations could lead to different views on human rights and other
values.. According to Mr Schulz, the Duma should be more involved in the release of the
Pussy Riot's members who are mothers with small children. He was also surprised by the
political response to the demonstrations which took place in Russia one year before.
Mr FLECKENSTEIN asked Mr Chizhov for the explanation why the process of the visa
liberalisation was blocked and for clarification on the difficulties in achieving the visa free
regime.

Mr VASILENKO proposed to discuss the visa regime issue as a separate item. He suggested
that before comparing the European and Russian legislations, one should first define political
values, the basic human rights and how they were perceived. For instance, a recent discussion
about gay marriage also raises the question of common values. He responded to Mr Schulz's
suggestion to include more empathy towards citizens in the parliamentary work suggesting
that after the Lisbon treaty came into force new parliamentary elections should have been
expected. He affirmed that the Russian authorities did have empathy towards their citizens
and reminded the case of a Russian citizen, who committed suicide while being held in
custody, which is being clarified.

Ms PLETNEVA affirmed that currently Russia was changing and that the President's role was
very complex: he was modernising the country, but without ignoring the opinion of the
critical West, and trying to reconcile different views. She stated that different forms of
democracy existed and that imposing one of its forms could never work. In her opinion, some
African countries have already regretted following of the Western example. Ms Pletneva
responded to Mr Schulz underlining that the perception of other countries on the violation of
the human rights in Russia is exaggerated, in particular in the Pussy Riot's case. As Russia is
an orthodox country, the holy places should not be violated, but protected by law. She
confirmed that people wished to live in peace in Russia as a part of Europe.

Mr CHIZHOV, answering Mr Fleckenstein, explained that there are two parallel processes in
this regard. The first one aimed at abolition of the visa regime.
The second one concerns the renewal of the current visa facilitation agreement signed in
2006. A new agreement, which would simplify the visa regime He proposed to extend visa
free regime to short trips, in order to let people to apply for the same visa regime as holders of
diplomatic passports. He found it unfair that in the EU-Ukraine agreement there was a special
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clause for the holders of business passports, but it was not the case of the EU-Russia one. He
hoped that the full agreement could be implemented, as a qualified majority was sufficient in
the European Council to take decisions.

Mr DE LA PEÑA was satisfied about the negotiations on the visa free regime, which despite
their complexity should be continued, in particular, on the security and illegal immigration
issues. Once the technical process is achieved, it would be followed by a political one, based
on the consensus between the EU member states. Once the common steps are implemented,
the EU Member States could define their final position.
However, Mr De La Peña concluded that the lack of significant progress on the visa
facilitation agreement resulted from the passports service issue and the lack of consensus
between the EU member states.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN answered that the EU Member States should agree on the visa
facilitation regime, once the common steps were made. He reminded that the European
treaties had to be agreed by the 27 EU member states and ratified by their national
parliaments. Mr Fleckenstein did not approve the Russian understanding of the European
propaganda promoting homosexuality. In his opinion, in Russia there was a social consensus
behind not promoting homosexuality. He underlined that despite different values or believes
in European countries, also promoted by the Catholic Church, the EU was protecting its
minorities and children in terms of human rights.

Mr SCHULZ confirmed that the strategic partnership consisted not only of economic, but also
of political cooperation and common security interests (for example the fundamentalist threat
in Mali). He concluded that the two most important topics of discussion were: visa facilitation
agreement requested by Russia and respect of the human rights requested by the EU. As a
result, the visa issue should be discussed not only on the technical (i.e. biometric passports),
but also on the political level. Mr Schulz gave the example of the Magnitsky list, according to
which the visas should not be granted to the people incriminated in corruption issues. Both the
EU Declaration and the Russian Constitution recognise human rights, but they are interpreted
in a different way. He informed that 33% of the cases taken to the European Court of Human
Rights in Strasbourg were addressed by the Russian citizens. Mr Schulz underlined that
criticism in the discussion was necessary for a more understandable exchange of views.

Mr KLIMOV concluded that the 15 year long cooperation within the EU-Russia PCC could
have been more effective and should still be improved. Mr Klimov insisted on the necessity to
realise requirements of the visa facilitation process especially for the post-Soviet generation,
which was proposed by the Working Group of the PCC in Sochi two years earlier. He
regretted the lack of official response from the European Council and from Mr Van Rompuy
in this regard. He urged Mr Barroso and Mr Van Rompuy to give an official statement and to
contribute to some substantial results of the 15 year long cooperation.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK responding to Mr Schulz's remark on the situation in Mali drew attention
to the Russia's long experience in fighting terrorism since 90's, in fighting the slave trade and
defending human rights. He confirmed that the Mali case required joint efforts in fighting
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terrorism, with no concessions in the area of human rights, in particular, after the tragic events
in the United States. He stated that the visa facilitation agreement would be both interesting
for Russian citizens travelling to Europe and for European citizens travelling to Russia. He
did not understand the distrust towards regular travellers, whereas international and national
criminals were not respecting the requirements of the visa regime. The visa facilitation regime
should facilitate business community work and developing scientific, educational, cultural
and public organisations as a civilizational step forward.
He also explained that the Russian citizens were allowed to use all the legal judiciary means,
including appealing to the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg. He welcomed
their legal and civilised way of clarifying judicial cases.
He was satisfied about the fact that in the last years more and more of Russian citizens were
involved in politics: 55 political parties had been set up. In 2012, the Ministry of Justice
received more than 200 requests to create new political parties. That is a positive sign of the
democratic development of the country.

Mr CHIZHOV was disappointed about the fact that the European Union had not fulfilled yet
its obligations in terms of joining the European Human Rights Convention. He stated that an
important number of EU citizens' applications to the European Court of Human Rights would
balance the statistics.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK noticed the specific visa regime was causing problems not only for
Russian citizens, but also European citizens sometimes could not receive visas.

Mr KOZLIK underlined that the Slovak legislation was in line with the EU legislation. He
commented on the Pussy Riot's act which would also be condemned in his own country. Mr
KOZLIK noticed that legislative questions were making the EU-Russia relationship more
difficult and were not giving solutions to the human rights issues. In his opinion, it is
important to compare legislative acts, including such complex areas as ethnics or languages.
However, this should not be an obstacle for deepening common relations.

Mr STAROVOITOV concluded that regarding the Pussy Riot case, there were two main
opposed opinions. In his opinion, a similar act committed on the territory of the EU, in a
Muslim country or in Israel would be even more severely condemned than in Russia. He gave
the example of the film 'Innocence of the Muslims' which was banned by most of the
countries, as it touched upon the very sensitive religion issue. Two-year imprisonment of the
Pussy Riot's members was an appropriate punishment. The judgement was given by
independent judges, even if it might be judged too strict by some people, for instance by the
Russian Prime Minister Medvedev. He supported Mr KLIMOV's statements and hoped that
the EU-Russia PCC experience would be filled with substantial achievements and with better
relations.

Mr KLIMOV regretted that the declaration of the Working Group in Sochi did not result in
any reaction from the European Commission and the Council. The PCC meeting should be an
opportunity to deal properly with the proposal. He commented on the Pussy Riot's case as on
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a controversial one from the human rights' point of view, which could not be compared with
the situation in Islamic countries.

For Mr SCHULZ, there was a religious deformation of the Pussy Riot issue. If it was a
religious question, the Orthodox Church would have been involved, which was not the case.
The Pussy Riot's act was not a blasphemy, but was understood as such, as some people
present in the Church were involved. During the Pussy Riot's judgment, a public appeal called
on prayers, instead of on demonstrations. Mr SCHULZ states that the Pussy Riot's members
should not have been imprisoned. A similar act in Europe would not have a similar
development of the situation. He gave the example of a video made in a church by a rock
group in Germany, which was not condemned to imprisonment. As a conclusion, the Pussy
Riot's case shows that other issues are at stake.

Mr KLIMOV explained that the Russian Church could not influence the judges' decision. He
confirmed as sacrilegious the acts committed by the Pussy Riot's members, because they
entered the sacred part of the church not allowed to women. He invited the participants to
stick to the facts and not let their opinion be guided by emotions.

Mr CHIZHOV was satisfied about the interesting discussion and about the interest of the
members of the Duma and of the EP on the latest developments in the EU-Russia relations.
He expressed his hope that much more progress could be done in the framework of the
strategic partnership. In this purpose, some rules of the PCC should be improved. He also
confirmed his wish to continue to cooperate within the EP.

Mr DE LA PEÑA, answering Mr ZHELEZNYAK, commented on the terrorism as on an
important issue in the overall agenda of the EU-Russia relations. The situation in Mali was a
common issue which should be responded jointly as a big potential for further EU-Russia
cooperation.

4. Follow-up of the works of WG1/2012 on Russia after parliamentary and
presidential elections; migration policy in the EU and in Russia

Mr FLECKENSTEIN concluded the on-going discussion and said that items 4 and 6,
including civil society and human rights issues, had been already discussed. He informed that
all the issues could still be discussed, as the common final statement would be drafted only
the following day. He proposed to move directly to item 5 and to start the following day
debate with the item 7.

5. Follow-up of the works of WG 2/2012 on Common responsibility in the world;
security and foreign policy.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK informed about the results of the works of the Working Group and spoke
about the necessity of an open dialogue and joint cooperation in fighting terrorism and
preventing terrorist attacks. Environmental crises, technological catastrophes and natural
disasters should also be managed jointly. He noticed that the common efforts in protecting the
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environment slowed down because of the economic crisis. However, the Kyoto Protocol
should still stimulate clean industrial production, as nature was a trans-border issue.
Moreover, the environment protection is linked to the social problems (drugs distribution, safe
childhood, prostitution, subculture issues, and religious limitations) which are of common
responsibility. The EU and Russia should also consider migration issues and global labour
distribution as part of the discussion.

Ms PLETNEVA judged the environmental issues much less controversial than the social
ones.

Mr KLIMOV insisted on the common EU-Russia responsibility for the security policy. He
reassured that all these issues would be included to the agenda of the Asia-Pacific
Parliamentary Forum, held in Vladivostok the week after the EU-Russia PCC. As the
chairman of the Editorial Group of that international forum, he informed that representatives
from more than 30 countries from the Asian and Pacific region would be present: Mr Klimov
regretted that the European Parliament had not confirmed yet its presence and invited once
again his colleagues from the EP to such an important event.

Mr SHUDEGOV informed that since he became a senator in 2011, he was involved in
environmental issues He underlined that the Kyoto Protocol could have come to the effect
thanks to Russia's and President Putin's support to the EU efforts during the ratification
process. He regretted that after the end of the first phase of the Protocol in May 2012, the
negotiations held in Copenhagen, Rio de Janeiro, Mexico and Qatar had not brought any
success. He insisted that the environmental protection should be improved through
appropriate legislation in the EU, Russia and China.

Mr SCHULZ agreed with Mr Shudegov and confirmed that roads' constructing and forests'
protection were continued according to the Kyoto Protocol. He also agreed on Russia's
constructive role in maintaining peace, stability and security in the world. He suggested that
Russia and the EU should jointly work on a defensive system in the areas of drug smuggling,
terrorism and the situation in Mali.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK commented on the security and defence issue, informing that no country
should be able to act without a UN resolution. Before any military UN intervention, all the
possible consequences should be weight. He urged his colleagues to act in the name of
security without infringing one country's independence, and in mutual respect, partnership
and openness.

Mr ILTYAKOV criticised the American involvement in Afghanistan as harmful for its
population. In his opinion, the Muslim countries should deal with the consequences of the
Arab spring by themselves. The world would be safer, if the pre-war stability was restored,
instead of imposing Western democratic values to the culturally different countries. He hoped
that his colleagues would have enough of political will to deal with this situation.



PE 526.9899

Mr ESYAKOV related to Mr Shudegov's comment on the Kyoto Protocol and voiced his
supportto the Kyoto Protocol, which aims at promoting to cleaner sources of energy, but was
disappointed about the recent development of the coal industry in Europe as a source of the
gas emissions.

Mr SCHULZ, substituting Mr FLECKENSTEIN, expressed his satisfaction about the will to
look for common solutions together. He invited all the participants to the dinner organised by
Mr Fleckenstein and to the second part of the PCC session following morning. He thanked
everybody for participation and expressed his hope that the following day's discussions would
be also fruitful.

6. Follow-up of the works of WG 3/2012: Civil society and its role in a modern state

The 15th EU-Russia Parliamentary Cooperation Committee was continued on Tuesday 22
January 2013, at 09.00 in Brussels, by Mr Knut FLECKENSTEIN and Mr Sergey
ZHELEZNYAK, the two Co-Chairs of the EU-Russia PCC.

7.      Discussion and preliminary approval of the draft Rules of Procedure of the EU-
Russia PCC

Mr FLECKENSTEIN opened the second part of the EU-Russia PCC meeting, informing that
a number of proposals for amendments had been made by Members of the EP. Some
suggestions had been made by Russian colleagues, the Secretariat and the Legal service of the
European Parliament.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK thanked for the very substantial discussion that had taken place the day
before and invited all the participants to focus on procedural issues defining the work of the
PCC for 2013. The draft Rules of Procedure was preliminary adopted as tabled.

8. Adoption of a joint statement

Mr ZHELEZNYAK informed that the last Bureau meeting had discussed the two step
procedure of the adoption of a joint statement. First, the document would be signed by the Co-
Chairmen and then presented to the Federal Council of the Russian Federation and to the EP
assembly. The final statement would include all the topics discussed last year in the presence
of the executive and would still be subject to debate.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN clarified that the two-page document distributed in the room was a
statement of the two Co-Chairs prepared for the media. As it was not possible to agree on the
final statement during the on-going EU-Russia PCC meeting, the discussion should be
continued within the delegations and the PCC Bureau by March 2013. The final PCC
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declaration should be also discussed within individual working groups. The goal of the
discussion was a coherent final declaration, as a positive input for the future work.

Mr ILTYAKOV, relating the democracy issue in Russia, proposed to prepare a comparison of
the situations in Russia and in other countries, where democracy had been imposed. In his
opinion, a low number of African immigrants in Russia resulted not from the cold climate, but
from the absence of slavery in Russia. He confirmed the respect for human rights and human
beings in Russia, and pointed out the incompatibility of the homosexuality and of the
legalisation of gay marriages with Russian people's values. As example of Russian citizens'
ability to choose their own values, Mr Zheleznyak mentioned the October Revolution from
1917 which brought freedom and the communist ideal, and which was finally rejected as a
path towards slavery. However, he pointed out the consequences of the slavery past in France
and in the USA which were black districts and dangerous suburbs. Comparing to them, Russia
was a free country and Russian citizens could enjoy the freedom of opinion, even if they had
to face a lot of obstacles during communist times. Mr Zheleznyak was concerned about Nazi
demonstrations in Berlin, about growing Turkish immigration to Germany and German social
reality resulting in long life woman's careers and in a low population growth. He also
criticised the case of a Russian child's death in US, after he was adopted by an American
family. In his opinion, the adoption of Russian children by American citizens should not be
allowed, unless the US signs the convention on the adoption. Mr Zheleznyak stated that the
Pussy Riots members' values were different from the values promoted in a free country. The
decision of the court condemning them to imprisonment should be respected, as its members
were sharing the same Orthodox values.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK confirmed that a significant part of 140 million Russian citizens
supported conservative and patriotic ideas. Russian parliamentarians, as the representatives of
the Duma, should act in the interest of the citizens. He reminded that the day before some
participants insisted that the executive branch of power should, on behalf of the voters, offer
solutions, make decisions on social problems existing in Russia and take actions against
criminals.

Mr SCHULZ underlined that freedom, towards which the road was long and difficult, should
be protected. He confirmed the absence of slavery in Russia, but criticised the existence of
serfdom and of gulag archipelago where people were forced to work. Mr Schulz reminded the
50th anniversary of the signature of the French-German Elysée Peace Treaty that day and
congratulated the progress made by both sides in the economic and political relations.
Common values should lead to good actions towards suffering people and prisoners, as well
as to a greater empathy. Mr Schulz suggested that the Duma could give amnesty to the Pussy
Riot members as a sign of its reconciliation with the Russian society. Different ideas should
be tolerated and discussed, but not condemned. He commented on the Turkish immigration
issue in Germany, stating that the German Islam was part of the German society's
development.

Mr SHUDEGOV underlined that the educational system in Russia, considered one of the best
in the world, was based on humble ideas and on the principle 'teaching through research'. This
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is why the first artificial satellite could have been launched into the space by Russians with
relatively little means to the Americans' surprise. When Russia signed the Bologna treaty, the
Russian education system had to be harmonised with the European one and to replace the
academic specialisation by the 3-4 year system. Mr Shudegov was satisfied about the fact that
Russia managed to preserve some positive elements of the national educational system, for
instance one year extra of the education at the university. Harmonisation of the Russian
educational system with the Western education system means an opportunity for Russian
students to move freely within the EU countries. However, the main problem had not still
been solved: Russian students cannot move freely around Europe without a visa. Mr
Shudegov also underlined that 60% of people working for high tech societies in the Silicon
Valley were graduated from Russian universities.

Ms PLETNEVA congratulated her communist colleagues for their values, their fight for
justice and for their negative attitude towards money-making opportunism. The European
democracy should not be the only possibility; everyone should have the right to speak openly
and to be free. What concerns the visa issue, Ms Pletneva criticised the visa costs as too high
for elderly travellers.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK attracted the participants' attention to two documents attached to the
files: the Rules of Procedures and the statement of the two Co-Chairs summing up the EU-
Russia PCC's work in 2012. He criticised the biased opinions of the European colleagues on
the political situation in Russia, since they resulted from the information provided by the
Western press. He underlined that people living in between Vladivostok and Sankt Petersburg
could have different agendas from people living in the Western Europe, this was the reason of
the discrepancy in understanding of the local issues. He then gave an outline of the reasons
behind the ban on adoption of Russian children by American parents.
Mr Zheleznyak questioned Western Europe's fears concerning the Eurasian integration project
which would be discussed in Kaliningrad. The Customs Union would be discussed in its
double dimension: union between Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus as a foundation for the
Eurasian Union and its function at local, European and global level, as well as a new territory
without artificial separation lines. The role of the non-objective and biased mass media played
in Russia should also be discussed in the future.

Mr FLECKENSTEIN suggested that the legislation on adoption should be fully discussed
during a specific meeting devoted to the subject. He stated that there was a misunderstanding
about homosexuality which did not mean forcing people to accept same-sex marriages. He
underlined that the issue was also controversial within the Europe, but should not lead to
homosexuals' imprisonment.
Mr Fleckenstein found also very controversial the existence of a Nazi party in Germany.
However, a new law project aiming at banning the Nazi party in the Landers was on the one
side supported, and on the other - criticised as this could lead to the movement's
transformation into an underground one. There was a risk of an insufficient respect of the
right to demonstrate, when political authorities were preventing the Nazi party to find
followers. Others issues as police protecting the Nazi demonstration and democratic values
were also critically discussed not only in Germany.
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As regards the Eurasian Union, Mr Fleckenstein asked his Russian colleagues for more
practical information and the view on the future economic cooperation with the European
Union. The role of the mass media in Russia and in the European Union should also be seen
in detail and the role of media ownership analysed.

Mr STAROVOITOV agreed with Mr Fleckenstein on the fact that media could lobby
different economic interests and added that citizens often had different interests than the
owners of media. He also thanked Mr Schulz, for being a very interesting and open-minded
interlocutor, for his candid opinions and his sincerity.

Mr MIGALSKI stated that after three and a half years of work within the PCC his impression
was that the members were having more and more difficulties to work together, because of
the growing divergence, rather than convergence, of opinions.

Mr SCHULZ agreed with Mr Migalski on the difference of the opinions and invited to discuss
the legislation on adoption. He could accept arguments from the Russian side, if the new law
on the adoption was not a direct reaction to the Magnitski's list of the officials incriminated on
corruption proposed by American and Dutch authorities.
The discrimination of the NGO's described as foreign agents should also be criticised. Such
organisations as Memorial, who had done an extraordinary work on commemoration and
investigation of gulags, , were outraged of being called foreign agents. Some representatives
from the Helsinki Committee declared that they would not allow that situation, since they
were called foreign agents. Mr Schulz concluded that such pieces of legislation did bring
nothing but conflict within the Russian society.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK reassured that all these organisations were operating freely and never had
any law problems. He participated to the Memorial's research of the names of those who were
shot and buried during the Stalin times. He underlined that this sort of activity was rather
historical than political and was not submitted to the same law. He described the whole
situation as full of misinformation which should be debunked, and the distrust should be taken
apart.

Mr MATVEEV reacted to Mr Migalski's speech confirming that the members of parliaments
should first and foremost represent their citizens. He invited all the participants to seek the
greatest possible convergence of the opinions for the benefits of their peoples. The consensus
would be possible if one tried to understand the culture of his partner in order to realise what
was or was not acceptable for him. Mr Matveev stated that discussing whether a court
decision was or was not right was counterproductive. He supported the idea of discussing the
role and the perception of the media at the future meetings.

Mr POC declared that since he had been member of the EU-Russia PCC group, for three and
a half years already, he participated in numerous discussions about human rights and
democracy. The same topics were raised and discussed by political groups of the EP. He
agreed on the fact that arguing helps in knowing better one another. He pointed out a
democratic deficit in the discussions due to the fact that the diplomats were negotiating,
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whereas the decisions were taken by civil servants. The Members of the PCC should be
choosing the subject of the discussion according to the shortcomings of each of the Eastern
Partnership country, as it could one day become an EU member. Despite Russian colleagues'
rejection of the criticism expressed by the EU side, the problems of the EU citizens' presence
in Russia should also be discussed.

Mr VASILENKO invited the PCC to discuss different problems within the Russian civil
society, but asked to balance the issue with the discussion on the Russian citizens' situation in
the Baltic States. He also judged necessary the comparison on the media's functioning on one
hand in Russia, and on the other hand in the Western Europe. Mr Vasilenko complained about
the fact that despite efforts made in Russia since 1991 (a number of new laws adopted and a
lot of reforms carried out), the European Union was still lacking trust towards Russia. He
stressed on the fact that a parallel analyse the situations in Russia and in the EU was
necessary.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK agreed with Mr Vasilenko that the media issue should be developed
while discussing the civil society issues, but warned his colleagues against narrowing the
discussion to the question of the media's ownership. In Europe, the owners of newspapers or
TV channels cannot influence the content transmitted in media, which is abide by law.

Mr VASILENKO reassured that his criticism towards the European Union did not aim at
provoking a conflict, but a discussion, as Mr Schulz also raised problematic issues.

Mr LISEK reminded that a meeting would be held in Kaliningrad about the visa liberalisation
issue. As he is elected from the neighbouring Polish region, he knows Kaliningrad very well
and can testify that the region has changed significantly. He praised the local border traffic
agreement as it allows development of tourism and is beneficial for the local economy on
both sides of the border A lot of fears concerning opening of the Polish-Russian border
proved to be unfounded for example increase of drug trafficking or prostitution.

9. Approval of a revised calendar of activities for 2013, including Working Groups'
themes

Mr MIRSKY proposed to discuss EU-Russia transport problems on the example of the
Latvian-Russian border crossing. He urged the Russian colleagues to solve the problem of
long queues on the border and invited the PCC to Latvia to discuss this issue.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK agreed with the proposal of Mr Mirsky.
Ms ZDANOKA proposed to prepare analysis on compulsory registration of foreigners in
Russia and on the issue of outsourcing of EU visas by the consulates of the Member States.

Mr FLECKEINSTEIN confirmed that different proposals should be taken into account by the
secretariat and discussed in Kaliningrad in April.

The calendar for 2013 was considered as tabled.
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10. Any other business

Mr ZHELEZNYAK informed that a proposal made by a Polish colleague on the investigation
on the catastrophe of the Polish presidential plane in Smolensk in 2010 was included to the
files. He invited to support the text on both Russian and European sides, if there was no any
objection.

A discussion followed with the participation of Mr LANDSBERGIS, Mr FLECKENSTEIN,
Mr MIGALSKI, Mr LISEK, Mr KLIMOV, Mr ZHELEZNYAK and Mr NITRAS. The text
was then accepted by both the EP and the Russian Members of the PCC.

11. Date and place of next meeting

Mr FLECKEINSTEIN informed that the next Working Group would be held in April in
Kaliningrad, whereas the next EU-Russia PCC would take place at the end of the year or at
the beginning of 2014. The exact place and date of the PCC meeting would be precised within
the next months.

Mr ZHELEZNYAK invited both Russian and European participants to plan their participation
to the Working Groups, as they give a great opportunity to discuss all the issues put on the
agenda and cover the important dimensions of the EU and Russia relations.

Mr FLECKEINSTEIN congratulated his colleagues for progress made in the quality of
discussions within the EU-Russia PCC since three and a half years. He pointed out the fact
that a number of controversial issues was on the agenda for the year 2013, which could not be
avoided, but which should not block discussions on the broader range of vital issues.
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The State Duma Delegation to the EU-Russia PCC
(21-22 January 2013)

№ Deputy Faction Post

1. Mr. Sergey Zheleznyak United Russia Head of Delegation, Deputy
Chairman of the State Duma

2. Mr. Viktor Shudegov Fair Russia Deputy Head of Committee on
Education

3. Mr. Alexander Vasilenko United Russia Deputy Head of Committee on
Natural Resources, Nature
Management and Ecology

4. Mrs. Oksana Dmitrieva Fair Russia First Deputy Head of Committee on
Budget and Taxes

5. Mr. Sergey Esyakov United Russia Member of Committee on Energy

6. Mr. Aleksander Iltyakov United Russia Member of Committee on Property
Issues

7. Mr.Dmitry Vyatkin United Russia Deputy Head of Committee on
Constitutional Legislation and State
Development

8. Mr. Aleksander
Remezkov

United Russia Deputy Head of Committee on Civil,
Criminal, Arbitration and Procedural
Legislation

9. Mr. Aleksander
Starovoitov

LDPR Deputy Head of Committee on
Transport

10. Mrs Tamara Pletneva Communist
Party

Deputy Head of Committee on
Nationalities Affairs

11. Mr. Gleb Reshetnikov Secretariat
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List of participants - Council of the Federation
(21-22 January 2013)

1 KLIMOV Andrey — Head of Delegation,
Deputy Head of the Council of the Federation
Committee for Foreign Affairs

2 DEMENTIEVA Natalia — Member of the Council of the Federation
Budget and Financial Markets Committee

3 MATVEEV Alexander — First Deputy Head of the Council of the
Federation Committee on the Federal
Structure, Regional Policies, Local Self-
Governance and Affairs of the North

4 CHERNYSHEV Alexey — Deputy Head of the Council of the Federation
Committee for Agrarian and Food Policy and
Environmental Management

5 RYAZANSKIY Valeriy — Chairman of the Council of the Federation
Committee on Social Policy

6 BOGDANOV Vitaliy — Member of the Council of the Federation
Committee on Constitutional Legislation,
Legal and Judicial Affairs and Civil Society
Development

7 KAZAKOVTSEV Oleg — Member of the Council of the Federation
Budget and Financial Markets Committee

8 DANKOV Nikolay — Secretary of the Delegation,
Consultant International Cooperation
Department

9 MANGUSH Kirill — Adviser International Cooperation Department

10 HODYREVA Elena — Personal Assistant of A.Klimov

11 KLIMOVA Natalia — Adviser of A.Klimov


