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l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The OSCE second Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting (SHDM) for 2004 was
devoted to electoral standards and commitments. The meeting took place 15-16 July in
Vienna, bringing together 207 participants, 58 representatives of 43 non-governmental
organizations (NGOs). The SHDM includes Opening Session and Sessions I, 1l and I1lI.
In addition, International League for Human Rights organized a side event “Upcoming
Elections in Central Asia: Another Test of Political Will” on the margins of the SHDM
on 16 July 2004.

Prior to the SHDM, the ODIHR developed a paper on election principles and existing
OSCE commitments for democratic elections that was circulated among participants and
served as a basis for substantial discussions. In addition, the Meeting identified the
possible areas for supplementing the existing OSCE commitments and the potential need
for additional commitments, taking into account current problem areas, as well as
emerging challenges and suggested useful recommendations how to address these issues.

Opening remarks at the Opening Session of the SHDM were delivered by Ambassador
Ivo Petrov, Chairman of the Permanent Council, and Ambassador Christian Strohal,
Director of the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR). In
his address Ambassador Ivo Petrov noted that the Bulgarian Chairmanship considers the
current SHDM as an important opportunity to examine “ways to improve effectiveness of
the OSCE assistance to participating States...” as well as “the need for additional
commitments on elections”, referring in this regard to the decision of the Maastricht
Ministerial Council.

Ambassador Christian Strohal highlighted the importance of the SHDM on electoral
standards, stating that the ODIHR have in recent years worked with partners in
participating States and other international organizations to examine how existing
commitments for democratic elections could be strengthened and updated to meet new
challenges. He mentioned that despite the detailed commitments and standards we have,
some of the problem areas have in practice sometimes fallen through the cracks. As
political will to implement commitments is sometimes less forthcoming than would be
desirable, it is important to address issues which were not reflected in the Copenhagen
document. He mentioned that there is possibility for discussing additional commitments
to further universal and equal suffrage, increase transparency, enhance accountability of
electoral authorities and competitors, and to maintain public confidence in the electoral
process.

Session | participants discussed universal election principles, existing OSCE
commitments for democratic elections and best practices relevant to ensuring public
confidence in elections, guaranteeing the right to universal and equal suffrage, providing
for transparency in election procedures, and requiring accountability on the part of
authorities conducting elections.



Session Il focused on implementation of existing OSCE commitments for democratic
elections and follow-up on OSCE/ODIHR recommendations. Participants highlighted the
importance of the 1990 Copenhagen document and generally agreed that the Copenhagen
commitments should not be reopened or altered but there is a need for additional
commitments to address the emerging challenges.

Session 111 focused on the identification of possible areas for supplementing the existing
OSCE commitments and the potential need for additional commitments. Much of the
discussion focused on electronic voting and the need to look more carefully at the issue
and the challenges that result from these new technologies, particularly as they relate to
transparency, accountability and developing public confidence in such systems.
Participants discussed potential follow-up mechanisms and that there is a need to better
ensure that the ODIHR recommendations are implemented.

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

This report focuses on concrete recommendations arising from the three sessions. These
recommendations — from delegations of the OSCE participating States and partners for
co-operation, international organizations, and NGOs — are wide-ranging and aimed at
various actors (OSCE participating States, OSCE institutions and its field operations, as
well as other international organizations and NGOs).

It should be emphasized that the OSCE cannot implement all of these recommendations.
The recommendations have no official status, are not based on consensus, and the
inclusion of a recommendation in this report does not suggest that it reflects the views or
policy of the OSCE. Nevertheless, the recommendations are a useful indicator for the
OSCE in deciding priorities and possible new initiatives aimed at human-rights education
and training.

When compiling this report, the OSCE/ODIHR relied on notes prepared by advisers of
the ODIHR Election Section, who are: Ms. Holly Ruthrauff, Mr. Jonathan Stonestreet,
and Gilles Saphy. Their contribution to preparation of this report is acknowledged and
appreciated.

General recommendations for all three sessions and the opening and closing
plenary:

General recommendations to the OSCE participating States:

e The Copenhagen document and the election observation methodology arising
from it have inspired other international instruments and methodologies. There is
no need to revise Copenhagen commitments, but they should continue to remain a
reference for new commitments. Therefore, perhaps it would be better to call
additional commitments “Copenhagen Plus” rather than “Copenhagen I1.”



There was a suggestion to make the Copenhagen commitments legally binding;
however, the majority of interventions noted that the political nature of the
Copenhagen commitments make them more practical to address on a regular
basis. Legally binding commitments would not necessarily further the objective of
implementation.

OSCE participating States should reply formally to OSCE ODIHR reports,
specifying what kind of response they intend to give to them.

In order to avoid OSCE participating States raising the flag of internal affairs and
sovereignty, the OSCE commitments should be viewed as having the same force
as international human rights instruments. They should not be viewed as internal
affairs but as common concerns of the OSCE.

OSCE participating States should amplify language in the Copenhagen Document
related to domestic nonpartisan election observers, recognizing that domestic
election observation is a component of the right of citizens to associate and to
participate in governmental processes and is part of promoting and protecting the
right to democratic elections. OSCE participating States should commit that they
will guarantee domestic election observers access to all aspects of the election
process, including proceedings of the election authorities and that they will not be
inhibited from carrying out their activities in any way.

The OSCE participating States should further examine the issue of electronic
voting and consider how the secrecy of the ballot and transparency can be ensured
and maintained. Specific guidelines for electronic voting should be considered.
“Maximum openness” should be the standard in approaching electronic systems
used in voter registration processes, voter identification systems, voting
procedures and transmission of voting results, all of which should be easily
authenticated.

General recommendations to the OSCE, its institutions and field missions:

In order to achieve better implementation of OSCE/ODIHR recommendations,
more pressure is needed both from outside (follow- up) and from within (effective
complaint and appeals system). As regards follow-up, the OSCE should move
towards a more formalized formula, involving a system of regular reporting.
Internally, the emphasis should be put on proceedings which can effectively lead
to action before the national courts.

The OSCE should stress the importance of domestic observation, as deriving from
the Copenhagen Document, and insist on domestic observers' presence.

Cooperation and clear division of labor between the ODIHR and the OSCE field
offices should be worked out concerning the conduct of the follow up.



e The ODIHR should evaluate how its election observation missions (EOMs) are
conducted and look at strengthening methodologies to address the development of
new technologies and more vigorously evaluate the component parts of election
processes.

General recommendations to other intergovernmental and non-governmental
organizations:

e CoE and OSCE should consider joint follow-up mechanisms.
e CoE and OSCE should speak with one voice on election related issues.

e International nongovernmental organizations and domestic election observation
organizations should mainstream into their election observation activities issues
relating to the voting rights of internally displaced persons (IDPs) and migrant
workers, as well as women, minorities, disabled people and other groups that have
low participation rates, such as young people.

e Domestic civil society organizations should conduct voter education and
mobilization activities that aim to realize universal and equal suffrage for IDPs,
migrant workers, disabled persons, as well as women, minorities and other groups
that traditionally have low participation in elections, such as young people.

Opening Session:
Moderator: Steven Wagenseil, OSCE/ODIHR First Deputy Director

Keynote Speakers: Alexander Veshnyakov, Chairman, Central Election Commission
of the Russian Federation

Jean-Pierre Kingsley, Chief Election Officer of Canada

As the representative of the Chairman-in-Office, Ambassador Petrov opened the SHDM
by highlighting the role of OSCE, together with other international organizations, in
developing election standards. He noted that the SHDM constitutes an important
opportunity to improve the effectiveness of OSCE’s assistance to participating States and
to examine ways of strengthening current election-related commitments.

Ambassador Strohal noted the timeliness and importance of this meeting. The
Copenhagen commitments and efforts to implement them are at the origin of ODIHR.
OSCE/ODIHR has worked together with international partners to identify how to
strengthen and update these commitments. ODIHR’s election observation experience
shows that the commitments can be improved upon, especially in the areas of ensuring
public confidence, making election administrations professional and impartial, and in
establishing the independence of the judiciary. The ODIHR has elaborated further issues



based on the future challenges of referenda, recall elections, electronic voting, and the
continuing development of standards by other organizations. These challenges point to
four main themes: universal and equal suffrage, transparency, accountability, and public
confidence. These themes are further developed in the discussion paper prepared for the
SHDM, “Election Principles and Existing OSCE Commitments for Democratic
Elections.” Ambassador Strohal noted that the ODIHR receives support and praise for its
observers and reports, frequently from the very countries in which observation occurs.
While criticism is sometimes expressed, the ODIHR’s election observation is strictly
impartial and adheres to its mandate. The same methodology is applied in all observation
efforts. There is a need to build on the experience of election experts — administrators and
practitioners as well as observers. That is the idea of this conference.

Mr. Veshnyakov recalled that this conference is the result of the October 2002 OSCE
Human Dimension Meeting. Electoral standards are not jewels to be brought out only for
special occasions but must be developed and used on a regular basis. This will eliminate
the possibility of applying double standards. An electoral system alone will not lead to
democracy. The system must be part of a democratic fabric, including civil society, or it
may otherwise be hijacked for anti-democratic purposes. The Copenhagen document has
proved its worth over time, but experience and changing times show that it needs to be
refreshed. The international community has gained much experience in observation and
election law. The ODIHR has been a significant part of this effort, collecting information
and analyzing the data. The Council of Europe has recently produced a draft document,
approved by the Venice Commission. This can be important in furthering convergence of
electoral standards across Europe. The CIS has also produced a binding agreement. While
both documents are legal in contrast to the OSCE’s political commitments, but they could
be drawn upon to make a “Copenhagen Il.” There is a need to converge the OSCE
proposal with those of the CoE and CIS, as well as with the practices of OSCE
participating States. Regarding the discussion paper itself, Mr. Veshnyakov highlighted
the importance of including standards for e-voting. The enhancement of public
confidence is important, as is universal and equal suffrage. The latter could include a
reference to the rights of non-citizens. Publication of financial reports from political
parties prior to elections would increase transparency, as would a prohibition against
foreign contributions, which constitute interference in the internal affairs of a state. For
the media, the freedom to express opinion should not be confused with freedom of
election campaign that could not be considered objective. The discussion paper could be
considered as a solid informative base for further development of international election
standards. Finally, additional commitments must be tangible and unambiguous in order
for States to live up to them.

Mr. Jean-Pierre Kingsley noted that of the numerous documents on election standards,
the Copenhagen document stands out in its completeness. He also recalled the distance
that has been traveled over the past 15 years in terms of improvements to election
administration and observation. A credible election body is a fundamental basis for public
confidence. It must be viewed as credible inside a State and not be called into doubt. The
right to vote flows from the concept of equality. It is only a theoretical right if citizens
cannot exercise it or if they choose not to exercise it. The latter view the right to vote as a



meaningless right, and the growing absenteeism in many countries is a growing concern.
The question of absenteeism, both voluntary and involuntary, must be addressed in
identifying standards. Money flow must be controlled in order for there to be
transparency. For the media, Mr. Kingsley suggested the Canadian practice of not
distinguishing between public and private broadcasters in terms of political advertising.
Equity of access by political parties should also be ensured; one must get the sense that
equity is at the core of the process. Editorials should be explicitly noted, as political spin
of news denies equity. Democracy is imperfect and as such can be improved. We must
recognize that we are not all at the same place in terms of democratic development and
that democracy is constantly evolving, but the standards can be the same for all.

In addition to the presentation of the keynote speakers, there were interventions from the
delegations of the Netherlands/EU and the United States of America. The
Netherlands/EU noted that the document under discussion is a result of the Maastricht
Ministerial Council. The Copenhagen commitments are as relevant as they were when
adopted and form a point of departure for the work of the SHDM. Implementation of the
commitments is key, both in letter and spirit. There should also be a willingness by OSCE
participating States to enter into a dialogue with the ODIHR, a willingness which has not
always been forthcoming. The US delegation welcomed the paper, noting especially the
importance of transparency and accountability, particularly acceptance of international
and domestic observation. The ODIHR reports are not politicized but objective. Its work
is based on standards set out in several documents. Its work does not constitute
interference but is a mechanism for assisting countries that wish to achieve election
standards.

Outcome of Session 1: The OSCE/ODIHR 2003 Progress Report “Existing
Commitments for Democratic Elections in OSCE
Participating States”

Moderator: Steven Wagenseil, OSCE/ODIHR First Deputy Director

Introducers: Patrick Merloe, Senior Associate and Director of Election
Programs, National Democratic Institute for International Affairs

Prof. Christoph Grabenwerter, Member of the Council for
Democratic Elections, Council of Europe

Discussions in Working Session 1 focused on the continuing relevance and significance
of the 1990 Copenhagen document and the election-related commitments undertaken by
participating States and on the extent to which these could be strengthened, reinforced
and enriched by additional commitments. Participants highlighted the importance of the
Copenhagen document not only in the OSCE area, but also as a point of reference and
model in other areas of the world. The strength of the document lies in its recognition of
the importance of the context in which an election is held. There was widespread
agreement that the Copenhagen election commitments should not be reopened or altered.



However, the introducers and several of the participants called for OSCE participating
States to take on additional commitments. These additional commitments are identified in
the OSCE/ODIHR discussion paper “Election Principles and Existing OSCE
commitments for Democratic Elections”, and include four principles that are identifiable
in the Copenhagen commitments but which are not explicitly referenced. These principles
refer to the need for public confidence in elections, transparency of the election process,
accountability of election administration and other bodies, and the need to ensure
universal and equal suffrage.

Mr. Merloe noted that threats to security come primarily from non-democratic countries.
Unaccountable governments can create conditions for the development of extremism. Mr.
Merloe reviewed the four areas in which existing commitments could be supplemented.

Prof. Grabenwarter discussed the importance of how principles contained in election
commitments are implemented and compared OSCE commitments to CoE Code of Good
Practice, showing that these are different in approach and style but aim at the same target
and are complementary.

In addition to the presentation of the introducers, there were nine interventions from
delegations, representatives of international organizations, domestic election
administration bodies, and non-governmental organizations. These highlighted
particularly the need for participating States to implement fully the existing
commitments.

The following recommendations were made in Working Session 1:

Recommendations to the OSCE participating States:

e Existing commitments must be implemented by OSCE participating States to be
meaningful. Democratization is moving at an increasingly faster pace, providing
greater impetus to the need for implementation.

e The Copenhagen document and the election observation methodology arising from it
have inspired other international instruments and methodologies. There is no need to
revise Copenhagen commitments, but they should continue to remain a reference for
new commitments. Therefore, perhaps it would be better to call additional
commitments “Copenhagen Plus” rather than “Copenhagen 11.”

e Public confidence in the election process is affected by the extent of knowledge about
the process. The meaning of public confidence as discussed in the OSCE/ODIHR
discussion paper “ Election Principles and Existing OSCE Commitments for
Democratic Elections” should be expanded upon by addressing the need for increased
public awareness of election mechanisms and democratic institutions



High standards, particularly in regards to media and financing, should apply not only
during an election period but at all times. The OSCE/ODIHR discussion paper should
address this issue.

Additional commitments should refer to the role of political parties in improving and
maintaining public confidence in the election process. The greater the confidence of
political parties, the greater public confidence as a whole is likely to be.

Some of the existing commitments may need to be strengthened. Paragraph 8 of the
Copenhagen document says that OSCE participating States will “endeavor” to invite
outside observation for elections below the national level. This is problematic because
foreign observation groups can and have been rejected from observing local elections
in some OSCE participating States.

There was a suggestion to make the Copenhagen commitments legally binding;
however, the majority of interventions noted that the political nature of the
Copenhagen commitments make them more practical to address on a regular basis.
Legally binding commitments would not necessarily further the objective of
implementation.

Recommendations to the OSCE, its institutions and field operations:

New commitments should not be seen as signifying that existing commitments have
been implemented. The ODIHR should continue to send election observation
missions to participating States.

Electronic voting (e-voting) is an increasingly significant issue across the OSCE area.
The CoE has an agreed draft text of standards on this issue which the ODIHR could
use. The ODIHR should face this multi-faceted challenge in election observation
missions. The reply from one of the introducers was that the four pillars discussed as
potential additional commitments — transparency, accountability, public confidence,
and universal and equal access — all have particular relevance for e-voting.

The ODIHR assessments based on election observation missions are based on vague
principles rather than detailed standards, observation takes place in a limited number
of countries. Detailed standards are needed in order to give participating States a clear
indication of what should be implemented. These standards should be based on a
comparative analysis of election practices in OSCE participating States. ODIHR
should continue its work in further developing standards.

When the OSCE/ODIHR observation missions observe flaws in an election process,
the ODIHR might want to consider naming the individuals and institutions
responsible as a means of increasing accountability.



Outcome of Session 2: Implementation of existing OSCE commitments for
democratic elections and follow-up on OSCE/ODIHR
recommendations

Moderator: Steven Wagenseil, OSCE/ODIHR First Deputy Director
Introducers: Pentti Vaananen, Deputy Secretary General. Parliamentary
Assembly of the OSCE

Nikolai Vulchanov, Deputy Head of OSCE/ODIHR Election
Section

The Discussion in the second Working Session turned largely on how to achieve better
enforcement of the existing commitments, more than on the formulation of new ones.

Many emphasized the role of the ODIHR in the follow up and acknowledged that the
development of this activity would have budgetary consequences. However, as reminded
Mr. Vulchanov, the nature of OSCE/ODIHR's mandate might prevent it from providing
pre-election technical assistance in countries where it would later observe an election
process.

On the methodological point of view, some, including Mr. Vulchanov and Mr. Vaananen,
shared the view that the follow-up methodology should be differentiated and adapted to
the various political situations, with possible intervention at political level if needed.
Reference to possible "permanent follow-up” by the ODIHR was made, as well as
possible partnership with other OSCE institutions and with the Council of Europe.

Several representatives of the OSCE participating States presented electoral reforms
conducted in their respective countries. Some representatives of domestic observation
NGOs described the difficulties they encounter, either to be registered or to exercise their
observation. Most asked for the OSCE to view this point as crucial and to support the
adoption of appropriate legislative frameworks on this issue.

The following recommendations were made in Session 2:

Recommendations to the OSCE participating states:

e OSCE participating States should reply formally to OSCE/ODIHR reports,
specifying what kind of response they intend to give to them.

e Host countries should seek assistance from the ODIHR in order to improve their
compliance with Copenhagen Document's standards.



e OSCE nparticipating States should make a better use of missions' reports. In
particular procedures for follow- up by participating States should be established.

e In order to avoid OSCE Participating States raising the flag of internal affairs and
sovereignty, the OSCE commitments should be viewed as having the same force
as international human rights instruments. They should not be viewed as internal
affairs but as common concerns of the OSCE.

e OSCE participating States legislation should allow observers to take a deeper look
into the decision making processes and means of operations of the central election
commissions of the country where they observe elections.

Recommendations to the OSCE, its institutions and field operations:

e The OSCE does not need new commitments but a reinforcement of the existing
ones and a follow up mechanism.

e In order to achieve better implementation of OSCE/ODIHR recommendations,
more pressure is needed both from outside (follow-up) and from within (effective
complaint and appeals system). As regards follow-up, the OSCE should move
towards a more formalized formula, involving a system of regular reporting.
Internally, the emphasis should be put on proceedings which can effectively lead
to action before the national courts.

e Follow-up mechanisms should be differentiated and adapted to various political
contexts. Follow up activities can include cooperation, identification of needs
beyond the mere electoral system, political dialogue.

e The ODIHR's responsibility on follow-up would have budgetary consequences
that should be decided at political level. (Nikolai Vulchanov)

e The ODIHR should communicate its findings publicly, and follow up should be
ensured at political level.

e It should be made a rule that a political dialogue should be initiated with host
countries after election observation missions, in order to get the countries'
reactions and to give them an opportunity to express their views.

e The OSCE should stress the importance of domestic observation, as deriving from
the Copenhagen Document, and insist on domestic observers' presence.

e The commitments made by the OSCE participating states should be viewed as
binding as human rights international instruments.

e The OSCE should consider discussing the issue of obligatory vote, as exists in
Peru, Belgium or Greece.
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e The OSCE should consider discussing ways to avoid the development of a too
high number of political parties by applying criteria defining what a political party
IS.

e No restriction should be put on the creation of a party.

e Co-operation and clear division of labor between the ODIHR and the field
missions should be worked out concerning the conduct of the follow- up.

e Follow- up methodology should be inclusive and allow for the participation of
domestic experts.

e When drafting recommendations, the OSCE/ODIHR should not only look at the
compatibility with the Copenhagen Document but also on the effectiveness of the
recommendation, and on the practical aspects of its implementation.

e The OSCE should consider establishing joint follow- up with the Venice
Commission.

e The OSCE/ODIHR should provide assistance in training of domestic observers.

Recommendations to other inter-governmental and non-governmental organizations:

e CoE and OSCE should consider joint follow-up mechanisms.
e CoE and the OSCE should speak one voice on election related issues.

Outcome of Session 3: Identification  of  possible areas  for
supplementing the existing OSCE commitments and
the potential need for additional commitments.

Moderator: Patrick Merloe, Senior Associate and Director of Election
Programs, National Democratic Institute for International Affairs

Introducers: Dr. DeForest Blake Soaries, Jr., Chairman of the United States
Election Assistance Commission

Jessie Pilgrim, Legal Expert

Dr. Jeno Szep, Advisor, Association of Central and Eastern
European Election Officials

Dr. Soaries gave an overview of the competencies of the new Electoral Assistance
Commission (EAC) in the United States, established 7 months ago as a result of the
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Help America Vote Act (HAVA). The EAC is an independent bipartisan agency
authorized to serve as a national clearinghouse and resource for the comparison of
information on various matters involving the administration of federal elections. The
EAC is separate from the Federal Election Commission (FEC), which was established
in 1975 to administer and enforce the Federal Election and Campaign Act (FECA), the
statute that governs the financing of federal elections. Both federal commissions are
separate from the election authorities of the U.S. states. The establishment of the EAC
is unprecedented in the U.S. and gives authority to the federal government for the first
time to oversee certain aspects of the election administration, beyond guaranteeing
voting rights. The short-term activities of the EAC focus on implementing new
guidelines for the upcoming presidential elections, while the long-term activities focus
on elaborating standards for voting equipment. Dr. Soaries welcomed the
OSCE/ODIHR to observe the upcoming general elections and committed his
organization to assisting the ODIHR in its observation. He stressed that this kind of
participation in the international community is critical to enhancing the democratic
process and increasing public confidence.

Mr. Pilgrim stressed that the title of the session included the words “identification,” of
the “possible” and “potential” need for additional commitments to supplement existing
ones. He emphasized six points outlined in the discussion paper for the SHDM:

Public confidence in the legislative authority — Legislative institutions
should be accountable to the electorate.

Electronic Voting — Transparency and accountability required to develop
public confidence require that a contemporaneous manual paper trail be
produced.

Referenda/Recall — A mandated term of office should not be extended or
terminated through referenda or recall votes. Such practices are contrary to
spirit of the commitments contained in Paragraph 7.9 of the Copenhagen
Document.

Election Observation — Elections are a process and observation cannot be
limited to election day. Domestic and international election observers
require access to all aspects of the election process, including all
documentation and proceedings of election authorities. Domestic election
monitors must be allowed to conduct their activities free of unnecessary or
burdensome restrictions, and any restrictions must be consistent with
commitments in the Copenhagen Document, including those in Paragraphs
8, 9.3, 10 and 24.

Role of Money and Guaranteeing Fair Campaigning — The right to be
elected requires the ability to compete on a fair basis, with equal treatment
before the law and all authorities, as noted in the Copenhagen Document
Paragraphs 7.5 through 7.8. Transparency and accountability needed to
establish public confidence and the confidence of electoral competitors that
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a fair campaign is possible require that campaign finance must be regulated
to provide disclosure of how much money is given and how it is spent.

e Protection of Electoral Rights — Both the right to vote and to be elected must
be protected.

Dr. Szep identified key issues related to electronic voting and gave an introduction to the
work of the Council of Europe Electronic Voting Committee. He described the
development and spread of emerging electronic technologies from the central workings of
the election administration (e.g., voter registration and result transmission) to the voter
interface (e.g., various electronic voting techniques). He pointed to differences in using
electronic technology in controlled, closed systems, such as secure networks for
developing voter lists or transmission of voting results between levels of election
administration, where there are verifiable paper trails, versus uncontrolled environments,
such as polling stations. He said that problems in polling stations relating to potential
electricity failures, poor computer codes and similar problems are mostly matters of
developing and implementing good standards, including required transparency. He noted
that that technology is now available that can safeguard the security of electronic
systems, though system security remains a continuous challenge because bugs and
“hackers” evolve as well as security the systems. He stressed that developing the
necessary public confidence in such electronic systems is a big concern, perhaps bigger
than security issues. He emphasized that achieving public confidence is possible but that
it can only be developed step-by-step, and it takes several years. States should therefore
draft multi-year plans for introducing such technologies and should focus attention on
educating citizens so that the public confidence can be established and maintained.

Discussion:

The third session focused on the identification of possible areas for supplementing
existing OSCE commitments. The exchange was quite lively, with 13 interventions from
State delegations, international organizations, domestic election monitoring organizations
and experts. Practically all of the interventions related in some way to the four main
points raised in the ODIHR Discussion Paper distributed to prior to the SHDM: 1)
establishing public confidence of the electorate in the entire electoral process; 2)
achieving universal and equal suffrage; 3) providing transparency in all elements of
election procedures; and 4) ensuring accountability on the part of all authorities relating
to the conduct of elections.

Much of the discussion focused on electronic voting and the need to look more carefully
at the issue and the challenges that result from these new technologies, particularly as
they relate to required transparency, accountability and developing public confidence in
such systems. It was generally agreed that electronic voting and other technologies do
not automatically ensure democracy or democratic practices, but in the case of all
technologies vigorous steps must be taken to establish confidence among the public and
the electoral contestants that the system and processes are implemented to effectively
achieve democratic elections. Participants also suggested that the OSCE consider new
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standards/guidelines for safeguarding secrecy of the vote and public confidence when
using electronic voting systems. It was stressed that just because an electronic system
works in one country does not mean that it automatically will work in another, because of
differences in election systems and political cultures.

Another topic addressed by several interventions was the need for politically impartial
and administratively effective election administration that is transparent and accountable.
It was emphasized that, where political party representatives or nominees to election
commissions are the basis for composing election authorities, genuine political balance
among political competitors is required, and one intervention suggested considering the
possibility of including in election authorities civil society representatives acceptable to
the various political competitors. It was generally agreed that adequate funding of
election admin must be available for election administration and that it should be a direct
appropriation from the legislature to the national election administration body. The
importance of election campaign finance was addressed as well, with particular focus on
the challenge of developing standards for different election systems.

A number of interventions focused on the need for developing more rigorous observation
methodologies to meet challenges of electronic technologies being employed in the
election process. It was also stressed that domestic election observation organizations
should be granted access to all aspects of the election process in OSCE participating
States and that States should grant accreditation to domestic election observers in a timely
manner for this purpose and should honour their commitment under the Copenhagen
Document to all domestic organizations concerned with human rights protection,
including election observation, to associate with and receive support, including financial
support, from international organizations.

Several interventions also concentrated on the need for participating States to follow-up
on recommendations of the ODIHR election monitoring missions. It was noted that the
ODIHR recommendations should be more concrete, when possible, and that the ODIHR
should evaluate legislative changes and other actions taken in responses
recommendations. It was stressed that there is a need to better ensure that the ODIHR
recommendations are implemented. Discussion of potential follow-up mechanisms
included ODIHR election monitoring mission reports being discussed in the Permanent
Council and participating States replying to such ODIHR reports.

Discussion of the need for participating States to achieve in practice universal and equal
suffrage noted the need to enhance the participation in election processes of women,
minorities, the disables and young people. A question was raised concerning the need to
further clarify the application of the norm of universal and equal suffrage to the voting
rights of prisoners, in light of some countries allowing prisoners to vote and the standard
of proportionality of punishment for crimes. A detailed discussion was presented on the
circumstances of over three million internally displaced persons in OSCE participating
States and the need to take steps to mainstream them into voting systems and election
observation activities. The voting rights of migrant workers were also raised as was the
need to achieve the full voting rights of persons with a wide diversity of disabilities.
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The following recommendations were made in Working Session I11:

Recommendations to the OSCE participating States:

e OSCE participating States should recognize the need for confidence of the electorate
in the entire election process and commit to take effective steps to establish and
maintain public confidence in their election processes, to realize universal and equal
suffrage, to provide transparency in all election procedures, and to ensure
accountability on the part of all authorities relating to the conduct of elections.

e OSCE participating States should amplify language in the Copenhagen Document
related to domestic nonpartisan election observers, recognizing that domestic election
observation is a component of the right of citizens to associate and to participate in
governmental processes and is part of promoting and protecting the right to
democratic elections. Participating States should commit that they will guarantee
domestic election observers access to all aspects of the election process, including
proceedings of the election authorities and that they will not be inhibited from
carrying out their activities in any way.

e OSCE participating States should place more emphasis on implementing OSCE
election-related commitments and ODIHR election recommendations.

e Follow-up to election observation reports by participating States should be
institutionalized. The ODIHR’s election reports perhaps should be discussed in the
Permanent Council. Participating States perhaps should be required to respond to
election observation reports within a defined period of time as a basis for follow-up.

e Broad public consultation should be undertaken by participating States when
considering issues related to the election process, including electronic voting. Public
confidence should be established in very basic systems and built step-by-step over
time once confidence is established that the election procedures ensure democratic
elections.

e The OSCE should further examine the issue of electronic voting and consider how the
secrecy of the ballot and transparency can be ensured and maintained. Specific
guidelines for electronic voting should be considered. “Maximum openness” should
be the standard in approaching electronic systems used in voter registration processes,
voter identification systems, voting procedures and transmission of voting results, all
of which should be easily authenticated.

e Where public confidence is lacking in the impartiality of election administration,
multi-party election commissions with genuine political balance should be created by
participating States, possibly with the participation of civil society. Support from a
broad spectrum of the political contestants should be sought for the appointment of
members of election administration bodies in order to establish confidence. Election
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commissions should be permanent, rather than ad hoc, and strong links should be
established between the levels of election administration.

OSCE participating States should make timely and adequate funding available for
election administration in their respective countries, and funding should be provided
as a direct legislative appropriation to the national election administration body.
Funding should be subject to appropriate legislative oversight and appropriate
auditing mechanisms to ensure accountability and public confidence.

OSCE participating States should consult with disability NGOs regarding new ideas
for ensuring the voting rights of all disabled voters.

OSCE participating States should take a comprehensive and systematic approach to
ensuring that universal and equal suffrage includes internally displaced persons
(IDPs); the States should address legislative reform and training of election officials
in this respect.

OSCE participating States should also take steps to ensure universal and equal
suffrage to migrant workers and other citizens that may be temporarily outside their
borders.

Recommendations to the OSCE, its institutions and field operations:

The ODIHR should mainstream into its election observation activities issues relating
to the voting rights of internally displaced persons (IDPs) and migrant workers, as
well as women, minorities, disabled people and other groups that have low
participation rates, such as young people.

The ODIHR should evaluate how its election observation missions (EOMs) are
conducted and look at strengthening methodologies to address the development of
new technologies and more rigorously evaluate the component parts of election
processes.

The ODIHR should recruit as members of its EOM core teams computer experts, who
would be responsible for examining electronic systems related to voter registration,
voter identification, voting and transmission of voting results.

The ODIHR should make recommendations, when appropriate, for improving the
integrity of election processes as the processes develop, and, when possible, it should
make the recommendations of its EOMs more concrete to help avoid inappropriate or
ambiguous follow-up by participating States. The ODIHR should also report on to
legislative and other actions taken in response to its recommendations.
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Recommendations to other inter-governmental and non-governmental organizations:

International organizations that engage in election observation should take steps to
harmonize their principles and methodologies.

International nongovernmental organizations and domestic election observation
organizations should evaluate how their election observation activities are conducted
and look at strengthening methodologies to address the development of new
technologies and more rigorously evaluate the component parts of election processes.
They should recruit as members of their core teams computer experts, who would be
responsible for examining electronic systems related to voter registration, voter
identification, voting and transmission of voting results.

International nongovernmental organizations and domestic election observation
organizations should mainstream into their election observation activities issues
relating to the voting rights of internally displaced persons (IDPs) and migrant
labourers, as well as women, minorities, disabled people and other groups that have
low participation rates, such as young people.

Domestic civil society organizations should conduct voter education and mobilization
activities that aim to realize universal and equal suffrage for IDPs, migrant labourers,
disabled persons, as well as women, minorities and other groups that traditionally
have low participation in elections, such as young people.
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ANNEX 2:  ANNOTATED AGENDA

SUPPLEMENTARY HUMAN DIMENSION MEETING
“ELECTORAL STANDARDS AND COMMITMENTS”

15-16 July 2004
HOFBURG, VIENNA
ANNOTATED AGENDA

OVERVIEW

The OSCE Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting entitled Electoral Standards and
Commitments will focus on the following three areas:

e An overview of the OSCE/ODIHR 2003 Progress Report “Existing Commitments
for Democratic Elections in OSCE Participating States.” A discussion of universal
election principles, existing OSCE commitments, and best practices for democratic
elections.

e Implementation of existing OSCE commitments for democratic elections and
follow-up to ODIHR recommendations in the key areas of civil and political rights
of candidates and voters, unbiased state media coverage, fair access to media,
modalities of election administration formation, compilation of accurate voter lists,
vote count and tabulation, adjudication of election complaints and appeals,
facilitation of women’s participation, enhanced inclusion of national minorities,
access for disabled voters to the election process and observation by international
observers and domestic observers (both partisan and non-partisan) with a view to
enhancing transparency and confidence in the process.

e Identification of possible areas for supplementing the existing OSCE
commitments and the potential need for additional commitments, taking into
account current problem areas, as well as emerging challenges.

SESSIONS

Session I: The OSCE/ODIHR 2003 Progress Report “Existing
Commitments for Democratic Elections in OSCE participating States”

The 2003 Maastricht Ministerial Council, in its Decision No. 5/03 (2 December 2003)
welcomed the OSCE/ODIHR Progress Report on “Existing Commitments for
Democratic Elections in OSCE Participating States”. The document was developed by
the ODIHR in 2003 to establish an inventory of existing election-related norms,
commitments, principles and best practices that have emerged and been established since
the adoption of the 1990 Document of the Copenhagen Meeting of the Conference on the
Human Dimension of the OSCE. Commonly known as the “Copenhagen Document”, this



document has been acknowledged as one of the main texts setting forth principles for
democratic elections in the OSCE region and has served to guide the election-related
work of the OSCE/ODIHR for the last decade.

The 2003 Maastricht Ministerial Council also noted the importance and need for
confidence by the electorate in elections, for transparency of election procedures, and for
accountability on the part of authorities conducting elections. Further, the Ministerial
Council tasked the Permanent Council, drawing on ODIHR expertise, to give
consideration to the need for additional commitments on elections to supplement existing
ones. The OSCE/ODIHR 2003 Progress Report “Existing Commitments for Democratic
Elections in OSCE Participating States” addresses the initial points since raised by the
2003 Maastricht Ministerial Council and is the basis for the discussion in Session I.

Issues that can be discussed in connection with this topic are universal election principles,
existing OSCE commitments for democratic elections and best practices relevant to:

. Ensuring public confidence in elections;

. Guaranteeing the right to universal and equal suffrage;

. Providing for transparency in election procedures; and

. Requiring accountability on the part of authorities conducting elections.

Session I1: Implementation of existing OSCE commitments for democratic
elections and follow-up on OSCE/ODIHR recommendations

After a decade of experience with the Copenhagen Document and observation of more

than 100 elections in the OSCE region, the OSCE/ODIHR has identified key areas of the

electoral processes where implementation in the OSCE region has proved problematic

and hindered the conduct of democratic elections. Moreover, the 2003 Ministerial

Council in its Decision No. 5/03 tasked the ODIHR to consider ways to improve the

effectiveness of its assistance to participating States in following up recommendations

made in the ODIHR election observation reports.

Key areas that directly impact upon the fundamental principles of public confidence,

universal and equal suffrage, transparency, and accountability and that can be discussed

in connection with issues of implementation of existing OSCE commitments include:

o Civil and political rights of candidates and voters

) Unbiased state media coverage and fair access to the media

° Modalities of election administration formation
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. Compilation of accurate voter lists

e  Vote count and tabulation

o Adjudication of election complaints and appeals
) Improvement of women’s participation

o Observation of election processes by international observers and domestic observers
(both partisan and non-partisan)

o Enhanced inclusion of national minorities
e  Access for disabled voters to the election process

. Follow-up of ODIHR’s election assessments and recommendations

Session I11: Identification of possible areas for supplementing the existing
OSCE commitments and the potential need for additional
commitments.

The 2003 Maastricht Ministerial Council tasked the Permanent Council, drawing on
expertise from the ODIHR, to consider the need for additional commitments on elections,
supplementing existing ones. This is particularly appropriate to address since, in addition
to known problem areas, participating States will face emerging challenges in new areas.
This discussion necessarily requires consideration of universal election principles and
existing OSCE commitments as well as issues of implementation.

Discussion of issues that arise from this topic include identification of possible areas for
supplementing the existing OSCE commitments, including:

e  Taking into account the need for democratic elections to:
e  ensure public confidence,
guarantee the right of universal and equal suffrage,
provide for transparency in election procedures, and
require accountability on the part of authorities conducting elections;

e  Addressing emerging issues that could affect democratic elections in the OSCE
region, such as electronic voting, low turnout trends, recall elections and referenda.
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ANNEX 3: KEYNOTE SPEECHES

» Alexander Veshnyakov, Chairman of the Central Election Commission of the
Russian Federation

Dear Mr Chairman,
Ladies and Gentlemen,

First of all, I would like to thank the organizers of this Meeting for providing me with the
opportunity to speak in this palace where important meetings within the framework of
OSCE take place.

Speaking in Warsaw at the 2002 OSCE Human Dimension Implementation Meeting,
when, as you remember, the goal was to develop OSCE progress report on conduct of
democratic elections, we proposed to hold a special meeting on election standards.
Today, that proposal is being implemented.

So, we have got a document for discussion, “ Existing Commitments for Democratic
Elections in OSCE Participating States”, prepared by the OSCE Office for Democratic
Institutions and Human Rights. Having studied it, we have once more been convinced
that we cannot deal with the electoral standards and commitments, constituting an OSCE
electoral heritage, merely as, figuratively speaking, with the ‘grandmother’s jewellery’
which the granddaughter named Democracy takes only periodically out of the family
jewels case in order to flash on the holiday called Elections, and then to take them away.

I am convinced that we should not ‘preserve’ these valuables in national cases but
augment them with common efforts, add new facets to the international electoral
diamonds. In our opinion, the initiatives aimed at drawing nearer of the conceptual
approaches in the sphere of organisation of the democratic electoral law have a great
perspective. They logically join the process of co-operation on legal issues of the OSCE
participating States, minimise the possibility of double standards in assessment of
election conduct. Finally, these initiatives undoubtedly contribute to development
and improvement of OSCE itself as an international organisation.

Of course, the electoral system, the electoral process by themselves will not ensure a full-
fledged democracy if they are not ‘mounted’ in genuine democratic institutions of the
civic society. And what is more, pooled out of the context of general democratic contents
of the society, they may serve as a curtain or screen for antidemocratic bases of either
state. All this is true. But the system of organization and conduct of elections is not less
important. This also requires unified democratic approaches, including those in the
European scale. At the moment, in the OSCE region, this system of requirements to
organization of the democratic electoral process relies, as a rule, on the Document of
Copenhagen Meeting of the CSCE Human Dimension Conference adopted in 1990.

I shall note right away that the Copenhagen Document, as a whole, has demonstrated
its value. However, life, practice, changing realities of Europe and of the OSCE region
distinctly require enrichment thereof with new, corresponding with the spirit of time
commitments in the domain of human rights and freedoms, participation in
elections and, primarily, with the mechanisms ensuring their implementation.
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Over 14 years since the moment of adoption of the Copenhagen Document there has been
collected a historic baggage of the agreed, but as yet scattered over numerous OSCE
documents, positions and the states’ commitments in this sphere fixed therein. The recent
years have also substantially supplemented it with a new practical experience of the
organisation and conduct of elections, of the international monitoring thereof, analysis
and generalisation of the legislation and practice of the electoral process in various
countries.

Practically each of the leading international organisations contributes to developing of
international electoral standards.

As far as it concerns OSCE, with all its deficiencies in mind, one cannot neglect to do
justice for this organisation’s efforts in development of the international electoral
standards. Over a long period of time, the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and
Human Rights has collected comprehensive and valuable data on the course of fulfilment
by the OSCE participating States of their commitments on organisation and conduct of
democratic elections. Still more, it has analysed, generalised and provided us with that
information for the today’s discussion.

In the Council of Europe, a new vector of the all-European international-law
development of the institution of elections shall, | do hope, become a movement towards
an all-European codification by way of development and adoption by the Council of
Europe of a single document on the standards for democratic elections and on guarantees
of the electoral rights. Within the framework of the Association of Central and Eastern
European Election Officials that unites today the central election bodies of 20 states, a
draft of the Convention on Election Standards, Electoral Rights and Freedoms had been
adopted and officially handed over to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe on 27 November 2002. On 12 March 2004, the Venice Commission in its
meeting, having made a number of recommendations, and concluded that “adoption of
the Convention on Election Standards may be an important step towards harmonisation of
the electoral laws across Europe in compliance with the principles of European electoral
heritage”. Such an evaluation allow us proceed with optimism in carrying out this project.
On the other hand, we do hope to receive support for this initiative also at the OSCE part.
By the way, by no means ignoring the difference between the format, juridical nature and
strength of the standards of the Convention (as a multilateral international treaty), on the
one hand, and political commitments within the framework of OSCE, on the other, it
could be possible to use the draft Convention as one of sources for preparation of an
OSCE document that could be named a Code of International Commitments of the
OSCE Participating States for Organisation and Conduct of Democratic Elections,
or, shortly, ‘Copenhagen-2’.

Speaking of the Commonwealth of Independent States, it is worthwhile to note that as
early as two years ago we put an initiative to codify the existing standards in a single
international-law document. As you know, that initiative was supported, drawn up in the
format of Convention on the Standards for Democratic Elections, Electoral Rights and
Freedoms in the member states of the Commonwealth of Independent States, and on 7
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October 2002 the Convention was signed by the Presidents of seven of 11 CIS states.
And one year later, on 24 November 2003, the CIS Convention came into effect.

A unique nature of development and adoption of the Convention consists in that for the
first time there were carried out the codification on the standards for democratic elections
within the framework of interstate structure, the Commonwealth of Independent States,
and fixing thereof in the format of international-law act that has a mandatory nature. This
is particularly important for the states forming their electoral systems and law-exercising
practice on the grounds of democratic values.

Dear colleagues,

I have given these examples with the purpose to emphasise efforts of all the organisations
aimed at development of the electoral standards, which, in our opinion, support
substantially the OSCE/ODIHR efforts in the electoral sphere. Besides, also the
established practice of close and fruitful business-like cooperation between the
above-mentioned organisation on various aspects concerning the organisation and
conduct of elections deserves approval. We have to support and activate this tradition
in every way possible.

I hope that, in the course of work in sections, we shall be able to find solutions on the
important and pressing problems put to discussion of our Meeting, to lay a good
foundation for further common steps. And we have, as | have proposed above, to move
towards preparation of a renewed Code of International Commitments of the OSCE
Participating States for Organisation and Conduct of Democratic Elections, making also
use of the document being discussed today as well as of other work experience of the
OSCE/ODIHR and of the recommendations of the Venice Commission, and the initiative
of the Association of Organisers of Elections in the Central and East European Countries,
and experience of the CIS, and, of course, of the national electoral system of the OSCE
participating States. And what is more, such a step complies with the paragraph 26 of
the Copenhagen Document that says that the OSCE participating States will
“promote, facilitate and, as far as possible, support practical joint projects ...”.

Now, | would like to dwell at length on the draft document submitted for discussion.

It deals with the basic electoral principles, the existing commitments as well as the
recommendations on the issues that are yet not sufficiently worked out, e.g., voting
on recall of the candidate or e-voting. As far as it concerns the latter, as you perhaps
know, within the framework of programme of the Council of Europe called “Activating
the Work of Democratic Institutions”, the draft Recommendations of the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe Legal, Exploitation and Technical Standards for
Electronic Voting are worked out. The Russian party has supported this initiative, and it
takes an active part in the work. We hope that the document on the standards for
electronic voting will become a significant stimulus for development of computer-based
technologies and their wider use in the European countries in the course of preparation
for and conduct of elections.
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It is important to note that the OSCE/ODIHR document, apart from the electoral
standards for democratic elections formulated in the Copenhagen Document, contains
the basis for discussion aimed at raising society’s confidence in elections, universal and
equal suffrage, at transparency of the election procedures, at raising responsibility of the
electoral process participants.

The authors of this document emphasise that the elections are inseparable from other
social aspects, such as a political climate, mass media freedom, lawfulness as well as the
mechanisms of exercise of the citizens’ legitimate rights. These socially important
elements, in line with the technical aspects of the electoral process, are vitally important
components for provision for a democratic nature of power formation.

In the document, there are proposed ways of creating the possibilities for a more active
participation of women, national minorities and the disabled in the elections. In
particular, there is the proposal to seek to establish such electoral systems that would
promote full and real equal rights of men and women, to adopt temporary measures
assisting exercise of the right to vote and to be nominated as candidates for the specified
categories of citizens. In our opinion, this document would have been pithier if it had
proposed the recommendations on participation in elections of such a category of
people as non-nationals. | think those present understand what or, rather, whom I
mention.

As regards financing election campaigns, there is a proposal to enter in the laws on
elections in the OSCE participating States the requirement on publication of preliminary
financial statements of the candidates and political parties by the voting day with the
purpose that the voters might take that financial information into account when deciding
for whom to cast their votes. Though, as it seems, this section should be supplemented
with a ban in respect of the participating States, including that by means of the
international organisations, on providing a financial or other assistance for the political
associations, candidates, in a word, for the pretenders to the power in other states. Such
apology for ‘financing’ should be considered as interference in the internal affairs of
sovereign states distorting the very essence of democratic processes. On the other hand,
financial and technical assistance may only be provided upon an official request or
consent of the participating State with participation of the authorised national institutions
and under the condition of fair distribution of means for safeguarding of the electoral
process.

When reviewing the role of mass media in the electoral process, one should stress that
the elections may only be considered as free when there are really guaranteed the
right to information and freedom of expression one’s opinions. On the other hand, as
regards the mass media, the freedom of expression of opinions cannot be identified with
the freedom of electioneering to which the requirements of objectivity are not applied.
Therefore, the laws should guarantee a balance of the constitutionally protected
values: the right to free elections and freedom of expression and information, not
permitting discrimination and disproportionate restrictions that the well-known aphorism
“who controls information controls the world” could not be applied as regards elections.
Perhaps, this problem needs to be discussed in our Meeting, too.
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Finally, as very important seems the thesis that the procedure of taking measures and
making decisions on complaints and appeals, including actions of the electoral bodies and
courts, should be transparent and accessible for the public. The document recommends
provision of a clear, intelligible, single and structured mode of work with complaints and
appeals where the authorities publish all details as regards work with each of them. All
this is correct but, in our opinion, this recommendation should be supplemented with the
requirement to ensure transparency of the process of examination of complaints as well
as with the need to make decision on all the complaints being received by the authorised
bodies within the ‘reasonable’ time-period fixed by the law.

Thus, even a short, within the limits of time provided for me, review of the document
submitted allows for considering it, on the one hand, as a sufficient information
basis for further discussions on development of the international electoral standards
and, on the other hand, as a material for the foundation of the renewed Code of
International Commitments of the OSCE Participating States for Organisation and
Conduct of Democratic Elections.

As a supplementary note to the already said, let me utter a wish, issuing directly from the
name of the document, “Electoral Principles and the Existing OSCE Commitments for
Organisation and Conduct of Democratic Elections”. The international electoral
standards, given the shape of political commitments, impose a special responsibility on
the states adopted them. Each state has to clearly realise what specifically it commits
itself to fulfil. Therefore, such commitments should be as much as possible concrete
and explicit, not allowing for an ambiguous treatment. As a whole, OSCE’s move
from words to the deed in preparation of the Code of International Commitments,
‘Copenhagen-2’, could be an indicator of its viability and level of adaptation to the
contemporary reality.

Thank you for your attention. | wish the participants of the Meeting a fruitful work.

» Jean-Pierre Kingsley, Chief Electoral Officer of Canada
Good afternoon, Ladies and Gentlemen.

It is a real privilege to speak to you today in the absence of my esteemed colleague Dr.
DeForest Blake Soaries Jr., Chair of the United States Election Assistance Commission. |
wish to thank the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)
organisers for inviting me to take part in this important discussion on election principles
and standards and the OSCE’s commitments for democratic advancements. Specifically, |
wish to thank Ambassador Ivo Petrov, (Chair, Permanent Council, OSCE), Ambassador
Christian Strohal (Director, OSCE/ODIHR), Mr. Alexander Veshnyakov (Chair, Central
Election Commission of the Russian Federation) and Mr. Vadim Zhdanovich
(OSCE/ODIHR Election Advisor).

I would also like to commend the writers and researchers at the OSCE/ODIHR who
prepared the excellent discussion paper on Existing Commitments for Democratic
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Elections in OSCE Participating States. This thorough document highlights the
fundamental principles of elections, namely public confidence, universal and equal
suffrage, transparency and accountability. These principles are pillars of democracy.

I would add that these pillars do not stand alone. They are complemented by the
willingness of other organizations to maintain these standards, such as the work of the
Council of Europe and others committed to developing democracy. We must applaud the
efforts of the various organizations that contribute to establishing and strengthening
democracy.

In my remarks to you today, | wish to share a number of observations on the evolution of
the democratic process, based in good measure on some 15 years of involvement in the
international electoral community as Chief Electoral Officer of Canada. Significant
democratic growth that has taken place in all regions of the world since 1990, and
democratic reforms are moving more and more rapidly. The OSCE and other
international bodies can take credit for playing a significant part in these advancements.

First, 1 will discuss the role that elections and election observation play to legitimize and
assist in developing today’s democracies. | will then share a few thoughts on the
importance of participation in democratic elections. Finally, | will speak to you about the
role of money and the media in the democratic process.

Election observation and the professional management of elections

Based on my experience, | would argue that democratization never occurs suddenly. It
proceeds through evolutionary phases. In light of the distance travelled over the past 15
years in the development of many democracies, it thus appears appropriate that election
observation missions have evolved. Election observation has become a valuable support
mechanism in the growth of democracy and capacity building. For example, one cannot
think of carrying out an effective observation if it is limited to the couple days
surrounding election day. | have seen this happen. | have even seen observers “closing
shop” before election day. It is now recognized as a much longer process.

In this context, election observation should encompass a pre-electoral assessment, the
election itself, and a post-electoral assessment. Election observation should be considered
an opportunity to offer cooperation and to share expertise and ideas rather than to simply
serve as a witness or spectator. To maximize the effectiveness of electoral observation
missions some criteria must be met. For instance, it is necessary from the beginning to
establish relations with various actors: electoral agencies, members of parliament,
political parties, international bodies, non-governmental organizations as well as other
national and international observers. It is also important to know the electoral system of
the country well — its principles and procedures, the actors in place and their roles. It is
also necessary to know how to detect problems and what is at stake for the country.
Finally, it is most important to assess whether these elements meet the standards of
fairness, equality and transparency.
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Of course, democratic participation is not limited to voting in elections. In a healthy
democracy, citizens are engaged in a variety of ways. But at the same time, we must not
forget that a fair and free election is the essential starting point of any democratic process.
It is the fundamental means by which the will of the people is expressed. Democracy is
secured by many elements, including elections, which must meet a minimum set of tests.
Broader considerations, such as political climate, media freedoms, and the rule of law,
must be taken into account to secure the public’s confidence in a free and fair democratic
process.

One of the most important tests that elections should meet is to ensure that there is an
independent electoral management body. There is no one model. Different approaches
include the central or national election commission model, where the commission is the
principal organization responsible for the election. In other instances, a judicial body or
electoral tribune administers the election. In every case, the electoral management body
must perform its duties in a transparent, non-partisan and professional manner. Election
officials should go through an appointment process based on criteria that will ensure that
they are well-trained and qualified. In addition, these bodies should be permanent. The
adequate funding and staffing of the election management body is therefore important to
the organizational capacity and the degree of success that it will have in fulfilling its
mandate. It is also important that these bodies have broad support among the public and
election contestants to ensure confidence in the election process.

The right to vote and the intrinsic value of each person

We hold democracy to be the best form of government because it is the only one based
on the recognition of the intrinsic value and equality of each person. It is the only system
that gives each individual the right to have a say in determining, through the election of
representatives, the laws and decisions we agree to abide by in order to live together.
Participation reflects a person’s sense of belonging to society and an acceptance of the
legitimacy of these decisions.

These rights have full meaning only when they are exercised — in other words, when each
person participates. In this light, we must be concerned about growing numbers of people
abstaining from elections in almost all established democracies over the past generation.
If we care about the health of democracy, we must also care about citizen engagement in
the election process. My Office has prepared a number of initiatives to encourage
electoral participation — particularly among Canadian youth. The message we sought to
convey through our efforts was simple but clear: this is your democracy and your
opportunity to have your say about your future, your family, and your country.

As one of my colleagues from Bangladesh once told me, quoting from a proverb popular
in his country: “The people you leave behind slow you down, and the people you cast
aside drag you down.” Democratic participation is necessary so that the popular will can
be expressed for and enhance the common good.

30



The role of money and the media

There is little dispute that in every society money talks. And in the political arena it
resonates loud and clear. A healthy democratic system must recognize the important role
money plays in politics and ensure that it is subject to full public knowledge. At the same
time, it must ensure that the admission price for participating in political debate is not so
high that only the privileged few may gain entry. In short, it will recognize that money is
not a synonym for free speech.

To provide an opportunity for citizens to be active and equal partners in the democratic
process, a fair balance between liberty and equality must be sought - sometimes referred
to as a “level playing field”. This balance is difficult to achieve, but its value must always
be measured against the ideal of democracy.

The fact remains: money may enter the political system in a variety of ways. The danger
is that, if the system does not control money, then money may take over and control the
system. The measures to control the effects of money in the democratic system gain
legitimacy when they reflect the values of fairness, equity, transparency and participation.
In Canada and other democracies around the world, efforts have been made to regulate
political money. In this case, as in all electoral and democratic reform efforts, the rules
evolve over time and continue to do so, in keeping with the evolution of society and the
expectations of political representatives.

An effective political financing framework should cover the activities of all the major
participants in the electoral process. These could include not only candidates and political
parties, but also leadership contestants, local political party associations, and other
individuals or groups who may wish to intervene directly in the electoral process.
Measures can include spending limits and the use of public funding, both direct and
indirect. The implementation of spending limits can create a ceiling under which all
electoral participants in the democratic process compete fairly and remain accountable;
the use of public funds in the democratic process can provide a floor on which
participants can enter the political process and gain financial footing. As part a
comprehensive framework, there must also be disclosure requirements for electoral
participants’ spending and revenues.

The role of the media in communicating ideas and information during elections is vital.
Broadcasting is an effective and powerful tool to convey political messages, but it is also
very expensive. Often, not all political parties and candidates can afford access to the
media; therefore they are at a disadvantage vis-a-vis their well-financed and established
competitors.

In some countries, electoral law regulates broadcasting access for political parties and
candidates. Sometimes this is done by providing indirect public funding in the form of
guaranteed free broadcasting time. Everyone who desires access to the media during
electoral events should be eligible and they should receive it at the same cost. In cases
when both private and public national networks provide political broadcast time, this
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should be done so under the same rules and regulations. In addition, the length and timing
of the broadcast should be regulated to provide an equal opportunity for all to
communicate in a meaningful way with the public.

Media coverage of the election is another area where balance and impartiality are
essential. The print and broadcast media are leaders of public opinion. Insofar as they
adopt and publicly share positions, media outlets direct the political debate and influence
public opinion and, consequently, political choices. While editorial expression is a
longstanding and valuable element of democratic political debate, it and public affairs
reporting should not be confused.

Conclusion

If one accepts that democracy is imperfect, then one must also see it as perfectible. In
this light it is acceptable that democracies worldwide have not all reached the same level
of maturity. In fact, we must understand that democracy is never fully achieved. Rather,
democracy is a work in progress.

Over the last decade, through the help of international organizations such as the
OSCE/ODIHR, newer democracies have evolved more rapidly. In this context,
democratic processes and electoral legislation must reflect historical developments and
changes to the cultural and political landscapes as well as the values citizens see as
important as these also evolve over time.

Over the next day or so, we are meeting as representatives of organizations, member
countries and the international community, to discuss broad principles and best practices
for capacity building and the advancement of electoral democracy. Together we have the
benefit of years of knowledge in capacity building, electoral expertise and democratic
advancements to guide us. Whether agreeing on universal norms, producing materials or
outlining commitments to democracy, those who benefit the most are the citizens of
democracies around the world.
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ANNEX 4: INTRODUCTORY SPEECHES TO WORKING SESSIONS

e Session 1: The OSCE/ODIHR 2003 Progress Report “Existing Commitments for
Democratic Elections in OSCE Participating States

»  Patrick Merloe, Director, Senior Associate and Director of Election
Programs, National Democratic Institute for International Affairs

Mr. Moderator, Excellencies and Distinguished Members of the delegations of the 55
OSCE nparticipating States, distinguished representatives of international organizations
and of national election monitoring and human rights organizations.

I would like to express my gratitude to the OSCE and particularly to the ODIHR for the
honor of serving for more than the past two years as moderator of ODIHR’s Expert
Group on OSCE commitments and principles for democratic elections. It has been my
privilege to work over the years with Ambassador Strohal and the head of the ODIHR
election section Gerald Mitchell, with you Mr. Moderator, as well as with Ambassador
Gerard Stoudman and Hrair Balian, when they played such outstanding leading roles with
the ODIHR. It has been a pleasure to give my time to the ODIHR as a demonstration of
support of the critical role of the OSCE in the global arena.

In fact, my active involvement with OSCE participating States began even before the
ODIHR was established. My organization, the National Democratic Institute for
International Affairs (NDI) has worked in more that 90 countries around the world over
the last 20 years, in states emerging from military dictatorship, de jure one-party rule,
conflicts that render the state incapable of performing its essential functions and countries
where other extraordinary factors have blocked the development of democratic political
processes. | have led or participated in more than 120 missions to over 50 countries
around the globe, including more than 40 missions in the OSCE region to numerous
participating States. | site these facts for one reason, to emphasize from a global
perspective the leading role of the OSCE, the significance of the Copenhagen Document,
as well as commitments made in subsequent OSCE documents through the Istanbul
Summit’s Charter for European Security, and to note that the global community is
looking to the OSCE to continue its leading role in the document that results from the
upcoming Sophia Summit and beyond.

OSCE commitments and practice concerning the human dimension, in particular in areas
relating to promoting democracy and election-related rights and freedoms, have had a
tremendous impact around the world. This is reflected in the recent development of the
Intern-American Democratic Charter of the members of the Organization of American
States, in the development of the Norms and Standards for Democratic Elections of the
Parliamentary Forum of the Southern African Development Community, both of which |
can attest to from my personal involvement. My colleagues here from the Council of



Europe and from the European Commission, as well as from the Inter-Parliamentary
Union, can attest to the important impact on their endeavors of the OSCE commitments
and the steadfast work of the ODIHR. And, in the present process of 17 of the world’s
leading intergovernmental and international organizations moving at the technical level to
the common endorsement of a declaration of principles for international election
observation, the ODIHR is playing a key role, and the OSCE commitments and practices
are providing a substantive foundation for discussions.

Mr. Moderator and distinguished members of the State delegations,

It is essential to stress that, while we all have become comfortable with the OSCE human
dimension commitments and have become especially familiar with the election related
commitments of the Copenhagen Document and subsequent documents, we should not
take for granted those commitments, nor should we take for granted the extraordinary
process that brought them about.

It was through the sustained and concerted deliberations of the Helsinki Process that the
participating States — coming from a variety of traditions and many sharp disagreements
— came to a consensus agreement on the commitments presented in the Copenhagen
Document.

In 1990, as result of extended deliberations, the participating States stated in the
Copenhagen Document that:

“They recognize that pluralist democracy and the rule of law are essential
for ensuring respect for all human rights and fundamental freedoms, the
development of human contacts and resolution of other issues of a related
humanitarian character. They therefore welcome the commitment
expressed by all participating States to the ideals of democracy and
political pluralism as well as their common determination to build
democratic societies based on free elections and the rule of law.”
(Preamble)

The Copenhagen Document presents a wide-ranging set of commitments of the
participating States for fostering democratic processes, ensuring human rights and
fundamental freedoms and establishing the rule of law. In this context, the Copenhagen
Document sets forth explicit commitments for organizing democratic elections as “those
elements of justice which are essential to the full expression of the inherent dignity and of
the equal and inalienable rights of all human beings”. (Paragraph 5) The Copenhagen
Document thereby recognizes that elections cannot be separated from the broader context
of democratic institutions and processes in a society and are integral to achieving and
maintaining democratic governance.

Mr. Moderator,

We must recall and emphasize that the development of commitments in the human
dimension, including those concerning election-related rights and freedoms, institutions
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and processes, were and are part of a process that produced profound progress in the
other dimensions of the OSCE. Security in the OSCE arena, including military
cooperation, has developed positively in dimensions that were difficult to imagine in the
period leading up to 1990. Economic intercourse between and among the participating
States has developed positively and beyond dimensions easily conceived at that time as
well. As with the human dimension, much remains to be accomplished in the other
“baskets”, but it must be stressed that the OSCE process has wisely understood the
interdependence of security, economics and the development of democracy, human rights
and the rule of law.

We all know only too well that threats to peace and stability, as well as examples of
conflict and the development of terrorist threats, come most often from those places in
the world that are not democratic. Experience demonstrates that economic and social
dislocations that threaten peace and stability can often be traced to political systems in
which the victims have no political voice, in which those who hold the power to govern
feel no obligation to answer to the people, and in which resources, land and people are
exploited by those holding power without fear of accountability. Establishing a
democratic political process provides the best possibilities for developing governmental
policies and actions that address economic, social and other issues that are essential for
advancing human dignity. Such a process provides the means to resolve peacefully the
competition for political power through democratic elections and to address grievances
that are often the source for internal and even international conflict.

Establishing a democratic process also provides the best mechanisms to combat
corruption and lack of accountability that create instability and foster political extremism.
If we are to defeat terrorism as a systematic force, we must dry up the reservoir of
support for extremism through economic development and the establishment of genuine
pluralism and accountability.  Extremists live in a symbiotic relationship with
authoritarianism and disrespect for human dignity. Autocracy, corruption and the lack of
accountability exacerbate powerlessness, poverty and intolerance. Effective promotion
of democracy, human rights and the rule of law therefore is essential to breaking the
symbiotic relationship of the political extremes.

The wisdom of the participating States in developing, through consensus, commitments
in the human dimension, including those explicitly concerning election-related rights and
freedoms, institutions and processes, reflects an understanding of the interdependence of
security, economics and the human dimension. This reinforces the importance of our
discussions at this Supplemental Human Dimension Meeting and of the context of the
Ministerial Council Decision 5/03 taken on 2 December 2003 in Maastricht.

Mr. Moderator,

The ODIHR established the Expert Group on OSCE commitments and principles for
democratic elections in response to tasks given to the ODIHR by the Permanent Council
and by the Ministerial Council. The Expert Group assisted the ODIHR by preparing the
document known as “Existing Commitments for Democratic Elections in the OSCE
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Participating States”, which was a progress report, establishing an inventory of existing
election-related norms, commitments, principles and “good practices”.

The OSCE Ministerial Council Decision No. 5/03 (2 December 2003) welcomed that
report and recognized in particular “the need for confidence by the electorate in the entire
[electoral] process, for transparency of election procedures, and for accountability on the
part of authorities conducting elections...” The Ministerial Council Decision tasked the
Permanent Council, “drawing on expertise from the ODIHR, to consider the need for
additional commitments on elections, supplementing existing ones, and [to] report to the
next Ministerial Council.”

The Chairman in Office hence set this Supplemental Human Dimension Meeting to
address OSCE Electoral Standards and Commitments, and the ODIHR convened the
Expert Group to consider the need for additional commitments on elections in light of
Decision 5/03. The Expert Group assisted the ODIHR in producing the Discussion Paper
entitled “Election Principles and Existing OSCE Commitments for Democratic
Elections” that was distributed in advance of this meeting. That paper was intended to
stimulate discussion at this Meeting, rather than as a definitive response to the Ministerial
Council’s task. | will summarize briefly the main considerations and findings presented
in the Discussion Paper.

Mr. Moderator and distinguished members of the State delegations,

A careful review of the commitments contained in the Copenhagen Document and in
subsequent OSCE documents, as well as a review of the practice in the OSCE area,
concerning election-related rights and freedoms, institutions and processes makes clear
that the Copenhagen Document and subsequent commitments stand the test of time.

There is no need at this juncture to reopen or reconsider the existing OSCE commitments
concerning democratic elections — however, there is nonetheless a clear need to enrich,
reinforce and amplify existing commitments by adding language, perhaps in the
upcoming Sophia Summit document, that embraces the points recognized in the
Ministerial Council Decision 5/03. To supplement existing OSCE commitments
concerning democratic elections there is a need to for additional language in which
participating States commit to take actions to:

(1) establish public confidence of the electorate in the overall electoral process;

(2) achieve universal and equal suffrage;

(3) provide transparency in all elements of election procedures; and

(4) ensure accountability on the part of all authorities relating to the conduct of
elections.

Each of these four pillars for democratic elections is covered in some detail in the
OSCE/ODIHR Discussion Paper entitled “Election Principles and Existing OSCE
Commitments for Democratic Elections”. Participants in the Meeting have had the
opportunity to read that paper, and we will have the occasion to cover these points in our
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sessions. | therefore will not touch on the four points in length. It is important, however,
to highlight each of the four topics for our session.

Establishing Public Confidence of the Electorate in the Overall Electoral Process

The vital need to establish public confidence in the overall electoral process derives from
the concept of sovereignty. All modern constitutions, as well as the charters of
intergovernmental organizations and international human rights instruments, recognize
that sovereignty derives from and belongs to the people. Paragraph 6 of the Copenhagen
Document embraces this concept also found in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, as well as in the
precepts of the Council of Europe. Paragraph 6 states:

“The participating States declare that the will of the people, freely and
fairly expressed through periodic and genuine elections, is the basis of the
authority and legitimacy of all government. The participating States will
accordingly respect the right of their citizens to take part in the governing
of their country, either directly or through representatives freely chosen by
them through fair electoral processes...”

The people’s will cannot be expressed in a credible and convincing manner where a lack
of public confidence in electoral processes constitutes one of the reasons for citizens to
abstain from participating, that is de facto disenfranchisement, nor can that will be
credibly expressed where lack of confidence in the integrity of election processes
compromises genuine and informed choice at the ballot box.

On the other hand, public confidence is enhanced when citizens know that there will be
genuine competition and meaningful debate of competing political ideas through a
democratic election process. As noted by the Copenhagen Document, a democratic
election amounts to much more than balloting on election day and includes processes for
robust political discourse and an electoral environment that fosters genuine competition
among candidates and political parties. Elections are not simply technical matters but
are an integral part of the fabric of a country’s political process that extends beyond
elections to matters of democratic governance.

Paragraph 7.7 of the Copenhagen Document, addresses this point as well by saying that
OSCE participating States will:

“ensure that law and public policy work to permit political campaigning to
be conducted in a fair and free atmosphere in which neither administrative
action, violence nor intimidation bars the parties and the candidates from
freely presenting their views and qualifications, or prevents the voters
from learning and discussing them or from casting their vote free of fear
of retribution.”
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Participating States thereby accept a duty to both prevent intimidation of voters and
candidates by others — whether officers of the state of private citizens — and to act
impartially toward all political competitors. Achieving this commitment extends to many
processes and institutions, including the proper roles and functioning of the media,
particularly government controlled media, police and prosecutors, the courts and
administrative complaint mechanisms, and various governmental authorities, as well as
electoral administration bodies.

Public confidence is thus a specific criterion for democratic elections and a summary of
how other criteria are met.

Achieving the Right to Universal and Equal Suffrage

Through Paragraph 7.3 of the Copenhagen Document participating States commit to
“guarantee universal and equal suffrage to adult citizens.” This right pertains to the right
to vote and the right to be elected — on a non-discriminatory basis. Application of this
principle requires that a person, who has the right of suffrage, be permitted to exercise
his/her suffrage right without distinction of any kind, such as race, color, sex, language,
religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, association with a national
minority, property, birth or other status.

This right has not been fully, or in many cases adequately, realized in many participating
States as it pertains to the political participation of women, inclusion of minorities, access
of the disabled and inclusion of other groups that have a traditionally low participation in
election processes, such as young people, who only recently obtained voting age.
Positive actions toward such groups are needed, including effectively removing obstacles
to full participation and measures to promote effective exercise of election-related rights.

Achieving universal and equal suffrage also requires attention to the delimitation of
electoral constituencies, to ensure relative equal weight of each person’s vote and the
ratio of citizens to representatives. It also relates to drawing of electoral districts in ways
that do not infringe on the rights of minorities to representation. Matters pertaining to the
forfeiture of suffrage rights also must be addressed in order to ensure universal and equal
suffrage.

Voter rights that are affected by the integrity of voter registration systems and
procedures, as well as methods of voting and establishing results and awarding mandates,
also must be addressed in ways that ensure universal and equal suffrage. This is true as
well for systems and procedures that relate to the right to be a candidate, to equal
treatment of candidates and parties before the law and equal protection of voters and
political contestants under the law, as well as provisions of effective remedies where
rights have been violated. ~ Of course, once elected, these provisions also extend to the
right to fulfill the elected term of office.
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Providing Transparency in All Elements of Election Procedures

Transparency of the election processes is fundamental to democratic elections. It
provides a critical basis for establishing public confidence, including confidence of
electoral competitors. Paragraph 8 of the Copenhagen Document addresses this issue:

“The participating States consider that the presence of observers, both
foreign and domestic, can enhance the electoral process for States in
which elections are taking place. They therefore invite observers from any
other CSCE participating States and any appropriate private institutions
and organizations who may wish to do so to observe the course of their
national election proceedings, to the extent permitted by law. They will
also endeavour to facilitate similar access for election proceedings held
below the national level. Such observers will undertake not to interfere in
the electoral proceedings.”

International and domestic organizations that are involved in election observation and
human rights defense therefore should be permitted effective access to all election
proceedings and should receive credentials for this purpose sufficiently in advance of
elections in order to enable them to organize their activities effectively. All rights that
are extended to international observers should also be extended to domestic election
organizations. In addition, the opportunity to observe all elements of election processes
also must be made available to representatives of the media and political party and
candidate agents.

Recognition of value of election observation by domestic organizations is in direct
keeping with protecting the right of citizens to participate in government. The ODIHR
election observation experience, however, establishes that the rights of domestic
observers are often ignored, limited or obstructed. Such practices are contrary to OSCE
commitments and damage public confidence in elections.

In keeping with Paragraph 10.4 of the Copenhagen Document, participating States also
must allow organizations that promote human rights, including domestic election
monitoring organizations, “to have unhindered access to and communication with similar
bodies within and outside their countries and with international organizations, to engage
in exchanges, contacts, and co-operation with such groups and organizations and to
solicit, receive and utilize for the purpose of promoting and protecting human rights and
fundamental freedoms voluntary financial contributions from national and international
sources as provided for by law.” Paragraph 24 of the Copenhagen Document commits
participating States to all laws are consistent with the exercise of recognized rights and
freedoms and that all laws are applied in a manner that ensures the “effective exercise of
these rights...”

Transparency also applies to the areas of campaign finance and expenditures and to all
elements of the electoral process. All elements of procedures for the development of
voter registries, voting procedures — while ensuring ballot secrecy — and procedures for
counting ballots, tabulation of results and announcing of electoral outcomes, including

39



computerized elements of these procedures must be transparent.  This presents new
challenges as technologies advance in electoral processes.

Ensuring accountability on the part of all authorities relating to the conduct of elections

The ODIHR election observation experience has revealed that the accountable and
transparent administration of elections, free from government interference, is a critical to
achieving democratic elections. Further, the ODIHR election observation experience has
revealed that the effective protection of electoral rights, both as candidates and as voters,
is another area of concern that should be addressed to enhance the accountability of
election authorities and better ensure public confidence.

Among the topics to address in this area are: the formation and function of election
authorities. Democratic elections require politically impartial and administratively
effective electoral bodies. There are a number of ways to constitute such a body, but
inclusiveness of political competitors in the process and transparency are essential if
public confidence and confidence of electoral contestants is to be achieved. Politically
impartial and administratively effective election administration can be achieved by
politically balanced bodies composed of members affiliated with political parties, who act
to ensure electoral integrity, or by bodies composed of people who are respected non-
party members — as long in all cases their appointment is supported by a broad political
consensus achieved through an inclusive and transparent process.

A number of other elements are important to the proper functioning and accountability of
electoral authorities, including their being directly funded by the legislature, having
proper powers and safeguards against political interference during their tenure.

Ensuring accountability also requires effective protection of electoral rights of voters and
electoral contestants. As notes earlier, equality before the law, equal protection of the
law, due process and provision of effective remedies are central in this respect. Criminal
liability also must be effective for those who commit electoral abuses. Impunity for
violating electoral laws and abusing election-related rights undermines the integrity of
elections and undermines the democratic mandate to those who govern as a result of
elections.

Developing and supporting cooperative endeavors in this area is important for enhancing
accountability in the electoral area. Advances made in mechanisms for accountability in
the electoral arena also will provide examples and benefits in other areas of advancing the
rule of law.

Paragraph 25 of the Istanbul Document reinforces this point. It states:
“[T]he representatives of the participating States ... appreciate the role of
the ODIHR in assisting countries to develop electoral legislation in

keeping with OSCE principles and commitments, and we agree to follow
up promptly ODIHR’s election assessments and recommendations.”
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This commitment is crucial, because making and advancing commitments is a hollow
exercise unless participating States demonstrate publicly their will to build and improve
the democratic process in their respective countries.

Conclusion
Mr. Moderator and distinguished members of the State delegations,

Democratic elections are fundamental; yet, they are an insufficient condition for
democracy. As each participating State is well aware, democracy is a continuous process
and is in a constant state of development. To end where | began this afternoon,
developing democratic political processes is essential to establishing and maintaining
peace and stability, to furthering economic progress and advancing human dignity.

Promoting democracy therefore is in the fundamental interests of each participating State;
the preservation of liberty in each state and the development of human progress are not
only linked to the expansion of democracy, they are dependent upon it. Yet, democracy
promotion is not best achieved as a unilateral undertaking. Democratic development is a
process best shared among countries and peoples who are traversing a common path. It is
through the consensus-building process of the OSCE that the participating States have
recognized this. Democracy cannot be imposed; it must be chosen. That choice belongs
to the people of a country, as does their choice of who shall have the power to govern in
their name and in their interests.

The Ministerial Council has asked whether additional commitments are needed to
supplement existing ones in the electoral area. There is a clear need to enrich, reinforce
and amplify the existing commitments in the areas of: establishing public confidence of
the electorate in the overall electoral process; achieving universal and equal suffrage;
providing transparency in all elements of election procedures; and ensuring
accountability on the part of all authorities relating to the conduct of elections.

I hope that our deliberations at this Meeting will bare this out. The leading role of the

OSCE in the electoral area needs not just to be acknowledged; it needs to be advanced.
To stand still is not progress.

» Prof. Christoph Grabenwarter, Member of the Council for Democratic
Elections, Council of Europe

Mr. Moderator! Excellencies and distinguished Members of the delegations of the
participating states, Ladies and Gentlemen,

First of all I have to thank the OSCE/ODIHR for having invited the Venice Commission
to contribute to this meeting. This invitation and our participation reflect the excellent
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cooperation between the ODIHR and the Venice Commission. Only a month ago, we had
the opportunity to have a fruitful exchange of views in Venice with Ambassador Strohal.

We just heard an excellent introduction to the background of the existing commitments
for democratic elections in OSCE participating States. The Progress Report EXxisting
Commitments for Democratic Elections in OSCE participating States forms an important
step forward in implementing European standards.

My short introduction focuses on two topics: first, the importance of how principles of
electoral law are implemented; and secondly, main features of the Existing Commitments
for Democratic Elections in OSCE participating States in comparison with other existing
documents, in particular, with the Code of good practice in electoral matters of the
Venice Commission. It was endorsed by the Council of Europe’s Committee of Ministers
in May. In a judgment of 30 March 2004, the European Court of Human Rights for the
first time referred to the Code of good practice.

A Double Approach to the European Electoral Heritage

All existing documents refer to the basic principles of constitutional law, such as the
universal, equal, free, secret and direct suffrage. The OSCE Commitments refer in
particular to universal and equal suffrage. Those principles are of utmost importance, and
there is considerable convergence in international documents as well as in national
constitutions. However, those principles are only one side of the coin. The other side is
how these principles are implemented. In this respect, we may refer to the respect for
human rights, election observation and procedural guarantees. For this reason, only this
double approach seems appropriate. It can be found for instance in the Code of good
practice in electoral matters.

This approach forms a solid basis for guaranteeing that an electoral process is in line with
the principles that are expressed in the OSCE Commitments, in particular, with the
principles of transparency, accountability and confidence. Confidence in democratic
elections is a prerequisite for the legitimacy of elected organs in a democratic system.

Council of Europe and OSCE Standards - Convergence and Completion

This leads me to my second part, the characteristics of the OSCE Commitments. While
the important factors of the right to universal and equal suffrage are at the heart of the
document, the principles of public confidence in elections, transparency in election
procedures and accountability of election authorities form the basis and framework. As a
result of its rich experience in election observation, the OSCE sets out a number of
important procedural and organisational guarantees. Let me show by way of examples the
special contribution of the OSCE Commitments to the European Electoral heritage.

The OSCE Commitments focus in particular on the equal suffrage and thereby in
particular to possible discrimination of women, minorities and disabled persons. While
the Venice Commission’s Code of good practice refers to minorities, it does not do so
with regard to disabled persons and not to the same extent to women. The OSCE
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document seems at times more based on answers to particular problems. | do not suggest
that one or the other system is preferable. One should simply be aware of different
approaches and — as it seems — approaches that complete each others.

With regard to minorities, another example may be given. The Venice Commission has
introduced an exemption from the residence requirement in the interest of the protection
of minorities. The OSCE Commitments go far beyond the residence criterion.

A third example is the provisions on the competencies of the election administration.
While the OSCE Commitments include a detailed catalogue of concrete issues, the Code
of good practice defined the respective tasks in theoretical terms.

On the other hand, there are areas where the Code of good practice is more detailed. An
example is the question of remote voting, which becomes a more and more important
way of voting. In this respect, you can find particular provisions on e-voting in the Code
of good practice. In a comparison between postal voting and voting before a mobile
voting commission, the OSCE Commitments are more neutral and open towards remote
voting than the Code of good practice, which shows a clear tendency towards postal
voting.

A final example where differences can be found is the minimum age for the right to vote
and to stand for elections. The Venice Commission defines the age for the right to vote
with the international age of majority and specifies that this age should be 18, whereas
the OSCE makes no specific recommendation as to what is the age of majority with
respect to the right to vote. The situation is similar with regard to the right to stand for
elections.

Conclusion

Mr. Moderator, Ladies and Gentlemen,

My concluding remark is very short and simple. The Existing Commitments for
Democratic Elections in OSCE participating States and the Code of good practice in
electoral matters are complementary. They are different in style and in approach. They
partly address different main issues and use different techniques. However, they aim at
the same target of preserving and developing the European electoral heritage.

A pluralism of instruments reflects the different experience and tasks of various
institutions. In my view, this is a big advantage for the future of democracy in Europe.
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e Session 2: Implementation of existing OSCE commitments for democratic
elections and follow-up on OSCE/ODIHR recommendations

»  Pentti Vaananen, Deputy Secretary of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly
Why do we observe elections? The answer is very clear and simple: We want to help the

OSCE participating States to implement their commitments concerning free and fair
elections.

Why do the participating States invite us to observe their elections? They may have
different motives. They may do so because they have to — they are committed to this as
participating States. New democracies may also be looking for recognition of their
electoral processes. Or they may genuinely want help to develop their electoral
legislation and practices. It is not for us, the observers, to speculate as to their motives.
We always observe elections for our own reasons, which were defined above. We must
not go as schoolmasters or adversaries. We go as partners. We cooperate and we support
our partners in their efforts.

An election operation missions is a long process. It includes investigating the State’s
electoral legislation, regulations and practices. It includes following the behaviour of the
authorities, political parties and candidates during the campaign, as well as the media. It
includes the actual execution of the elections during the polling day, including counting
of votes. And it also has to include follow-up.

Follow-up is an essential element of the entire process. All too often we have faced a
situation where, when observing the elections in a country for the second, third or fourth
time, we see the very same problems repeated. Our previous observations and
recommendations have been ignored and forgotten. Our reports must not only be filed.
They must be acted upon.

Follow-up should always take place after the report has been issued. The modes of action
need to be decided on a case by case basis. The ways and methods which are chosen,
depend mostly on two factors: 1) the problems observed and 2) the participating State’s
response and attitude.

The nature of the observed problems may vary. They may concern, for instance, the
content of the legislation and the performance of the administration. These are often
easier problems. But the problems may also concern political and “cultural” matters.
Sometimes bad habits from the totalitarian era are difficult to mend. Such problems may
be more difficult and need to be dealt with using political means. As far as the
participating States’ attitudes are concerned, that is a question how cooperative or
uncooperative they are.

In order to illustrate my point | take three examples from elections during the last few
years. | call then participating States A, B and C, in order to avoid unnecessary debate on

44



specific elections and also in order to enable me to cut a few corners and emphasize
points which are essential in follow-up.

Participating State A had parliamentary elections some time ago. They performed fairly
well and our overall assessment of their electoral process was quite positive. At the same
time we did observe a few problems and they were reported.

But a very specific problem appeared. The election law included a rather high threshold.
There is nothing wrong with that in principle. Many countries have such a threshold.
However, as a result of this threshold practically all national minorities were excluded
from parliament. This particular participating State has a history of problematic ethnic
relations, and leaving national minorities outside the legislature, which is the most
important political institution in a democratic country, is a serious problem. This needs to
be discussed in the cause of follow-up. However, when this problem was pointed out to
representatives of the Government, they recognized it and agreed.

In this particular case, the follow-up is relatively easy. We have a specific problem,
which can be solved through legislative means, and we have a co-operative partner.

Participating State B had just gone through a very difficult period of its political history.
They had elections, which we hoped would help to consolidate the peaceful political
process, which had started. To a large extent they succeed and we recognized this in our
assessment. At the same time there were problems. There had been incidents of
intimidation and violence. Somebody was even killed. It appeared that a state institution,
politically close to the incumbent party, performed dirty tricks.

The conclusion is that in spite of the welcome positive development the country still has
a rule of law problem. This problem cannot be solved merely by changing electoral
legislation. The State needs political, and perhaps also other forms of help and support.
This needs to be discussed as part of the follow-up.

Participating State C held elections. We observed all kinds of problems and we reported
them. The reaction of this particular participating State was: “No, you are wrong. These
problems do not exist. Go away!”

We have a serious political problem. Also the follow-up becomes very political and more
difficult.

In the follow-up we aim at a constructive dialogue and co-operation with the participating
State in question. The dialogue is always by nature political to some extent. But then
there may also be different kinds of practical and technical issues. The dialogue almost
always also concerns concrete issues of legislation and administration. We must try to
avoid confrontation. Sometimes it cannot be avoided if we face an uncooperative partner
and difficult political issues.
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I would like to make the following suggestions:
1. There shall always be follow-up after the final report has been issued.

2. The first event in the follow-up is the visit of representatives of the main
international institutions, which have participated in the international election observation
mission. These are often 1) the OSCE, both the OSCE PA and the ODIHR, 2) Council of
Europe PA and 3) the European Parliament. This first visit should be lead by the political
personality who has been designated by the OSCE Chairman-in-Office to lead the
observation mission. Senior representatives of other institutions involved should also be
present. These first discussions should be held at a high political level and they should
deal with the main observations and recommendations of the report. They should also
deal with how further follow-up is conducted.

3. There would be such technical, expert and other meetings as are deemed useful.
The discussions, or some of them, could be confidential, if that would serve the purpose.

I would emphasize the need for unity between the major international institutions
involved. We need to speak with one voice. Lack of unity, different or even conflicting
statements would seriously undermine the election observation efforts. The participating
State, whose elections are observed, would be confused and those who might have ill
intentions would not hesitate to take advantage of the situations.

Finally, a few words about the role of parliamentarians: Parliamentarians are experts in
electoral matters. They have themselves experienced elections from the inside. They are
also politicians. They bring increased authority and visibility to election observation
missions. In the follow-up, they should be used, in particular, when we are dealing with
political issues and problems.

»  Nikolai Vulchanov, Deputy Head OSCE/ODIHR Election Section

Introduction to “Follow up on Election Recommendations™
Mr. Moderator, Ladies and Gentlemen,

The term “follow-up on [election] recommendations” appeared for the first time in an
official OSCE document at the Ministerial in Oslo in 1998. The importance of the follow
up was reiterated later, at the Istanbul Summit of November 1999, where the Heads of
OSCE participating States declared “We agree to follow up promptly the ODIHR election
assessment and recommendations”. The 2002 Ministerial held in Porto also called upon
participating States to strengthen their response to ODIHR’s recommendations following
election observation. Finally, the 2003 Ministerial in Maastricht tasked the ODIHR to
consider ways to improve the effectiveness of its assistance to participating States in
following up recommendations made in ODIHR election observation reports and inform
the Permanent Council on progress made in fulfilling this task.
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From the above it becomes clear that participating States including at the level of Heads
of States, by consensus, have constantly recognized the fact that providing
recommendations on improvement of the election process alone, in line with the OSCE
election commitments as spelled out by the 1990 Copenhagen Document, is not enough.
Once provided, such recommendations have to be implemented promptly in order to
produce maximum added value of the election observation, the nature of which is to
support countries in transition from a totalitarian to a democratic governance. The
persisting message for the need to implement recommendations is also an indication of
occasions where recommendations stemming from election observation have been made,
however during the next election observation in the same country, the same or similar
weaknesses have been observed again.

Ownership of the follow-up

The follow-up is a process, which is entirely in the hands of the political
establishment of the recipient country, responsible for the implementation of the
recommendations. While in general such responsibility may be shared between
government and opposition, it is first and foremost the government’s responsibility.
Therefore the degree to which recommendations have been followed and implemented by
the authorities could be a measure for the political will to improve on those aspects of
the overall election process, which have been addressed in the recommendations of the
election observation reports.

The international community, including the OSCE/ODIHR, could have a role in the
follow up only if invited by the recipient country to support the follow up and
implementation of the recommendations. Thus, follow up and providing technical
assistance are activities, which often overlap in their substance. However even if
invited, the OSCE/ODIHR participation in the follow up process cannot guarantee its
successful outcome; it can only support the efforts of the authorities of the recipient
country by providing know-how and expertise, and share its experience in the area(s)
defined by the host country.

Timing and Scope of the Follow up

While the development of a thorough follow up methodology is presently under way, as
tasked by the 2003 Maastricht Ministerial, the OSCE/ODIHR has accumulated certain
experience in this important and politically sensitive exercise. This experience stems
from a number of post election technical assistance projects conducted by the Office.
Therefore, the follow up process has also the value of learning process for the
OSCE/ODIHR as well.

Practice in the field of technical assistance conducted in the late 90-ies provided clear
indications that, in view of the specific OSCE/ODIHR election observation mandate, it is
not appropriate to provide technical assistance in the pre-election period because of
potential conflicts of interest of the type “observe your own work”. Therefore follow up
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on previous recommendations in the pre-election period can only be limited to drawing
the attention of the authorities responsible for the conduct of the election on particular
issues by inquiring in a neutral way on issues related to the conduct of the election.

However, providing advice and assistance upon request of a participating State in the post
election period and until the new election campaign begins bears no risks for potential
conflicts of interest. In the presence of sufficient political will to improve the election
process in line with OSCE Commitments, the post election period provides the
opportunity for the recipient participating State to benefit from all experience
accumulated by the OSCE/ODIHR, by following up on OSCE/ODIHR
recommendations included, as a matter of principle, in the election observation report.

The scope of the follow up depends on the intentions of the authorities of the recipient
participating State to improve the election process. Most often the follow up is
concentrated on improvement of the legal framework for elections, in line with
previous OSCE/ODIHR recommendations contained in the final report from the election
observation. Such follow up exercises have been conducted relatively successfully in a
number of OSCE participating States. Usually they have resulted in substantial
improvement of the legal framework for elections and have brought the respective laws
closer to meeting OSCE Commitments and generally conducive for the conduct of
genuine elections.

One could distinguish between follow up activities to improve the legal framework,
conducted with active OSCE/ODIHR involvement and intensive dialogue with the
authorities, political parties and civil society (intensive follow up) and follow up
activities conducted with occasional OSCE/ODIHR involvement when the domestic
actors have been chosen to solve the problems within the respective legislature (internal
follow up). Examples of active follow up are the OSCE/ODIHR projects conducted with
the Republic of Montenegro (Serbia and Montenegro) (1998-2002), Azerbaijan (1998-
2002) and Kazakhstan (2000-2004). As an example for passive follow up one could
mention the Republic of Serbia (Serbia and Montenegro) (2000-2004).

On several occasions, the follow up process has not been limited to improvement of the
legal framework, but has included also the quality of the voter lists, and the performance
of the judiciary, law enforcement agencies and the media. In these cases the follow up
has continued beyond the improvement of the legal framework and has been
extended over its implementation. Such follow up activities have been conducted in the
Republic of Montenegro (Serbia and Montenegro) and Albania (2001 -). Since a legal
framework in line with OSCE Commitments alone is not a sufficient guarantee for a
genuine election, it is no surprise that in those countries improvements have gone deeper
and have led to improved implementation.

Incidentally, the OSCE/ODIHR has conducted post election follow up on sensitive
complaints submitted to the Office after the election observation has been completed.
The purpose of such follow up has been to identify the scope of the problems described in
the complaints and provide advice to remedy them, e.g. in the Republic of Montenegro
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(Serbia and Montenegro) the OSCE/ODIHR followed up complaints of the opposition in
2002 related to tampering of the authorities with the voter lists.

e Session 3: Identification of possible areas for supplementing the existing OSCE
commitments and the potential need for additional commitments

» Dr. DeForest Blake Soaries Jr. Chairman of the United States Election
Assistance Commission

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you again to ODIHR for organizing this important Supplementary Human
Dimension Meeting on Electoral Standards and Commitments and to all of the
governmental and non-governmental participants who have helped to make this event a
success.

Mr. Chairman, the United States appreciates the opportunity that we have had over the
past day and a half to hear many points of view about OSCE election standards and
commitments. Today, the United States remains as committed as ever to the OSCE
commitments laid out in the 1990 Copenhagen document and in subsequent OSCE
documents.

The very nature of democracy is that it is constantly developing and evolving to meet the
needs of citizens. This is true in every OSCE participating State, including in the United
States. That is why we are open to ideas on how the OSCE election commitments, and
especially their implementation, can be improved.

However, the United States sees no need to re-open the Copenhagen commitments. The
Copenhagen document provides the guidelines and benchmarks that we need to achieve
democratic, free, and fair elections.

Of course, there may be a few areas in which gaps in the existing commitments could be
filled. For example, the OSCE does not yet have specific commitments related to the
participation of internally displaced persons in electoral processes or concerning
accountable, balanced, and impartial election administration. We therefore look forward
to considering proposals to fill these and other gaps as necessary.

We must remember, however, that the primary responsibility lies with participating
States for fulfilling their election-related commitments. This is important for two reasons.
First, making and reinforcing commitments on paper is an empty exercise unless
participating States truly desire and intend to hold free, fair, and democratic elections.
Secondly, public confidence in elections cannot be expected unless governments
demonstrate this desire and intent to their citizens.
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There are many different electoral systems in place in the OSCE region, and there are
many legitimate technical ways to carry out elections. There is little to be gained from
comparing these systems. Different systems can all be equally valid, as long as they
provide the framework for a free, fair, and truly democratic electoral process.

Elections are not simply events that happen. Rather, elections are processes that involve
much more than voting. As many speakers have made clear during this meeting,
democratic elections depend on the presence of democratic institutions, an independent
judiciary, a free media, and the rule of law. The OSCE and ODIHR are available to offer
assistance and guidance in all of these areas of concern. Moreover, it is important that
ODIHR continue to fulfill this role.

It is extremely important that States follow up on election monitoring assessments and
recommendations. This follow-up should include long-term, constructive engagement to
foster an overall democratic institutional framework that will allow for free, fair, and
fully democratic elections.

We also believe that a more systematic mechanism should be considered for such follow-
up. We are very interested in the idea Mr. VVaanéanen put forward on establishing, as a
matter of practice, a concrete political dialogue with relevant authorities following each
observation.

Once again, Mr. Chairman, | would like to thank the OSCE for . welcoming me to this
conference. | would also like to thank Ambassador Strohal and ODIHR for organizing it.
Finally, thank you to all the governmental and non-governmental participants in this
meeting for making these discussions useful and constructive.

Thank you.

» Jessie Pilgrim, Legal Expert
Thank you, Mr. Moderator.

It is my pleasure to be one of the introducers of this session on “Identification of Possible
Areas for Supplementing the Existing OSCE Commitments and the Potential Need for
Additional Commitments”. However, before proceeding, let me first express my sincere
gratitude to the OSCE and the ODIHR for allowing me to participate in these two days of
activities discussing these important issues.

I want to emphasize three words from this session’s topic. Those three words are
“identification”, “possible”, and “potential”. These three words underscore that the
purpose of this session is to discuss those issues which require consideration of
“supplementary” or “additional”” language in an OSCE document, regardless of the form
or label which might be given to such a document. | will only raise a few issues for
consideration; issues that are based on the OSCE ODIHR experience and new challenges
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that we know are presented to us, such as electronic voting. | will brief as my time is
limited.

I will raise six issues for discussion. The first issue I raise relates to public confidence in
government and legislative authority.

Paragraph 7.2 of the Copenhagen Document requires “all seats in at least one chamber of
the national legislature to be freely contested in a popular vote”. Public confidence in
government and legislative authority, however, can be enhanced where a State holds
direct elections for primary legislative and representative bodies at all levels of
government. This can bolster public confidence, as citizens know that all legislative
institutions are accountable to the electorate. The scope of elections, therefore, should be
considered.

The second issue relates to electronic voting. Although my colleague Dr. Szep will
address this issue in detail, I want to emphasize that any electronic voting system must
produce a contemporaneous voter verifiable paper trail, which is capable of manual audit,
and this permanent paper trail must be the legal basis for any recount or challenge.

The third issue I raise relates to referenda and recall elections.

This is the issue of extension or termination of the term of office through referenda
elections. This issue has arisen in the context of both legislative and executive branch
elections. The term of office of an elected institution, whether legislative or executive,
should not be terminated or extended through referenda elections. The Copenhagen
Document recognizes that genuine democratic elections, at reasonable intervals, require
robust political discourse and an electoral environment that fosters genuine competition
among candidates and political parties. Holding a referenda election to terminate or
extend a term of office, in disregard of the legal term provided by law, is contrary to the
spirit of the Copenhagen Document and democratic principles.

Similarly, a recall election directed at a specific office holder requires that minimum
safeguards for such an election are in place to prevent the undemocratic and arbitrary
removal of an elected official by a disgruntled group of voters, who may represent a
minority of the registered voters within the constituency. The possibility to recall an
elected candidate must be carefully balanced against the need for orderly election
processes that respect the democratic principle of majority rule.

The fourth issue | raise relates to election observation.

An election is a process that includes activities before and after elections. Effective
election observation cannot be limited to observing the polling on the day of the election.
States should ensure that all observers have the right to inspect documents, attend
meetings, and observe election activities at all levels, and to obtain copies of decisions,
protocols, tabulations, minutes, and other electoral documents, at all levels, during the
entirety of the election processes, including processes before and after Election Day.
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Further, it should be made clear that the principles of transparency and observation apply
to all elections, including referenda and recall elections.

The fifth issue | raise, which falls under the area of transparency as well, is the role of
money in democratic elections. This issue should be considered as the role of money in
democratic elections must be regulated to ensure electoral integrity and establish public
confidence. Citizens want to and should know who is providing financial support to
political parties and candidates, how much support is being given, and how this money is
being spent. Further, reporting and disclosure creates accountability and transparency in
campaign financing.

The sixth issue I raise relates to the protection of electoral rights.

The election system must provide effective mechanisms and remedies for the protection
of electoral rights at all stages, including voter registration, political party and candidate
registration, the allocation of state resources and access to media, campaign activities,
and the vote, count, and declaration of results. Protection of the right to vote and to be
elected is an essential element of a democratic election system. The rights to vote and to
be elected are human rights, requiring effective remedies for their violation. Mechanisms
adequate to protect suffrage and other electoral rights must be in place before, during, and
after elections.

I look forward to hearing your comments on these issues as well as other issues that
highlight the challenges of the future. Thank you, Mr. Moderator.

» Dr Jeno Szep, Advisor, Association of Central and Eastern European
Election Officials

Ladies and Gentlemen,

I would like to thank the ODIHR for having invited me to make an introductory speak on
the questions of electronic voting.

First I would like to say a few introductory words on what is electronic voting or shortly e-
voting

The spread of new information and communication technologies is considered as heralding
the arrival of the information age. Particularly in many areas of the administration the
spread of these new technologies can be observed already.

Electronic voting actually is an emerging technology in an early stage. From a technical
point of view within the election process computer technology is already widely used mostly
for central purposes, for instance voter register, candidate register, tabulation, calculation of
results, report generation etc. But the user interface between the voter and the system is
paper based traditionally. So from a purely technical point of view the introduction of e-
voting means just the extension of the IT directly to the voters, that is to make possible the
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electronic ballot cast, and in certain cases electronic voter authentication as well. E-voting
means casting a ballot electronically.

The use of IT in the central parts of the election systems did not get much publicity,
however e-voting has already more attention because it affects the voters directly.

There are many different specific ways of electronic voting. Just to give a simple view let us
make two basic categories:

1. is what we might call “computer assisted voting” that is casting a ballot by using an
electronic voting device in a controlled environment such as at a polling station behind the
curtain

2. is remote e-voting when casting a ballot in an uncontrolled environment e.g. voting on
the Internet or voting on other communication channels (other channel can be a mobile
phone for instance)

These two categories use different technical solutions, and shall have partially different legal
and operational environment.

My second topic is: From security to public confidence

A few years ago when talking of e-voting we thought that the big issue is to solve the
technical questions to ensure security of the voting system. How to avoid problems of
electrical breakdown, system failure, wrong computer code, etc. Now | believe that security
questions can be addressed satisfactorily. It is mostly a question of good standards, quality
assurance, independent verification, and accreditation. The technology is already available.
(1 do not tell that solving security problems is easy, | just tell that it can be done.)

Now what | consider to be the most critical is already different. That is the issue of how to
develop public confidence in the system. Building confidence is that part of the work to do,
which takes many years. It is a very delicate job. Why is it so complicated? In the case of
traditional paper ballot cast in a closed and stamped ballot box the voter could directly
check how the system works. In the case of electronic devices the voter cannot directly
check the system, (he cannot see what is in the memory or what is transmitted on the wire)
he or she has to trust the authorities or an independent body appointed by the authorities
that makes the verification. This is just an indirect system check from the voter’s point of
view. | believe building the confidence is possible when e-voting technology is introduced
gradually, step-by-step and it takes many years. There are some intermediate solutions for
gaining public confidence like the voter verifiable paper audit trail that can be used for
voting devices. But this solution cannot be used for remote e-voting.

Next | would like to mention some examples for expected advantages of e-voting.
e Increased voter turnout by creating an alternative for different groups of voters,
providing possibility of voting for disabled people, by making voting more

convenient.
e Early and accurate counts of the votes (no uncertainly readable ballots)
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e Inthe long-run a reduction of cost is expected

e The technology of election services will line up to new developments in society such
as other public services having computer assisted administration or e-administration.
(See e-government projects.)

There are counter-arguments to e-voting also:
e Part of the voters will not trust the system.
e The so called “digital divide” of the society might create differentiation between
people
e Today due to the introductory phase the cost of e-voting technologies is usually
higher than that of the traditional paper based technologies.

A few words on the work of the e-voting committee at the CoE.

The Council of Europe one and half years ago established the Multidisciplinary Ad Hoc
Group of Specialists on legal, operational and technical standards for e-enabled voting. The
task of the Committee was to develop an inter-governmentally agreed set of standards for e-
enabled voting, that reflects Council of Europe member states’ differing circumstances, and
can be expected to be followed by the both the authorities and the ICT industry.

The work was based on the basic principle that: e-voting shall respect all the principles of
democratic elections and referendums. E-voting shall be as reliable and secure as democratic
elections and referendums, which do not involve the use of electronic means.

This set of standards consists of legal, operational (which principally include organizational
and procedural matters) and technical standards for e-voting to be adopted by the Committee
of Ministers of the Council of Europe in the fall of this year.

The legal standards are structured according to the very basic principles of democratic
elections such as universality, equality, freedom and secrecy. At the establishment of the
legal recommendations the safeguards play an important role. The safeguards will be
detailed under the concepts of transparency, verifiability and accountability, reliability
and security.

The structure of the operational standards will follow the basic steps of the whole election
process: notification of an election, voter registration, candidate nomination, voting, results
and audit.

In case of the technical standards the requirements are explained under the following main
topics: accessibility, interoperability, systems operation, security and audit.

I just mention here that each element of the recommendation is based on a consensus of
the delegates of COE member states. | consider this to be important because each country
has slightly different mechanism for elections. A recommended standard for a number of
states can work only if the peculiarities of each country are considered.
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Summary

1. E-voting can be considered as part of the world-wide spread of new technologies.
The use of modern technologies and standardization in the election mechanism
seems to be a necessity. So the introduction of e-voting can be considered as an
integral part of a long term modernization process of the election system.

2. When introducing e-voting it is feasible to make multiyear plans and start the
modernization with a step-by-step introduction of e-voting technologies. Pilot
projects are recommended because they can serve as a proven basis for a step
forward.

3. The most important is that public confidence is to be developed very carefully. That
is why the introduction of e-voting takes a long time. The authorities should pay a
very special attention to communicate on the system to the public.
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ANNEXS5: OPENING AND CLOSING REMARKS OF AMBASSADOR IVO
PETROV, CHAIRMAN OF THE PERMANENT COUNCIL

Opening remarks:
Your Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen,

| hereby declare the Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting on Electoral Standards
and Commitments opened .

It is with great honour that | welcome all of you to this Meeting here in Vienna.
Ladies and Gentlemen,

Following its comprehensive concept of human security, the OSCE recognizes elections
as democracy's most fundamental and unique characteristic. In 1990, in Copenhagen the
OSCE Participating States declared that periodic, genuine elections are the foundation of
representative government; that the right to participate in free and fair elections is a
fundamental human right guaranteed by international law, and that in order to be
democratic, an election process must be universal, equal, fair, secret, free, transparent,
and accountable.

The OSCE has traveled the road of electoral reform together with its participating States,
rendering advice on legislative frameworks, organizing observation missions, providing
follow-up.

During the past decade or so, other institutions have also contributed to the advancement
and progressive development of international standards related to elections within the
OSCE area - the UN Human Rights Committee, the Council of Europe, the case-laws of
the European Court of Human Rights and the Venice Commission, the Commonwealth of
Independent States, etc.

One of the contributions most recently came from Sofia - where on 28-29 May 2004, a
seminar was organized by the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Bulgaria, together
with the Venice Commission, dedicated specifically to the European standards of
electoral law in contemporary constitutionalism. The discussion covered the advantages
and shortcomings of various electoral systems, the case-law of higher national
jurisdictions on electoral disputes, the participation of foreigners in the electoral process
at the local level, the electoral rights of individuals with nationality of other European
countries, and possible developments within the Council of Europe and the European
Union.

Having in mind all this, the Bulgarian Chairmanship considers the current Supplementary
Human Dimension Meeting as an important opportunity to examine "ways to improve the



effectiveness of the OSCE assistance to participating States..." as well as "the need for
additional commitments on elections ", referring in this regard also to the decision of the
Maastricht Ministerial Council.

We expect valuable input by the experts, by the representatives of other international
organizations as well as by the non-governmental sector present here today.

Wishing success to the forum, I would like to thank you for your attention.

Before giving the floor to the next speaker may | on behalf of all the participants extend
our appreciation and gratitude to the ODIHR and especially to its Election Section for
their assistance to the Chairmanship in Office in organizing this Meeting.

Now, | would like to call on Amb. Christian Strohal, Director of the ODIHR to
deliver his opening address. You have the floor, Mr. Strohal.

Closing remarks:

Ladies and Gentlemen,

The Chairmanship would like to thank you all for contributing to the discussions
yesterday and today.

We would like to mention in particular the input from the experts and the non-
governmental sector as well as from the OSCE bodies and other international
organizations.

The Chairmanship most carefully noted the suggestions which - to sum them up roughly -
acknowledge that democratic elections can be conducted under a variety of electoral
systems and laws, and recognize - in particular - the need for confidence in the entire
electoral process.

We would also like to thank the national delegations for sharing best practices and
rendering support to the efforts to enhance implementation of the existing OSCE
commitments as well as to consider ways to include new developments, such as e-voting.

In conclusion, | would like to warmly thank Amb. Strohal and his staff for their
assistance to the Chairmanship in organizing this Meeting, all participants for their active
work and valuable contributions to its fruitful outcome, the OSCE Secretariat for its
professional support to holding this important event and our interpreters for their hard
work.

I hereby declare the SHDM closed.
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ANNEX 6: OPENING AND CLOSING REMARKS OF AMBASSADOR
STROHAL, OSCE/ODIHR DIRECTOR

Opening remarks:

Ladies and Gentlemen,

Let me be brief, as | have already spoken quite a bit today. | just want to stress a few
essential issues and explain why I think this SHDM on electoral standards is so important
for our Organization.

As you know, my Office originates from the Copenhagen commitments on democratic
elections and the efforts to implement them. Ever since, work on elections standards and
observing elections in participating States across our region has been an important area of
the ODIHR’s efforts — probably what we are most known for. It is a particular honour
and responsibility to lead on electoral issues on behalf of this Organization, which in turn
is most known for its commitments and practical work on democracy, the rule of law and
human rights.

We have in recent years worked with partners in participating States and other
international organizations to examine how the standards and commitments we use can
be strengthened and updated to meet new challenges. | am very glad that we have many
of these partners — many have become friends - here today and tomorrow. We have some
of the world’s leading elections experts with us today, and see this as a unique
opportunity to carve out a few issues which, in this context, will take this Organization
further in the coming years.

The ODIHR experience has shown that the election process in a number of participating
States can be further improved. The weaknesses identified boil down to a few core issues:
ensuring a genuine electoral competition characterised by confidence and overall political
pluralism including universal and equal suffrage, election administration performing its
duties in a professional and impartial manner; and an independent judiciary.

Despite the detailed commitments and standards we have, some of the problem areas
have in practice sometimes fallen through the cracks. As political will to implement
commitments is sometimes less forthcoming than would be desirable, it is important to
address issues which were not reflected in the Copenhagen set of rules to the degree they
could have.

After having taken stock of existing commitments and standards, my Office has
elaborated a number of issues in preparation for this meeting, which we have distributed
in a discussion paper. Let me summarize the key elements.

Future challenges are evident as new issues related to, for instance,
e referendums and “recall” elections,
e electronic voting and counting technology,




e and the development of election standards by other international
organizations,
are emerging.

While these areas are complex and do not present a complete list of new challenges in the
electoral field, the principal issues point toward the distinct possibility for discussing
additional commitments concerning

furthering universal and equal suffrage,

acknowledging the need for transparency in election related processes,
establishing accountability for electoral authorities and competitors,

and - as an overarching issue - recognizing that maintaining public confidence in
electoral processes is a prerequisite for the people to express their will, and in
convincingly large numbers. It is equally important for the authority and
legitimacy to govern in a credible and effective manner.

Elections cannot be assessed solely by examining the technical aspects of their conduct.
Broader considerations, such as confidence, political pluralism, media freedoms, and the
rule of law, including legal mechanisms for the enforcement of civil and political rights,
must be taken into account, if elections are to be understood within the context of the
Copenhagen Document.

Universal and equal suffrage does not only mean the absence of formal legal barriers to
elect and to being elected, it means active and effective political enfranchisement of the
whole society. This refers in particular to the participation of women, ethnic minorities,
as well as the disabled. It also relates to important questions on the establishment of
constituencies and the forfeiture of political rights.

Transparency of the election processes is fundamental to democratic elections. It
provides a critical basis for establishing public confidence, including confidence of
electoral competitors. It is also essential for the effective exercise of the rights to redress
and effective remedies. When | say transparency, I mean not only the observation of
elections, but also issues relating to campaign finance and expenditures, and timely
access of all election stakeholders to all aspects of the election process.

The ODIHR election observation experience has revealed that the failure to establish an
accountable and transparent administration of elections, free from government
interference, is a critical issue that has impeded democratic elections in some OSCE
participating States. As a result, this has had a negative impact on public confidence in
election authorities administering an election process. Further, the ODIHR election
observation experience has revealed that the effective protection of electoral rights,
both passive and active, is another area of concern that should be addressed to enhance
the accountability of election authorities.

In line with the Maastricht Ministerial Council Decision No. 5/03, we have therefore
presented - in our discussion paper — these four fundamental pillars for democratic
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elections: public confidence, universal and equal suffrage, transparency, and
accountability.

Ladies and gentlemen,

As | have already stated at the Permanent Council this morning, the ODIHR follows the
ongoing debate about the strengths and weaknesses of this Organization very
attentively, in particular in regard to human dimension issues. Statements have also been
made on the Organization’s and my Office’s work on elections.

In this context, I want to stress that we continue to receive praise for the professionalism
and diligence of our election observation reports and other documents we issue with
regard to elections. This praise very often comes from precisely those countries they are
addressed to. I am, for instance, particularly proud over the professional and constructive
exchange we have had in the past with you, Mr Veshnyakov, as Chairman of the Russian
Federation’s Central Election Commission. But we have also received very positive and
constructive feedback from countries with long-standing democratic traditions, such as
the United Kingdom.

While criticism is sometimes expressed — after all the ODIHR tends to deliver
uncomfortable truths — | can guarantee that the ODIHR election observation adheres
strictly to the election observation mandate, applies identical methodology, and assesses
against the same common standards.

The ODIHR has been intensively involved in election observation in transition
democracies throughout Central, Eastern and South-Eastern Europe — numerous
examples testify to this effect. In recent years election assessments have been conducted
also in longer established democracies.

The ODIHR does not “deal mainly with monitoring and assessment of election results™,
as has recently been stated. As we have made clear on numerous occasions, the ODIHR
monitors and assesses the election processes in OSCE participating States. Further, the
election observation reports always avoid comments on the impact of observed election
violations on the election outcome. It is left to others to draw their political conclusions
from the facts we document.

Ladies and gentlemen,

Let us not be distracted by political debates, as important as they might be, in our work
her today and tomorrow. We have the chance to benefit from the presence of eminent
experts and build on huge amounts of practical and field experience. | am confident that
we will approach our common goals in a constructive and cooperative spirit. 1 wish us
fruitful and interesting discussions and expect this SHDM to be another major step
towards the consolidation of democracy in our region.

Thank you.
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Closing remarks:
Ladies and gentlemen,

Over 300 participants registered for the SHDM on Electoral Standards and
Commitments, including government experts from at least 28 countries, dozens of
NGO’s from Washington D.C. to Bishkek, including non-partisan domestic election
observer groups, and 11 of the OSCE Field Missions. All this meant extremely fruitful
and knowledgeable discussions over the past two days, the hallmarks of a successful
meeting.

I believe the SHDM has underlined that the OSCE/ODIHR experience in election
observation and assistance, in particular its election observation methodology, have been
at the forefront of international efforts in this field of endeavor. This has been a
reaffirmation of the leading role accorded to the OSCE/ODIHR on election issues in the
OSCE region, a responsibility that my institution undertakes with a high degree of
commitment.

Despite the leading role of the OSCE on election-related issues, the organization does not
want to be standing still. While recognizing that the existing Copenhagen Commitments
have served the organization well, participating States should seriously consider the
possibility of additional supplementary commitments, in addition to the existing ones, to
assist the organization to meet some ongoing challenges in a more focused manner, but
also to meet new and emerging challenges, such as technological advances in electronic
voting.

This SHDM has coined the term “Copenhagen Plus”. Participating States may wish to
consider recommendations — or additional supplementary commitments — that could be
considered at the Ministerial Council meeting in Bulgaria in December.

The OSCE/ODIHR’s election observation and assistance have improved the
administrative and legislative framework for elections throughout the region. In
particular, OSCE/ODIHR is more regularly reviewing the election legislation of
participating States to bring laws more closely in line with OSCE commitments.
However, even with these improvements, further advancement towards genuine
democratic elections requires a commensurate level of political will for implementation.
Too many commitments and corresponding ODIHR recommendations remain to be
implemented. Without the active engagement of participating States, follow-up will not
be easily accomplished.

I believe that the participation of so many representatives of non-partisan domestic
observer organizations at the SHDM should focus our awareness on the important role
played by these civic organizations, both as a resource for ensuring citizen engagement in
the transparency of election processes, and also as a resource for the follow-up to
OSCE/ODIHR election-related recommendations.
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The ODIHR strives for very good reasons to achieve geographic diversity in its EOM’s
and has, in this context, been requesting an urgent replenishment of the voluntary Fund
for the Diversification of Election Observation Missions established in 2001. This fund
has helped to ensure more active participation of nationals from participating States that
may not regularly second individuals for ODIHR observation missions.

Finally, the participating States should recognize that the ODIHR’s election-related
activities are expanding in response to new and ongoing emphasis in certain areas. For
example, more consistent and systematic efforts on follow-up to ODIHR
recommendations, an increasing interest for ODIHR to follow election processes at the
local level and national referenda, the more regular deployment of assessment missions to
advanced democracies to assess specific issues, more attention being given to Partners for
Co-operation on election-related issues, and more focus on the issue of international
principles and standards for elections. It must therefore be recognized that the ODIHR
will require additional resources for these expanded activities.

I would like to thank the Chairman-in-Office for such an interesting dialogue over the last
two days, and my staff in the Election Section for assisting the Chairmanship to deliver
such a successful SHDM on the important topic of Electoral Standards and
Commitments.
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Senior Adviser, Security Policy Dept. P.O. Box 20061; 2500 EB The Hague; the Netherlands
E-mail: harm.hazewinkel@minbuza.nl | Tel.: +31-70-348 50 48
Fax: +31-70-348 58 07

Mr. Christophe KAMP Permanent Representation of the Netherlands to the
OSCE

Second Secretary

E-mail: christophe.kamp@minbuza.nl P.O. Box 190; 1015 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-589 39 249
Fax: +43-1-589 39 266

Mr. Michael MEYER-RESENDE European Commission, External Relations Directorate
General

Human Rights and Democratisation Unit
B-1049 Brussels; Belgium
Tel.: +32-2-295 75 50
Fax: +32-2-295 80 81

POLAND
Mr. Grzegorz KORCZYNSKI Mission of Poland to the OSCE
First Secretary Hietzinger Hauptstrasse 42c; 1130 Vienna; Austria

E-mail: g.korczynski@botschaftrp.at Tel.: +43-1-870 15 320
Fax: +43-1-870 15 331

PORTUGAL
Mr. Luis BRITO CAMARA Permanent Representation of Portugal to the OSCE
Second Secretary Opernring 3/1; 1010 Vienna; Austria

E-mail: brito.camara@portdelosce.at Tel.; +43-1-585 50 51 57
Fax: +43-1-585 50 51 66
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Mr. Cornel FERUTA

Second Secretary
E-mail: feruta@mprom.at

Ms. Adina-Roxana STOLERU

Third Secretary
E-mail: ddo@mae.ro

Chairman of the CEC
E-mail: intdiv@ab.kiam.ru

Mr. Igor EVLANOV

Counsellor
E-mail: intdiv@ab.kiam.ru

Dr. Vera GRACHEVA

Senior Counsellor
E-mail: rfosce@yandex.ru

Ms. Maria KOSTYANAYA

Attache
E-mail: rfosce@yandex.ru

ROMANIA

Permanent Mission of Romania to the OSCE

Seilerstatte 17/3rd floor, Top 10-11; 1010 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-512 85 66
Fax: +43-1-512 90 57

Ministry for Foreign Affairs

14, Aleea Modrogan, sector 1; Bucharest; Romania
Tel.: +40-21-230 75 79
Fax: +40-21-231 81 15

RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Mr. Alexander VESHNYAKOV

Central Election Commission of the Russian Federation

B.Cherkassky per. 9; Moscow; Russian Federation
Tel.: +7-095-206 78 13
Fax: +7-095-956 39 30

Central Election Commission of the Russian Federation

B.Cherkassky per. 9; Moscow; Russian Federation
Tel.: +7-095-206 86 90
Fax: +7-095-956 39 30

Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the
OSCE

Erzherzog Karl Str. 182; 1220 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1- 280 27 62
Fax: +43-1- 280 31 90

Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the
OSCE

Erzherzog Karl Str. 182; 1220 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-280 27 62
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Ms. Olga KALASHNIKOVA

Second Secretary
E-mail: dos@mid.ru

Mr. Mikhail KUZNETSOV

Expert
E-mail: intdiv@ab.kiam.ru

Mr. Alexey MAKAROV

Assistant
E-mail: intdiv@ab.kiam.ru

Ms. Tatiana SMIRNOVA

Head of the European Division
E-mail: dgpch@mid.ru

Ministry for Foreign Affairs; Department of European
Co-operation

32-34, Smolenskaya-Sennaya sq. ; 119200 Moscow; Russia
Tel.: +7-095-244 30 25
Fax: +7-095-244 30 45

Central Election Commission of the Russian Federation

B.Cherkassky per. 9; Moscow; Russian Federation
Tel.: +7-095-206 78 13
Fax: +7-095-956 39 30

Central Election Commission of the Russian Federation

B.Cherkassky per. 9; Moscow; Russian Federation
Tel.: +7-095-206 78 13
Fax: +7-095-956 39 30

Ministry for Foreign Affairs; Department for
Humanitarian Co-operation and Human Rights

32/34, Smolenskaya-Sennaya sq.; 119200 Moscow; Russia
Tel.: +7-095-244 30 25
Fax: +7-095-244 30 45

SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO

Mr. Milorad SCEPANOVIC

Minister Plenipotentiary
E-mail: coe-osce@smip.sv.gov.yu

Ms. Tana HALASZOVA

Dept. of the OSCE and Disarmament

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Knezaq Milosa 24-26; 11 000 Belgrade; Serbia and
Montenegro

Tel.: +381-11-361 80 28

Fax: +381-11-361 80 29

SLOVAKIA

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Hlboka cesta 2; 833 36 Bratislava; Slovakia
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Mr. Albin OTRUBA Permanent Mission of Slovakia to the OSCE

First Secretary Blaasstrasse 34; 1190 Vienna; Austria
E-mail: Albin_Otruba@mfa.sk Tel.: +43-1-368 94 33 303
Fax: +43-1-368 94 33 333

Ms. Livia SKULTETYOVA Ministry of Interior

Director of Dept. of Elections and Bratislava; Slovakia

Referendum
SLOVENIA

Ms. Simona DRENIK Permanent Mission of the Republic of Slovenia to the
OSCE

Third Secretary

E-mail: simona.drenik@mzz-dkp.gov.si | Gumpendorfer Strasse 11/1l/Top 18; 1060 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-581 34 08 25
Fax: +43-1-581 34 17

SWEDEN
Mr. Mattias LUDVIGSSON Swedish Ministry of Justice
Desk Officer Stockholm; Sweden
E- Tel.: +46-405 40 73

mail: mattias.ludvigsson@justice.ministry.se Fax: +46- 405 43 23

TAJIKISTAN
Mr. Mukhubullo DODOJONOV Apparatus for Election and Referenda
Head of Central Commission Dushanbe; Tajikistan

Tel.: +992-372-21 13 64

Mr. Mansur KADIROV Executive Presidential Apparatus of the Republic of
Tajikistan

Head of Organizational Dept.
Dushanbe; Tajikistan
Tel.: +992-372-21 63 09

78



Amb. Pavel VACEK

Head of Mission
E_

mail: mission.vienna@embassy.mzv.cz

Ms. Irena MOOZOVA

Deputy Head of Mission
E-

mail: mission.vienna@embassy.mzv.cz

Ms. Petra DOLAKOVA

Human Rights Department
E-mail: petra-dolakova@mzv.cz

Ms. Jitka HAVLENOVA

General Administration Dept.
E-mail: JHavleno@csu.notes.cz

Ms. Lucie RODOVA

General Administration Dept.

E-mail: rodova@csu.notes.cz

Mr. Ersin ERCIN

Deputy Permanent Representative
E-mail: turk.del@agit-osce.at

Ms. K. Nilvana DARAMA

Counsellor

CZECH REPUBLIC

Permanent Mission of the Czech Republic to the OSCE

Penzingerstrasse 11-13; 1140 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-894 29 33
Fax: +43-1-894 57 98

Permanent Mission of the Czech Republic to the OSCE

Penzingerstrasse 11-13; 1140 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-894 29 33
Fax: +43-1-894 57 98

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Loretanské Namisti 5; 118 00 Prague 1; Czech Republic
Tel.: +420-2-24 18 24 01
Fax: +420-2-24 18 20 77

Ministry of the Interior

V Obecniho domu 3; 11220 Prague 1; Czech Republic
Tel.: +420-97 48 46 247
Fax: +420-97 48 46 275

Ministry of the Interior

V Obecniho domu 3; 11220 Prague 1; Czech Republic
Tel.: +420-97 48 46 251
Fax: +420-97 48 46 275

TURKEY

Permanent Mission of Turkey to the OSCE

Zieglergasse 5/2; 1070 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-523 38 05 15
Fax: +43-1-523 38 05 31

Permanent Mission of Turkey to the OSCE

Zieglergasse 5/2; 1070 Vienna; Austria
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E-mail: nilvana.darama@mfa.gov.tr

Mr. Yaroslav DAVYDOVYCH

Deputy Chairman

Mr. Olexander SAMARSKY]|

Deputy Head of the Department

Tel.; +43-1-523 38 05 15
Fax: +43-1-523 38 05 31

UKRAINE

Central Election Commission
1, Lesia Ukrainka sq.; Kyiv; Ukraine

Ministry for Foreign Affairs

OSCE MEDITERRANEAN PARTNERS FOR CO-OPERATION

Mr. Reham AMIN

Second Secretary
E-

EGYPT

Embassy of the Arab Republic of Egypt

Hohe Warte 52; 1190 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-370 81 04

mail: egyptembassyvienna@egyptembassyvienna.at Fax: +43-1-370 81 04 27

Mr. Joseph MOUSTAKI

Deputy Head of Mission to the OSCE,
UN
E-mail: culture@vienna.mfa.gov.il

Mr. Jamal AL-SHAMAYLEH

Counsellor
E-mail: jordanembassy@aon.at

ISRAEL

Israeli Embassy

Anton Frank Gasse 20; 1180 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-47 64 65 08

JORDAN

Delegation of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan

Doblhoffgasse 3/2; 1010 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-405 10 25
Fax: +43-1-405 10 31
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MOROCCO

Dr. Mohiedine EL KADIRI Permanent Mission of Morocco to the OSCE

Counsellor Opernring 3-5; 1010 Vienna; Austria
Tel.: +43-1-586 66 51 31
Fax: +43-1-586 76 67

OSCE PARTNERS FOR CO-OPERATION

AFGHANISTAN
Mr. Alikhail NAJIBULLAH Embassy of Afghanistan
First Secretary Lackiergasse 9/Top 9; 1090 Vienna; Austria
E-mail: afg.pm.vie@chello.at Tel.: +43-1-524 78 06

Fax: +43-1-524 78 07

REPUBLIC OF KOREA

Mr. Jo-young JEON Embassy of the Republic of Korea
First Secretary Gregor-Mendel-Str. 25; 1180 Vienna; Austria
E-mail: mail@koreaemb.at Tel.: +43-1-478 19 91

Fax: +43-1-478 10 13

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

CIS - Commonwealth of Independent States
17, Kirov Str.; 220050 Minsk; Belarus
Mr. Yevgeny SLOBODA Tel.: +375-17-222 35 17

Fax: +375-17-227 23 39

Counsellor
E-mail: postmaster@www.cis.minsk.by

Council of Europe

Directorate General of Legal Affairs; F-67075 Strasbourg Cedex; France
http://www.coe.int

Mr. Martin-Micallef GAEL Tel.: +33-388-41 39 29
Fax: +33-388-41 37 38

Administrator, Division of Elections and
Referendums of the Venice
Commission
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E-mail: gael.martin-micallef@coe.int

Mr. Christoph GRABENWARTER Tel.: +33-388-41 39 29
Fax: +33-388-41 37 38

Member of the Council for Democratic

Elections; Substitute Member of the
Venice Commission

European Parliament
Rue Wiertz; 1047 Brussels; Belgium
Mr. Pietro DUCCI Tel.: +32-2-284 66 56

Fax: +32-2-284 07 28

Administrator; Election Observation
Service in the Directorate-General for
External Policies

E-mail: pducci@europarl.eu.int

4 Inter-Parliamentary Union

5, Chemin du Pommier, Case Postale 330; CH-1218 Le Grand-Saconnex / Geneva; Switzerland
http://www.ipu.org

Mr. Michael BODA Tel.: +1-202-361 34 00

Representative
E-mail: Michael.Boda@law.oxford.ac.uk

International IDEA

Stromsborg; 103 34 Stockholm; Sweden
http://www.idea.int

Ms. Maria Louella GRATSCHEW Tel.: +46-8-698 37 62
Fax: +46-8-20 24 22

Project Manager
E-mail: m.gratschew@idea.int

ORGANIZATION OF ISLAMIC CONFERENCE (OIC)
General Secretariat of the Organization of the Islamic Conference, P.O. Box 178; Jeddah 21411;
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia

http://www.oic.org
Dr. Irfan SHAMI Tel.: +966-508-61 18 15 (Mobile)
Fax: +966-2-275 19 53

Director, Political Affairs Dept.
E-mail: oicshami@yahoo.com

Stability Pact for South Eastern Europe

Deutscher Bundestag, Platz der Republik 1; 11011 Berlin; Germany
http://www.stabilitypact.org

Ms. Petra BLAESS Tel.: +49-30-22 77 25 59
Fax: +49-30-22 77 68 94

Senior Consultant to the Stability Pact
on Parliamentary Cooperation / Former
Vice-President of the German
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Bundestag
E-mail: petra.blaess@bundestag.de

OSCE INSTITUTIONS/FIELD MISSIONS

Secretariat
Karntner Ring 5-7; A-1010 Vienna; Austria
Ms. Beatrix ATTINGER COLIJN Tel.: +43-1-514 36 275

Fax: +43-1-514 36 96

Senior Adviser on Gender Issues
E-mail: beatrix.attinger-colijin@osce.org

Parliamentary Assembly
Neustiftgasse 3/8; 1070 Vienna; Austria
Mr. Pentti VAEAENAENEN Tel.: +45-33-37 80 40

Fax: +45-33-37 80 30

Deputy Secretary General
E-mail: pentti@oscepa.dk

Presence in Albania

Rruga Donika Kastrioti, Villa 6; Tirana; Albania
http://www.osce/Albania

Ms. Kaarina BUURE-HAGGLUND Tel.: +355-4-24 06 72
Fax: +355-4-24 06 73

Head of Rule of Law and Human Rights
Dept.

E-mail: kaarina.buure-
hagglund@osce.org

Mr. Oerd BYLYKBASHI Tel.: +355-42-35 993
Fax: +355-42-35 994

Elections Officer
E-mail: Oerd.Bylykbashi@osce.org

4 Centre in Almaty
Tole Bi 67; 480091 Almaty; Kazakhstan

http://www.osce.org/almaty

Dr. Beata MARTIN-ROZUMILOWICZ | Tel.: +7-300-727-9768

Political and Media Officer
E-mail: Beata.Martin-
Rozumilowicz@osce.org

Centre in Bishkek
139 St. Toktogula; 720001 Bishkek; Kyrgyzstan
Mr. Vsevolod PEREVOZCHIKOV Tel.: +996-312- 66 41 80
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Political Officer Fax: +996-312-66 31 69

ﬂ Mission to Bosnia and Herzegovina
Fra Andela Zvidovica 1; 71000 Sarajevo; Bosnia and Herzegovina
Amb. Victor A. TKACHENKO Tel.: +387-33-75 21 00

Fax: +387-33-44 24 79

Acting Head of Mission
E-mail: postmaster@oscebih.org

Ms. Idoia ARANCETA SAN ANTON Tel.: +387-33-75 21 06
Fax: +387-33-44 24 79
Deputy Director of Regional Center

Sarajevo; Head of Election Support Unit
E-mail: IdoiaA@oscebih.org

Mission to Croatia
Florijana Andraseca 14; 10000 Zagreb; Croatia
Ms. Emma MORGAN Tel.: +385-91-720 77 13

Fax: +385-1-309 66 21

HQ Political and Reporting Officer
E-mail: emma.morgan@osce.org

Ms. Mary WYCKOFF Tel.: +385-1-309 66 20
Fax: +385-1-309 66 21

Head, Rule of Law Unit
E-mail: mary.wyckoff@oscecro.org

8 | Centre in Dushanbe
12, Zikrullo Khojaev Str.; 734003 Dushanbe; Tajikistan
Mr. Alexandru CODREANU Tel.: +992-372-24 33 38; 21 40 63

Fax: +992-372-24 91 59

Deputy Head of the Centre
E-mail: Alexandru.Codreanu@osce.org

Mission to Georgia
4 Freedom sq., GMT Plaza; Thilisi; Georgia or N 5, Krtsanisi Governmental Residence; Thilisi;
Georgia
http://www.osce.org/georgia
Ms. Nana KALANDADZE Tel.: +995-99 54 69 01
Fax: +995-32-24 42 02

Senior Democratization Assistant
E-mail: nana.kalandadze @osce.org

Office in Minsk

11, Prospect Gazety Pravda; 220116 Minsk; Belarus
http://www.osce.org.by
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Mr. Vadim THELIN Tel.: +375-17-272 34 96

Human Dimension Officer
E-mail: Vadim.Thelin@osce.org

Centre in Tashkent

12B, Afrosiab Street, Mirobad Region; 700015 Tashkent; Uzbekistan
Ms. Marie-Carin VON Tel.: +998-71-120 44 70
GUMPPENBERG

Political Officer
E-mail: marie-
carin.gumppenberg@osce.org

Project Co-ordinator in Ukraine

16, Striletska Str., office 55; 01034 Kyiv; Ukraine
http://www.osce.org

Mr. Marten EHNBERG Tel.: +380-44-238 04 06
Fax: +380-44-238 04 09

Manager of Elections Project

E-mail: marten.ehnberg@osce.org

Mr. Harald Hartvig JEPSEN Tel.: +380-44-238 04 06 or 07
Fax: +380-44-238 04 09

Election Expert

E-mail: harald.jepsen@osce.org

Mr. lllia SHEVLIAK Tel.: +380-44-238 04 06
Fax: +380-44-238 04 08

Elections Adviser

E-mail: illia.shevliak@osce.org

Office in Yerevan
9-Alek Manukyan Str.; 375070 Yerevan; Armenia

http://www.osce.org/yerevan
Ms. Elaine M. CONKIEVICH Tel.: +374-9-40 85 29
Fax: +374-1-51 22 19

Deputy Head of Office
E-mail: econkievich@osce.am

Ms. Ruzanna BAGHDASARYAN Tel.: +374-1- 51 22 09; +3949 43 63 91

Fax: +374-1- 51 22 19

Senior Political Assistant
E-mail: ruzan@osce.am

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
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Association of Central and Eastern European Election Officials

Alkotmany u. 25; H-1054 Budapest; Hungary or (for mail) P.O. Box 81; Budapest 1450; Hungary
http://www.aceeeo.org

Mr. Attila PETERI Tel.: +36-1-354 02 65
Fax: +36-1-354 02 64

Project Manager
E-mail: aceeeo@axelero.hu

Mr. Jeno SZEP Tel.: +36-20-944 87 19
Fax: +36-1-354 02 64

Adviser
E-mail: aceeeo@axelero.hu

Belarusian Helsinki Committee

68 - 1201, Libkneht Str.; 220036 Minsk; Belarus
http://bhc.unibel.by

Mr. Aleh HULAK Tel.: +375-17-222 48 00
Fax: +375-17-222 48 01

Executive Director
E-mail: belhelcom@user.unibel.by

Brookings Institution-John Hopkins SAIS Project on Internal Displacement
SAIS Center for Displacement Studies, 1717 Massachusetts Ave., NW, Suite 607; Washington,

DC, 20036; USA
http://www.brook.edu/fp/projects/idp/idp.htm

Ms. Erin MOONEY Tel.: +1-202-663 58 74
Fax: +1-202-663 58 77

Deputy Director
E-mail: emooney3@jhu.edu

Ms. Balkees JARRAH Tel.: +1-202-663 58 73
Fax; +1-202-663 58 77

Research Assistant

E-mail: bjarrah@jhu.edu

Citizens Association MOST
Veljko Vlahovic 23-1/6; 1000 Skopje; the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
Mr. Darko ALEKSOV Tel.: +389-2-323 84 26

Fax: +389-2-323 84 26

President
E-mail: most@most.org.mk

Coalition for Democracy and Civil Society

74 Orozbekov Str., lIbirs; 720040 Bishkek; Kyrgyzstan
http://www.ngo.kg

Mr. Edil BAISALOV Tel.: +996-312-90 07 99
Fax: +996-312-62 06 66

Executive Director
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E-mail: coalitionngo@infotel.kg

m Committee of Voters of Ukraine
97, Zhylianska Str.; Kyiv; Ukraine
http://www.cvu.org.ua
Mr. Ilgor POPOV Tel.: +380-44-490 61 34
Fax: +380-44-490 61 35
Chairman of the Board
E-mail: popov@cvu.kiev.ua

Democratic Party of Uzbekistan "Birlik"
Fritz-Meyer-Weg 55, apt. C-7/5; 81925 Munchen; Germany
Mr. Anvar OUSMANOQV Tel.: +49-89-957 63 95

Member of the Board
E-mail: anvardu@rambler.ru

ﬂ Forum for Free Election
Dushanbe; Tajikistan
Ms. Rano AKHUNOVA Tel.: +992-372-24 76 22

Co-Chairman

ﬂ Georgian Young Lawyers' Association
15 Krilovi Str.; 0102 Thilisi; Georgia
http://www.gyla.ge
Mr. Nikoloz DZIMTSEISHVILI Tel.: +995-32-93 61 01

Fax: +995-32-92 32 11

Regional Development Project-Civil
Society Building, Assistant of the
Director

E-mail: regions@gyla.ge

GONG
Trg Bana Josipa Jelacica 5/IV; 10 000 Zagreb; Croatia
http://www.gong.hr
Ms. Vanja SKORIC Tel.: +385-1-482 54 44
Fax: +385-1-482 54 45

Legal Advisor
E-mail: gong@gong.hr

Helsinki Committee for Human Rights of the Republic of Macedonia
Dame Gruev 8/5; 1000 Skopje; the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
Ms. Keti JANDRIJESKA Tel.: +389-23-11 90 73

Fax: +390-23-29 04 69

Lawyer
E-mail: helkom@mhc.org.mk or
keti@mhc.org.mk
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International Discussion Club - Initiative for International Development and Cooperation

Kashirskoje shosse, 88/26-112; 115551 Moscow; Russia
http://idc.cis.lead.org/observer/

Mr. Andrey OZHAROVSKII Tel.: +7-905-577 12 40

President
E-mail: idc@elnet.msk.ru

International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights

Wickenburggasse 14/7; A-1080 Vienna; Austria
http://www.ihf-hr.org

Dr. Aaron RHODES Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 8822-50

Executive Director
E-mail: office@ihf-hr.org

Ms. Brigitte DUFOUR Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22-50

Deputy Executive Director

E-mail: dufour@ihf-hr.org

Mr. Joachim FRANK Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22 50

Project Coordinator
E-mail: frank@ihr-hr.org

Mr. Leonardo UNKEL Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22 50

Intern

E-mail: office@inf-hr.org

Mr. Jakob ENGEL Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22-50

Intern

E-mail: jakob.engel@aon.at

Ms. Eliza MOUSSAEVA Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22 50

Intern

E-mail: moussaeva@ihf-hr.org

Ms. Tanya ZAHARCHENKO Tel.: +43-1-408 88 22
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22-50
Intern
International League for Human Rights

229 E 45 Street, 5 Floor; New York, NY 10017; U.S.A.
http://www.ilhr.org
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Mr. Peter ZALMAYEV Tel.: +1-212-661 04 80
Fax: +1-212-661 04 16

CIS Program Manager
E-mail: pzalmayev@ilhr.org

International Protection
Machstraf3e 8/1/2; 1020 Vienna; Austria

http://www.international-protection.org
Dr. Maria Fernanda PEREZ SOLLA Tel.: +43-1-729 37 76
Fax: +1-240-248 71 48
Director
E-mail: secretariat@international-
protection.org

International Republican Institute
Sturova 11; 81102 Bratislava; Slovakia
Mr. Jan Erik SUROTCHAK Tel.: +421-2-52 92 79 49

Fax: +421-2-52 96 24 29

Regional Program Director
E-mail: surotchak@iri.sk

MEMO 98
Gundulicova 14; 811 05 Bratislava; Slovakia
http://mww.memo98.sk

Mr. Rasto KUZEL Tel.: +421-905 49 35 91
Fax: +421-2-54 41 03 09

Executive Director

E-mail: kuzel@memo98.sk

Mr. lvan GODARSKY Tel.: +421-905 89 53 04
Fax: +421-2-54 41 03 09

E-mail: ivang@memo98.sk

Mr. Marek MRACKA

E-mail: marekm@memo98.sk

NGO "Renaissance"

96, ul. Doslik Guzari, Nukus; 742000 Karakalpakstan; Republic of Uzbekistan
Ms. Gulnara DOSUMOVA Tel.: +998-61-222 34 59
Head of NGO

E-mail: renaiscoalition@mail.ru
Ms. Galina MAYYOROVA Tel.: +998-712-67 59 24

Training for Domestic Election Observers,
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Trainer
E_
mail: Abduvakkos.Abdurahmanov@osce.org

NORDEM - Norwegian Centre for Human Rights

P.0.Box 6706, St. Olavs plass; NO-0130 Oslo; Norway
http://www.humanrights.uio.no

Ms. Gry KVAL Tel.: +47-22-84 20 01
Fax: +47-22-84 20 02

NORDEM Project Director

E-mail: gry.kval@nchr.uio.no

Obcianske oko (Civic Eye)

Staromestska 6/D; 811 03 Bratislava; Slovakia
http://www.obcianskeoko.sk

Mr. Marian GABRIEL Tel.: +421-2-54 41 95 18
Fax: +421-2-54 41 42 85

Director

E-mail: posta@obcianskeoko.sk

Mr. Peter NOVOTNY Tel.: +421-2-54 41 95 18
Fax: +421-2-54 41 42 85

Program Manager

E-mail: pnovotny@obcianskeoko.sk

Osh Resource Media Centre
Osh; Kyrgyzstan
Mr. Ernis MAMYRKANOV

Peoples Movement OTPOR
Knez Mihajlova 49; Belgrade; Serbia and Montenegro
Mr. Milos MILENKOQOVIC Tel.: +381-63 26 73 66

Fax: +381-11-361 29 10

International Trainer
E-mail: kycho_yu@hotmail.com

Political Party of the Justice and Progress
Bishkek; Kyrkyzstan
Mr. Muratbek IMANALIEV

Pontis Foundation, Slovakia
Grosslingova 4; Bratislava; Slovakia
Mr. Balazs JARABIK Tel.: +421-2-52 96 22 31

E-mail: jarbal@pontisfoundation.sk

Republican Club of Voters
Gorodetskaya Str. 70-5; 220125 Minsk; Belarus
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Mr. Mikhail PLISKO Tel.: +375-17-283 74 50
Fax: +375-17-289 50 09

Member of the Council
E-mail: mk_pliska@mail.ru

Republican Network of Independent Monitors
158 Panfilov Street, apt.56; 480091Almaty; Kazakhstan

http://www.rsnn.kz
Mr. Dosmakhambet KOSHUM Tel.: +7-3272-67 16 13
Fax: +7-3272-67 16 13

Chair of Board of Directors
E-mail: dos@rsnn.kz

Republican Party of Turkmenistan in exile

Blechturmgasse 19-30; 1050 Vienna; Austria
http://www.tm-republican.org

Mr. Nurmuhammet HANAMOV Tel.: +43-650-263 46 16
Fax: +43-1-276 37 93

Vice-chairman
E-mail: nhanamov@tm-republican.org

Tajik Juridical Consortium
Dushanbe; Tajikistan
Mr. Rahmatillo ZOYIROV Tel.: +992-372-24 33 38; 21 40 63
Chairman
Turkmenistan Helsinki Initiative
Dempschergasse, 17/12; 1180 Vienna; Austria
Mr. Farid TUHBATULLIN Tel.: +43-1-944 13 27
Fax: +43-1-408 88 22 50
Chairman
E-

mail: turkmenistan_initiative@yahoo.com

University of Wales, Aberystwyth
Department of International Politics, University of Wales; Aberystwyth, Penglais; Ceredigion,
Wales; UK, SY23 3DA

http://www.aber.ac.uk
Mr. lan MITCHELL Tel.: +44-1970-62 67 08
Fax: +44-1960-62 27 09
Consultant - Researcher
E-mail: ianm_99@yahoo.com
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OFFICE FOR DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS AND
HUMAN RIGHTS

Aleje Ujazdowskie 19, 00-557 Warsaw, Poland.
Tel.: +48-22 520 06 00; Fax: +48-22 520 06 05; E-mail: office@odihr.pl

http://www.osce.org/odihr/

Amb. Christian STROHAL Ext.: +48-22-520 06 00

Director
E-mail: office@odihr.pl

Mr. Steven WAGENSEIL Ext: 3111

First Deputy Director
E-mail: Steven.Wagenseil@odihr.pl

Mr. Gerald MITCHELL Ext.: 2140

Head of Election Section
E-mail: Gerald.Mitchell@odihr.pl

Mr. Branimir RADEV Ext.: 2126

Deputy Head of Election Section
E-mail: Branimir.Radev@odihr.pl

Mr. Nikolai VULCHANOV Ext: 2141

Deputy Head of Election Section
E-mail: Nikolai.Vulchanov@odihr.pl

Mr. Vadim ZHDANOVICH Ext.: 2142

Election Adviser
E-mail: Vadim.Zhdanovich@odihr.pl

Mr. Konrad OLSZEWSKI Ext.: 2150

Election Adviser
E-mail: Konrad.Olszewski@odihr.pl

Ms. Holly RUTHRAUFF Ext.: 2144

Election Adviser
E-mail: Holly.Ruthrauff@odihr.pl
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Mr. Gilles SAPHY Ext.: 2151

Election Adviser
E-mail: Gilles.Saphy@odihr.pl

Mr. Jonathan STONESTREET Ext.: 2143

Election Adviser
E-mail: Jonathan.Stonestreet@odihr.pl

KEYNOTE SPEAKERS, MODERATORS, RAPPORTEURS

Mr. Alexander VESHNYAKOV Keynote Speaker of the Opening Session

Mr. De Forest Blake SOARIES Keynote Speaker of the Opening Session

Mr. Patrich MERLOE Introducer of the Session | & Moderator
of the Session Il

Mr. Christoph GRABENWARTER Introducer of the Session |

Mr. Steven WAGENSEIL Moderator of the Session | & I

Mr. Gerald MITCHELL Introducer of the Session Il

Mr. Pentti VAEAENAENEN Introducer of the Session Il

Mr. Jean-Pierre KINGSLEY Introducer of the Session Il

Mr. Jessie PILGRIM Introducer of the Session Il

Mr. Jeno SZEP Introducer of the Session Il
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