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Introduction 
 
On 9 May 2018 I received an invitation (see attachment A) for myself and the Clerk of the 
assembly to attend a meeting to review a draft updated version of the CPA Recommended 
Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures which was being held in the United Kingdom from 
18-20 June 2018. Whilst in the United Kingdom I took the opportunity to also briefly visit the 
Westminster Parliament and the Parliament of Scotland. 
 
Details of the workshop and parliament visits are listed below. 
 
 
Monday 18 June 2018 – Visit to Westminster 
 
The Clerk and I were met by the CPA British and Mediterranean Islands Regional Secretary, 
Jon Davies, who had organised a tour of the historic Westminster building.  
 
Later we met in his office where we discussed a range of CPA related matters and issues 
facing the parliament, including the recent decision to move out of the parliament whilst 
extensive renovations are undertaken over several years. Following that meeting we were 
hosted to lunch by two staff members in the Members’ and Guests’ dining room. 
 
Following our visit to Westminster, we proceeded to travel for two and a half hours to 
Wilton Park Conference Centre Sussex for the CPA Benchmarks workshop.   
 
That evening we attended a welcome dinner where participants were welcomed by 
Anthony Smith, Westminster Foundation for Democracy Chief Executive. Later keynote 
addresses were made by Jon Davies, Branch Secretary CPA UK Branch, and the 
Hon Dr M Thambi Durai, Deputy Speaker of the Lok Sabha, India. 
 
Tuesday 19 June 2018 – CPA Benchmarks Workshop 
 
Along with delegates from five other CPA regions, we participated in a systematic 
examination of the 70 proposed changes to the 87 CPA Benchmarks for Democratic 
Legislatures. 
 
These revised benchmarks will be circulated to participants for final agreement before being 
circulated to all CPA Branches.  
 
I have attached a list of participants, the agenda and a copy of the proposed new 
benchmarks (along with explanatory notes). I have also attached the ACT Legislative 
Assembly’s comments on the proposed changes, together with the New Zealand 
Parliament’s comments. 
 
On late Wednesday afternoon we flew to Scotland where we were greeted at the airport by 
the head of the International Relations Branch, Fergus Cochrane, and transported to our 
hotel. At the airport we were given a copy of the programme for the visit, a book on the 
Scottish Parliament, and a small bottle of whisky with the CPA logo on it. 



 

 

 
Thursday 21 June 2018 – Visit to Scottish Parliament 
 
On Thursday morning we were again met by Fergus Cochrane at our hotel and escorted to 
the Scottish Parliament where the Speaker signed the VIP book followed by a tour of the 
Parliament. 
 
At 9.45 am we observed a meeting of the Equalities and Human Rights Committee. After 
conducting a hearing via video link to two witnesses in Switzerland (there were four 
television screens in the room for MSPs to view and question the witnesses), the committee 
then conducted a roundtable, with members of the committee relocating themselves at 
various points of the round committee room table, with the gaps being filled by about a 
dozen or so witnesses from separate organisations that had previously given evidence. The 
Parliamentary Convenor (which is what they call their committee chairs) then asked fairly 
general questions (i.e., how have the recent government reforms affected each of you?) and 
there followed a discussion between witnesses and the Members, with each group giving 
their view point. The Clerk and I were quite impressed with this way of operating a 
committee, and I intend to raise it at the next meeting of committee chairs. 
 
At 10.15 am we were briefed by Alistair Stoddart, Senior Participation Specialist, Committee 
Engagement Unit, whose role it was to ensure that parliamentary committees were 
engaging with the Scottish community. He indicated that since the Christie Commission 
report in 2011 (commission on the future delivery of public services – a report 
commissioned by the First Minister) and more recently the Commission of Parliamentary 
Reform (a report commissioned by the Presiding Member in 2017) there had been strong 
emphasis on making sure that committees were seen as accessible to the Scottish public. 
The latter commission was comprised of 50 percent Members and 50 percent from 
representatives of the Scottish Youth Parliament, the Disability Sector, religious institutions 
and other members of civil society. The committee made 75 recommendations and the 
Parliament is working its way through implementing them. 
 
At 10.45 am we were then escorted to the Speaker’s Gallery in the Chamber where, at the 
commencement of First Minister’s Questions, we were welcomed by the Presiding Member 
and all MSPs applauding. 
 
Matters that we noted during First Minister’s Questions included: 
 

• it was time limited to 45 minutes, although there was no time limit on questions or 
answers; 

• there was not one point of order and the Presiding Member did not have to say 
“order” once during proceedings; 

• at the conclusion of some answers, MSPs clapped (the conservative MSPs tapped 
their tables); 

• there did not appear to be any Dorothy Dixer questions; 
• Members asking questions were able to give mini speeches in the course of asking 

their questions; 
• Members were referred to by their full name – no Mr/Mrs/Ms; 



 

 

• the original question was listed on the Business Bulletin, and then there were three 
supplementary questions allowed; 

• approximately 30 questions were asked and answered during the 45 minutes; and 
• there appeared to be a category of question called “constituency supplementary” 

which was related to MSPs constituencies. 
 

At 12.50 pm the Presiding Member (Rt Hon Ken Macintosh MSP) hosted a lunch with two 
other MSPs. 
 
At 2 pm we attended a meeting with the Deputy Chief Executive of the Parliament, 
Ken Hughes. Among the points discussed were: 
 

• the Queen signs the laws of Scotland, with a silver box being specially couriered to 
London on a regular basis; 

• the Parliamentary Convenors (i.e., committee chairs) meet once a month to 
coordinate the committee work across Parliament; and 

• 16 year olds are eligible to vote in Scotland, and turn out in similar numbers to the 
rest of the population. 

 
At 3.30 pm we were briefed by Ann Donald, Deputy Head of Events and Exhibitions, about 
the diverse range of events and activities they undertake. 
 
Interestingly, there is a prohibition on book launches and government policy 
announcements in the building. And if a Member books a room they are required to be in 
the room for the duration of the event. 
 
At 6.30 pm the Deputy Presiding Officer, Christine Grahame MSP, hosted a dinner for the 
Clerk and myself. 
 
Matters that the Speaker/Clerk may follow up on include: 
 

• committees meeting with several witnesses at once; 
• Members not being referred to by title just their christian name and surname; 
• providing the next reviewer of Latimer House Principles with a copy of the Scottish 

Parliament’s review of 2017; 
• encouraging backbench MLAs to ask constituency questions rather than Dorothy 

Dixer questions; and 
• the format of the tables in committee rooms, especially Committee Room 1. 

 
 
 
Joy Burch 
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly 
 
August 2018 



Please Address All Correspondence to the Secretary-General of the CPA. 

Patron: Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II, Head of the Commonwealth 
Secretary-General of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association: Mr Akbar Khan 

CPA Secretariat, Suite 700, Westminster House, 7 Millbank, London SW1P 3JA, United Kingdom 

Tel.: +44 (0)20 7799 1460 Fax: +44 (0)20 7222 6073 Email: hq.sec@cpahq.org  Website: www.cpahq.org 
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Attachment A

Ref: 17.5 Benchmarks 
    08 May 2018

Hon. Joy Burch, MLA 
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly 
ACT Legislative Assembly 
GPO Box 1020 Canberra 
ACT 2601  
AUSTRALIA 

  Email: burch@parliament.act.gov.au 
     Joy.Burch@parliament.act.gov.au 
 Tom.Duncan@parliament.act.gov.au 

Dear Honourable Speaker, 

Updating the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association  
Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures 

London, United Kingdom  
18 – 20 June 2018 

I am writing to invite you to attend a meeting to review a draft updated version of the 
CPA Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures.  

The Commonwealth Parliamentary Association (CPA) in collaboration with the 
Westminster Foundation for Democracy (WFD) are pleased to inform you that we will 
be convening a meeting in London, United Kingdom to review the Draft Updated 
Benchmarks. These updated Benchmarks will be reported as part of the 
Commonwealth Partnership for Democracy programme which was approved 
during the recent Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (CHOGM) in 
London, United Kingdom.  

The Benchmarks as a tool, assists Parliaments to demonstrate their performance, to 
increase self-awareness and priorities areas for development. However, it has now 
been 12 years since the Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures were formulated. In 
that time, the world has undergone huge political, social and technological changes, 
which have not left the hallowed walls of Parliament untouched.  Many of these 
changes have impacted on the working of Parliament and have resulted in either 
certain parliamentary functions becoming antiquated or indeed have necessitated the 
addition of others.  

The outcomes of two Regional Assessment Workshops conducted in 2014 and 2015 
identified that there is a need to re-visit the Benchmarks in order to make them more 
relevant to Parliaments today.   

mailto:hq.sec@cpahq.org
http://www.cpahq.org/
mailto:burch@parliament.act.gov.au
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In 2016, the CPA and WFD convened an initial consultation meeting of International 
Organisations involved in the production of the original Benchmarks.  An external 
consultant was then commissioned to update the Benchmarks, integrating aspects of 
SDG 16 and the Commonwealth Charter. This consultant conducted a series of 
interviews with Parliamentarians and parliamentary staff attending the 62nd 
Commonwealth Parliamentary Conference in London, United Kingdom. These 
consultations have resulted in the production of a draft updated version of the CPA 
Recommended Benchmarks which take into consideration the Commonwealth 
Charter and Sustainable Development Goal 16 (SDG16). In November 2017, 
Parliamentarians attending a workshop held during the 63rd Commonwealth 
Parliamentary Conference in Dhaka, Bangladesh endorsed the following 
recommendation: Parliaments should use updated CPA Benchmarks on Democratic 
Legislatures as a tool to ensure their contribution to Sustainable Development Golds 
16 (on inclusive and accountable governance).  
  
It is now proposed that a wider consultation meeting should take place to review the 
draft updated version of the Benchmarks.  The meeting will be an opportunity to 
discuss the findings of the consultant’s report and finalise the updated Benchmarks. 
 
I am writing therefore to invite you and the Clerk to your Legislature to attend this 
meeting.   
 
The official arrival day for the meeting will be Monday 18 June and the official 
departure date will be Wednesday 20 June. I would be grateful if you could confirm 
your attendance by contacting my colleague Ms Arlene Bussette (arlene@caphq.org) 
to enable us to make the necessary logistical arrangements for the above events. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Mr. Akbar Khan 
Secretary-General  
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association 
 
  
cc: Regional and Branch Secretary, Mr. Tom Duncan 
       
 

mailto:arlene@caphq.org
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WESTMINSTER

FOUNDATION FOR 

DEMOCRACY 

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association 
Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures 

Wilton Park, West Sussex, UK 
18 - 20 June 2018 

Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures 

Meeting List of Participants 

Region Branch Position Title Name 

Africa Kenya Member of Parliament Hon. Ben George 0. Momanyi, MP 
Africa Kenya Principal Clerk Assistant Mr Daniel Chania 
Asia Pakistan Special Secretary of the National Assembly Mr Qamar Sohail Lodhi 
Australia Australian Capital 

Territory Speaker Ms Joy Burch, MLA 
Australia Australian Capital 

Territory Clerk Mr Tom Duncan 
BIM Malta Speaker Hon Anglu Farrugia 
BIM Malta Clerk Mr Ray Scicluna 
Canada Canada (Federal) Procedural Clerk Ms Danielle Labonte 
India India (Lok Sabha) Deputy Speaker Dr M. Thambi Durai 
India India (Lok Sabha) Clerk Shri Shri N.C. Gupta 
Pacific New Zealand Former Speaker Rt Hon David Carter 
Pacific New Zealand Parliamentary Officer Mr Gabor Hellyer 

CPA and WFD Guests 

Organisation Position Title Name 

NOi Director of Governance Programs Mr Mr Scott Hubli 
UNDP Chief Technical Advisor Mr Jonathan Murphy 

CPA 

Position Title Name 

CPA Director of Operations Mr Jarvis Matiya 
CPA Head of Private Office Ms Meenakshi Dhar 
CPA Programme Manager Ms Anna Schuesterl 
CPA Programme Administrator Ms Benite Dibateza 

WFD 

Position Title Name 

WFD Chief Executive Mr Anthony Smith 
WFD Senior Gender and Politics Advisor Ms Shannon O'Connell 
WFD Commonwealth Programme Director Ms Sophia Fernandez 
WFD Commonwealth Programme Officer Ms Sonia Sangra 
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Attachment C

Meeting: Updated CPA Benchmarks on Democratic Legislatures 
18-20 June 2018

AGENDA

Location: Wilton Park, Wiston House, Steyning BN44 3DZ, United Kingdom 

18 June 2018 

DAY 1 

17.00 Arrival, Registration and check in to Wiston House 

18:30 Dinner  
Welcome 
Mr Anthony Smith, WFD Chief Executive  
Keynote addresses 

Mr Jon Davies, DL, Branch Secretary, CPA UK Branch  

Hon Dr. M. Thambi Durai, Deputy Speaker of the Lok Sabha, India 

19 June 2018 

DAY 2 

07:30 Breakfast buffet 

08:45 Welcome 

Mr Jarvis Matiya, Director of Operations, CPA Headquarters Secretariat 

09:00 Re-cap from online discussion 

Mr Anthony Smith, WFD Chief Executive 

09:15 SDGS AND PARLIAMENTS, THE STATE OF PLAY 

Mr Jonathan Murphy, UNDP 

Followed by Q&A 

09:45 UPDATING THE BENCHMARKS: SCENE SETTING 

Mr Anthony Staddon, University of Westminster 

10:45 Coffee Break 

11:00 UPDATING THE BENCHMARKS: KEY CHANGES 

Facilitated Discussion 

13:00 Lunch 
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14:00 GROUP PHOTO 

14:30 GENDER AND BENCHMARKING   

 Ms Shannon O’Connell, Gender Advisor WFD 

 Followed by Q&A 

15:30 Break 

15:45 EXPERIENCE OF SELF-ASSESSMENTS 

 Ms Danielle Labonté, Procedural Clerk, Senate of Canada 

16:15 ASSESSMENT PROCESSES, INDICATORS AND MEASUREMENT 

 Mr Scott Hubli, NDI 

17:00 MEASURING PARLIAMENTARY EFFECTIVENESS 

 Chaired discussion Mr Anthony Smith, Chief Executive WFD 

18:00 END 

 

19:00 Sit down dinner (informal) 

 

20 June 2018  

DAY 3 

07:30 Breakfast buffet 

09:00 RE-CAP: BENCHMARKING AND INDICATORS 

 Mr Anthony Smith, Chief Executive WFD 

10:00 Break 

10:15 AGREEMENT ON UPDATED BENCHMARKS AND NEXT STEPS 

  Mr Jarvis Matiya, Director of Operations, CPA Headquarters Secretariat  
  Mr Anthony Staddon, University of Westminster 

11:00 CLOSING  

 

END 

12:00 Check out of Wilton Park 
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Attachment D

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CPA’S 

RECOMMENDED BENCHMARKS FOR DEMOCRATIC LEGISLATURES 

Joy Burch MLA, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly for the Australian Capital Territory, Australia Region 
Tom Duncan, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly for the Australian Capital Territory, Australia Region 

1 POSITION 

While a number of amendments to the benchmarks are uncontroversial and are broadly supported by Australian participants, there are 
others which give pause. We are concerned that several proposals sit outside the scope of a benchmarking framework which has, to date, 
largely been directed towards evaluating: 1. the intrinsic features of the legislative arm of government; and 2. areas that critically impact on 
the effective performance of legislatures’ democratic functions.  

While many of the proposals that sit outside the scope of the benchmarking framework are laudable as policy objectives under the broader 
rubric of governance reform, their inclusion in the CPA benchmarks could have the effect of shifting the focus away from the core functions 
that are performed by legislatures and substantially increase the complexity and number of benchmarks that would apply. We are concerned 
to ensure that any revisions are directly relevant to democratic legislatures and that the resulting document is clear and easy to use as an 
evaluation tool.     

2 GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

In examining proposals to amend the Recommended Benchmarks, the following principles are worthy of consideration: 

• benchmarks should be relevant—that is they should relate directly to the performance of the intrinsic democratic functions of a
legislature (for instance, the representative, accountability, legislative apparatuses of the institution) or on matters which materially
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effect the performance of a legislature’s democratic functions and should not cover other matters relating to broader policy objectives 
or governance architecture;1  

• benchmarks should be concise, unambiguous and capable of being usefully deployed in a wide variety of contexts (for instance, in
national and regional/provincial/state legislatures);

• the form and number of benchmarks should not present as an obstacle to deployment and utilisation by legislatures—benchmarks
should be easy to use as an evaluation tool and should stand alone without requiring additional benchmarking assessments to be
undertaken by way of reference to other benchmarks or policy statements.

• A benchmark should be capable of ready evaluation/measurement and enable a legislature to indicate whether a benchmark has: 1.
been met; 2. been partially met; or 3. not been met. Evidence as to which evaluation applies to a given benchmark should be based on
material that is easy to assemble and apply.2

3 DIFFERENTIATE CRITICAL VERSUS IMPORTANT

It may be useful to differentiate between benchmarks that are critical to the effective functioning of a democratic legislature and those that 
are important, or best practice, but which are not essential to the democratic functions of the legislature. Similarly, it could be useful to 
identify benchmarks that are not relevant to all legislatures. For instance, some benchmarks are clearly intended to be directed at national 
legislatures, rather that state or provincial legislatures and others relate to particular requirements around aid and matters which simply 
don’t arise in certain jurisdictions.  

By delineating the benchmarks in this way, the framework could be simplified for specific application to a given legislature (leading to 
increased take-up). This could act to encourage legislatures to examine their performance on a continuum where they can concentrate of the 
critical elements in the first instance and, through transitional arrangements, work towards other areas which may be regarded as important 

1 It is important to separate out what might be desirable from a broader governance perspective, executive government perspective, or NGO perspective, the 
Commonwealth perspectives etc from matters which directly bear on the effective operation of a parliament/legislature. The processes of the legislature which facilitate 
the performance of their functions should, as much as possible, be agnostic about particular policy outcomes that might be favoured in various policy domains. This 
approach in no way diminishes any particular policy position being advanced but seeks to ensure that the benchmarks are clearly focussed on evaluating the legislative 
arm of government and its place in the broader democratic scheme. 
2 Evidence should be available to support an evaluation of being either met or partially met (for example, the presence or absence of a particular institutional feature or 
the partial presence/absence of a feature to which a benchmark refers). 



 

3 | P a g e  
 

but not critical. However, in the interests of ensuring the relevance, concision and clarity of the Recommended Benchmarks only those 
benchmarks regarded as critical ought to be included. 
 
There would no doubt be debate around which aspects might be considered ‘important’ and which are ‘critical’ but that in itself would be a 
worthwhile discussion in working towards the adoption of amendments to the existing benchmarks. In the below table preliminary views are 
canvassed in relation to which of the proposed new benchmarks might be considered critical, which might be considered important, and 
which would apply to some, but not all, legislatures.   

4 USE OF THE BENCHMARKS AND FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS 

The CPA might wish to consider setting a target as to the number of legislatures to undertake a self-evaluation (perhaps these could be 
facilitated in conjunction with the post-election seminars conducted by the CPA) by the time of the next CPA conference.3 As part of the  
self-evaluation process, structured feedback from legislatures themselves should be sought about the clarity, relevance and ease of use of the 
benchmarks and this feedback should inform later changes to the framework.  

5 DETAILED COMMENTS 

D E T A I L E D  C O M M E N T S  O N  E A C H  O F  T H E  P R O P O S E D  N E W  B E N C H M A R K S  I S  I N C L U D E D  I N  T H E  
B E L O W  T A B L E .  

 

                                                 
3 It would also be interesting to find out how many legislatures have undertaken a benchmark assessment since the original recommended benchmarks were 
promulgated. 
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Reference and proposed amendment Comments 1. Critical feature 
2. Important feature 
3. Feature which is 

relevant to some, 
but not all, 
legislatures 

1.1.2 Legislative elections shall meet international 
standards for genuine and transparent elections 
including those contained in the Declaration of 
Principles for International Election Observation and 
Code of Conduct for International Election 
Observers. 

While these are no doubt important principles for international actors 
involved in monitoring elections, they are not intrinsic to the 
democratic functioning of a legislature. They appear to belong to 
entirely separate domain relating to external assurance of elections 
and the obligations imposed by them are directed to the observers, 
rather than the legislatures of host nations. 
While the strengthening of the legislative arm of government may 
well result from independent assurance/observation, the additional 
24 requirements + additional code of conduct requirements add 
unnecessary complexity and volume to the benchmarks.   
 

Important 

1.1.4 The Legislature shall legislate to ensure 
campaign finance laws are in place to regulate the 
manner and extent to which political parties and 
candidates receive monetary contributions from 
individuals and corporations2. 

Supported as a general principle. 
 
It is accepted that the proper regulation of campaign finance is an 
antecedent to the effective and legitimate operation of a legislature.  
 

Critical  

1.1.5 An independent Electoral Commission or 
similar authority shall be established for the 
management of the conduct of elections and its 
tasks shall include monitoring the election expenses 
of parliamentary candidates and political parties. 

Supported as a general principle.  
 
A critical antecedent to the effective and legitimate operation of a 
legislature.  

Critical 

1.2.2 Special measures to encourage the political 
participation of marginalized or minority groups, 
such as women and youth, shall be narrowly drawn 

Encouraging broad and diverse participation is important.  
 

na 
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to accomplish precisely defined, and time-limited, 
objectives.4 

Singling out two particular categories of marginalised groups (‘women 
and youth’) is at odds with the broader message of inclusiveness that 
appears to have been advanced in the original language.  
 
For instance, marginalised groups may also include older persons, 
indigenous persons, religious minorities etc. The original language is a 
better and more inclusive statement of the underlying principle of 
encouraging broad participatory outcomes. 
 
It is also noted that youth and women are not—statistically 
speaking—‘minority groups’. 

1.5.1 The Legislature shall provide fair and 
appropriate remuneration and reimbursement of 
parliamentary expenses to legislators for their 
service, to ensure that they give priority to 
parliamentary duties. All forms of compensation 
shall be allocated on a non-partisan basis.5 

Supported.  
 
The word ‘appropriate’ is redundant. The concept of 
‘appropriateness’ presents difficulties in terms of 
measurement/operationalisation. It is the factors that might 
constitute ‘appropriateness’ that are the very matters to which 
benchmarking efforts would usually attend. ‘Appropriateness’ itself 
has no explanatory power and is insufficient to guide action or 
evaluate success.    

Critical 

1.5.2 An independent body should determine the 
appropriate remuneration, benefits and other 
statutory entitlements of legislators.6 

Supported in-principle. 
 
The word ‘appropriate’ is redundant. 

Important 

1.5.3 The Legislature shall take appropriate 
measures to assist legislators increase their 
knowledge and skills in the performance of their 
parliamentary duties.7 

Supported in-principle. 
The word ‘appropriate’ is redundant 

Important 

1.5.4 The Legislature shall ensure an affordable and 
sustainable political system, and take appropriate 
action to ensure the cost of becoming and 

The term ‘affordable and sustainable political system’ is not one that 
lends itself to a benchmarking 
evaluation/measurement/operationalisation.  

Important 
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remaining a legislator does not become, in effect, 
unaffordable.8 

 
‘take appropriate action to ensure the costs of becoming and 
remaining a legislator does not become legislator does not become, in 
effect, unaffordable’ is similarly vague.   
 
While no doubt the spirit of the proposal is sound, the language, as 
drafted, is not a benchmark. It is not directed towards a particular 
feature or process of the legislature (or an antecedent of the 
institution’s success) but to an exceedingly broad outcome for which 
there is no ready yardstick available.   
 
Supported as a general principle. 
 

1.6.1 Legislators shall have the right to resign their 
seats in accordance with clearly defined procedures 
in the Rules of Procedure, the Constitution or any 
other related law.9 

Supported as a general principle. Important 

2.1.2 Legislatures should take steps to ensure that 
newly elected Members are assisted in 
understanding how the Legislature works and its 
rules of procedure, in order to be able to use this 
knowledge to operate more effectively within the 
Legislature.10 

Supported. Critical 

2.2.1 The Legislature shall select or elect presiding 
officers pursuant to criteria and procedures clearly 
defined in the constitution and/or rules of 
procedure.11 

Supported.  Critical 

2.2.2 The Presiding Officer shall ensure that 
Legislators are given a fair opportunity to contribute 
constructively to any debate.12 

Although the spirit of the proposal is supported, it is not within the 
power of a presiding officer to ‘ensure’ such an outcome (i.e. ‘fair 
opportunity to contribute constructively to any debate’).  
 

na 
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It is noted that the proposal is built from the language contained in 
2.5.2 which places the legislature itself (rather than the Speaker) at 
the centre of the requirement to ensure constructive contributions 
are able to be made by legislators on bills.  
 
If the purpose is to counsel against the use of the gag or guillotine 
motions (excepting perhaps ‘extraordinary circumstances’) to prevent 
debate on various matters (including bills), such a benchmark (which 
is more specific and measurable) could be added in lieu.  
 

2.3.5 The Legislature shall have a clear definition of 
a regular session and a special session.13 

No rationale is advanced for the change other than that it appears in 
regional versions of the benchmarks. More detail on the underlying 
mischief that has given rise to this proposal is sought.  
 

Further 
information 
required 

2.4.1 Legislators shall have the right to vote to amend 
the proposed agenda for debate in accordance with 
Rules of Procedure.14 

Supported.  Critical 

2.4.3 The Legislature shall provide adequate 
resources for legislators to draft legislation or 
amendments to any legislation.15 

Supported. Critical 

2.4.4 The Legislature shall give legislators and the 
public adequate advance notice of session meetings 
and the agenda for the meeting.16 

Supported.  Critical 

2.4.5 There shall be an annual parliamentary 
calendar to promote transparency and ensure the 
legislative schedule is known.17 

Clarify what is meant by a ‘legislative schedule’. It is impractical to 
anticipate what legislation will come before a legislature in a given 
year given the dynamic nature of policy and political process. It may 
be more appropriate to examine whether a ‘statement of legislative 
intent’ is made in which the Executive seeks to outline a broad 
legislative program across certain areas of public policy. 
 

na 
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2.7.1 The Legislature shall maintain and publish 
readily accessible records of its proceedings, in a 
standard and consistent format that is appropriate 
and sustainable. 19 

The term ‘appropriate and sustainable’ is vague and not measureable.  
 
The existing language ‘readily accessible records’ connotes a 
consistent approach/format and is preferred over the proposed 
amendment.  
 

na 

2.7.2 The Legislature shall strive towards the 
establishment of a paperless environment.20 

This is a policy outcome that may or may not be met without in any 
way impacting on the underlying functions of a legislature.  
 
While there might be ancillary environmental benefits associated with 
a reduction in paper, such a policy concern (however laudable) is not 
inherently an objective of democratic legislatures. 
 
The term ‘shall strive’ also renders the proposal one of general 
aspiration, rather than a benchmark.  

na 

2.8.1 The Legislature shall be organized in such a 
way as to encourage the participation of women in 
all aspects of its work. 

While ‘…the participation of women in all aspects’ of a legislature’s 
work may well be a laudable policy outcome, it is one that sits outside 
of the scope of a legislature’s inherent democratic functions.  
 
Such an outcome would be more usefully advanced as a broader 
policy issue for governments via the Commonwealth.    

na 

2.8.2 The Legislature shall encourage the process of 
gender-based analysis with respect to the 
development of legislation, policies and budgets. 

Whether or not gender-based analysis forms part of the development 
of legislation, policies and budgets is a matter for individual legislators 
and the Executive arm of government, rather than an intrinsic feature 
of a democratic legislature.  
 
The frame of reference that might be used by a legislature/legislator 
to evaluate/analyse legislation, policies and budgets may be informed 
by a wide variety of factors and considerations (including gender) but 

na 
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purporting to mandate such a frame of reference is beyond the scope 
of a benchmark for a democratic legislature. 
 
Such an outcome would be more usefully advanced as a broader 
policy issue for governments via the Commonwealth.    
 

2.8.3 Women must be adequately represented at all 
levels of parliamentary administration. 

Again, as laudable a policy outcome as this may be, it does not 
capture an intrinsic feature of a democratic legislature.  
 
Such an outcome would be more usefully advanced as a broader 
policy issue for governments via the Commonwealth.    
 

na 

3.1.1 The Legislature shall have the right and 
sufficient resources to form permanent and 
temporary committees.22 

Supported. Critical  

3.1.6 Once established, Committees shall meet 
regularly to ensure completion of their terms of 
reference in a timely and effective manner.23 

This proposal has awkward wording — committees do not ‘complete’ 
terms of reference but rather complete inquiries governed by terms 
of reference.  
 
It is also the case that a committee might be able to meet infrequently 
but perform its functions in a ‘timely and effective manner’ and, 
conversely, another committee might meet regularly/frequently and 
not perform their functions in a ‘timely or effective manner’. The 
point being that regular meetings do not ‘ensure completion’. 
 
The proposal, as it stands, seems to suggest that committees ought to 
simply do the job required of them by the legislature, which although 
uncontroversial, is also underwhelming as a benchmark.  

na 

3.1.7 Whenever possible, committees should strive 
for consensus in decision-making.24 

There are innumerable examples of where consensus on a given 
matter is neither desirable (as a matter of democratic principle), nor 

na 
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possible. Indeed, while a consensus is permissible in a democratic 
legislature/committees, it is not a requirement—committees will 
often deal with contentious issues that are not capable of generating 
consensus. This is as it should be. 
 

3.2.3 Committees shall have the right and sufficient 
resources to consult and/or employ experts and 
consult the public on any matter under 
consideration.25 

Supported. Critical  

3.2.6 Legislation shall protect informants such as 
whistleblowers or public servants and witnesses 
presenting relevant information to committees 
and/or commissions of inquiry about corruption or 
unlawful activity.26 

The reference to ‘commissions of inquiry’ (established by the 
Crown/Executive) is erroneous in the context of a set of benchmarks 
directed towards democratic legislatures.  
The protection of whistle blowers is a policy objective which, however 
laudable, does not form part of the legislative branch’s inherent 
function.   
 
However, it is also the case legislation is not necessarily required in 
many jurisdictions to protect a person providing information to a 
committee of a legislature—through the application of a legislature’s 
inherent powers and immunities (e.g. Article 9 of the Bill of Rights 
protection can be used to protect against defamation and other 
actions, contempt of parliament can be used to deter reprisals or 
interference with a witness etc) may be engaged to protect a whistle 
blower. These powers and immunities are derived from an imperative 
to ensure that the underlying democratic functions of the legislature 
are able to be performed unhindered (in this case the accountability 
function) and are not directed towards whistle-blowers explicitly. 

na  

4.1.3 The public and private funding of political 
parties shall conform to norms of transparency and 
accountability.27 

In addition to political parties, it is important that all candidates are 
subject to transparency and accountability requirements. 

Critical 
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4.4.1 The Legislature shall recognize the largest 
opposition party as Official Opposition, give due 
recognition, remuneration and facilities to its 
leader, and legally guarantee the status of that 
position. 

Supported but note that independent tribunals (and not the 
legislature) are often charged with determining ‘due… remuneration’. 
 

Critical 

4.4.1 The Legislature shall ensure adequate facilities 
and allocation of resources for the Leader of the 
Opposition. 

The phrase ‘adequate facilities’ replicates the provision at proposed 
clause 4.4.1 ‘due… facilities.  
 
 

Critical  

5.1.2 The Legislature, rather than the Executive 
branch, shall control the parliamentary service and 
determine the terms of employment. There shall be 
adequate safeguards to ensure non-interference 
from the Executive.30 

Supported. Critical 

5.4.1 The head of the parliamentary service shall 
have a form of protected status to prevent undue 
political pressure. The remuneration of the head of 
the parliamentary service shall, at the very least, be 
equivalent to that payable to comparable positions 
within the executive and judicial branches of 
state.32 

Supported as a general principle. 
 
However, determining what a ‘comparable position’ might be is a 
matter often left to an independent remuneration tribunal to 
determine. NB It should not be taken to mean parity with the Head of 
the Government Service.  
 

Important 

5.4.3 All staff shall be subject to a code of conduct, 
including mechanisms to deter, detect and bring to 
justice any parliamentary employee engaged in 
corrupt practices.34 

Supported   Critical 

6.1.6 The Legislature shall set out the authority for 
and the scope of all secondary, delegated or 
subordinate legislation and shall ensure effective 
scrutiny of the exercise of such legislation.35 

Support the general principle of establishing parameters for 
subordinate legislation. However, it is unclear what is being proposed 
here and the footnote provides no rationale. 
 
A statute necessarily sets out the scope and basis upon which 
subordinate law might be made in respect of it. That is, the legislature 

Critical  
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uses the statute itself to codify the manner in which secondary 
legislation may be made (i.e. ‘the scope’). 
 
It is unclear what scrutinising ‘the exercise of such legislation’ might 
mean—is this the act of making a subordinate law or is it the 
implementation of an action in accordance with a subordinate law? 
 
If the proposal seeks to prescribe the need for a scrutiny of bills and 
subordinate legislation committee (or similar), then the benchmark 
ought to state this.  
 
A benchmark proscribing Henry VIII clauses would also be a valuable 
addition/benchmark.  
 

6.2.3 Ministries/Departments shall transmit Bills 
and other documents for parliamentary action in 
electronic form for timely distribution to Members. 
Hard copies of such documents, if required, shall 
also be transmitted in accordance with the 
established practice.36 

Whether or not a ‘bill or other documents for parliamentary action’ 
are provided in electronic or other form is immaterial so far as the 
democratic functions of the legislature are concerned. It may be 
desirable and efficient but the material issue is that such bills and 
documents are provided in a timely and accessible manner to 
legislators. (NB for consistency, refer to members or legislators 
throughout the text but not both). 

Critical 

6.2.4 The Legislature shall establish procedures for 
systematic monitoring of the effective 
implementation and consequences of legislation.37 

The footnote doesn’t provide a clear rationale for this. 
 
The consequences of legislation are a matter that can be 
investigated/addressed by the legislature as it sees fit (for instance, 
via a committee process, questions on notice to the relevant minister, 
or the introduction of amending legislation to address a particular 
problem associated with an unintended consequence).  
 

na 
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The legislature can also, ad hoc, examine implementation as it sees fit 
through committees’ power of inquiry and report. 
 
Whether every legislative item requires systemic monitoring is 
questionable and typically decisions as to which legislation is 
evaluated against particular effectiveness/consequence measures is a 
matter of political judgement and prioritisation, rather than a 
monolithic requirement that ought to apply to every piece of 
legislation.   
  

7.1.1 The legislature shall have appropriate 
legislation, a constitutional provision or practice 
that ensures the size of the Executive is in 
proportion to the size of the legislature.38 

Supported as a general principle. 
 
The word ‘appropriate’ is redundant. 
 
NB a constitutional provision may well be a matter outside the scope 
of a legislature’s ambit to change (i.e. it may require referendum). 

Important 

7.1.2 The Legislature shall have mechanisms to 
obtain information from the Executive branch 
sufficient to exercise its oversight function in a 
meaningful and timely manner. There shall be clear 
and effective procedures requiring the executive to 
provide timely responses to oral and written 
questions and parliamentary committee reports and 
recommendations.39 

Supported. 
 
 

Critical 

7.1.5 The oversight authority of the Legislature shall 
include meaningful and timely oversight of 
compliance with international treaties and 
obligations, including international human right 
instruments.40  

7.1.6 The oversight authority of the Legislature shall 
include meaningful and timely oversight of the 

This series of proposed amendments contains highly particularised 
expressions of particular policy objectives that are obviously of 
concern to NGOs and supra-national organisations which are no doubt 
sought as a matter of sound democratic governance.  
 

na 
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government’s development policy, whether as a 
donor or recipient of international development 
aid.41  

7.1.7 The Legislature shall establish an effective and 
comprehensive regulatory framework governing 
extractive industries and hold the executive to 
account for the effective management and 
allocation of revenues from natural resources.42  

7.1.8 The Legislature shall introduce mechanisms to 
monitor and encourage the effective 
implementation of the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) and proactively seek to integrate the 
SDGs into legislation, budgeting, oversight, and 
representation.43  

However, the issues of aid, treaties, human rights, sustainable 
development, extractive industries etc are not intrinsic to the 
operation of legislatures or necessary preconditions of effective 
legislatures. They are instead specific policy proposals that individual 
legislators or Governments may wish to pursue in the context of 
legislative or other action. Accordingly, they do not lend themselves 
to the benchmarks for democratic legislatures.   
 
It should be noted that adherence to the benchmarks by legislatures 
will result in positive downstream effects on democratic governance 
more generally, including in relation to specific policy/process 
outcomes sought here. The benchmarks should not seek to specify 
particular areas for achievement in these domains but instead to set 
out criteria to determine whether or not the institution of 
parliament/a legislature is performing effectively in the broader 
democratic scheme in the hope that a strong legislature will benefit 
all areas of governance and policy.   

7.1.9 The Legislature shall establish a position of 
independent ombudsman, or similar office, with the 
mandate to protect citizens’ rights against human 
rights violations and/or maladministration.44  

 

An Ombudsman typically performs a different function to a Human 
Rights Commission. While both are supported as being to a 
democratic legislature. of important from a broader governance 
perspective, they do not relate 

na 

7.1.10 The Legislature shall receive annual reports 
and scrutinize the activities of all independent 
constitutional bodies, such as human rights 
commissions, anti-corruption bodies and 
ombudsmen and where feasible establish a 
committee to follow-up on issues arising from their 
reports.45 

Support the general principle that where such bodies exist, they ought 
to report to the legislature/its committees 

Not relevant to all 
legislatures. 
 
Important. 
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7.2.1 Budget approval and scrutiny procedures shall 
be clearly specified in the Rules of Procedure, the 
Constitution or relevant legislation46. 

Supported in principle, noting that constitutional amendments may 
require referenda (i.e. an amendment requires consent of people, not 
just legislature).  

Critical 

7.2.2 The presentation of the draft budget to the 
legislature should be no less than three months 
prior to the start of the fiscal year47. 

If the term ‘draft budget’ is taken to refer to an appropriation bill, 
then almost no Australian jurisdiction would conform. 
 
The lead-in time required for a budget presented in June for the 
following fiscal year (as occurs in the ACT) commences some 8-9 
months beforehand. In the event that this timeframe was to be 
pushed back further still, the reliability of revenue and expenditure 
estimates would be substantially compromised leading to higher 
levels of uncertainty around budget figures.   
 
 

na 

7.2.3 The Legislature shall have a reasonable period 
of time in which to review and debate the proposed 
national budget and shall adopt the annual budget 
law in advance of the new fiscal year.48 

The adoption of a budget by the conclusion of a fiscal year will, in 
many cases, militate against reasonable review and debate about the 
proposed budget.  

na 

7.2.4 In addition to the draft annual budget, the 
Legislature shall receive and assess medium-term 
and annual budget strategies and be informed of 
the main assumptions that underlie the annual 
budget’s revenue and expenditure projections.49 

Supported as a general principle. Important 

7.2.5 The Legislature shall receive regular in-year 
budget execution reports and an audited annual 
financial statement from the government within 12 
months after the end of the fiscal year.50 

In Australia it is common for annual reports of all government 
agencies to essentially provide an account of financial and functional 
performance for the preceding financial year and for those reports to 
be examined by committees.  

Important 

7.2.7 The Legislature shall ensure there are 
opportunities for the public to contribute to the 
budget process.51 

As per the doctrine of the financial initiative of the crown, it is the 
Executive that has responsibility for framing a budget as it sees fit. 
Whether or not an Executive wishes to include a public 

na 
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consultation/’contribution’ process in formulating a budget is for the 
Executive, not the legislature, to determine.  
 
However, through estimate committees and inquires processes, there 
can be opportunities for public involvement following the handing 
down of an appropriation bill/budget. 

7.2.9 The Legislature shall have access to sufficient 
financial scrutiny resources and/or independent 
budget and financial expertise to ensure that 
financial oversight is conducted effectively.52 

Supported.  Critical 

7.2.12 All reports of the Supreme or National Audit 
Office shall stand referred to the Public Accounts 
Committee, or a designated committee, for further 
investigation, if necessary, and report.53 

Supported. Critical  

7.2.13 Typically, the Public Accounts Committee will 
be chaired by a respected and experienced 
backbench Member who is prepared to act in a non-
partisan manner.54 

The preparedness to ‘act in a non-partisan manner’ is difficult to 
measure/operationalise (as is the question of whether or not a chair is 
‘respected and experienced’) and does not lend itself to a benchmark.  
 
Other parliamentary benchmarks (i.e. Latimer House Guidelines under 
the Latimer House Principles) indicate that it is desirable that PAC 
chairs are members of the Opposition.  

na 

7.3.2 If the Legislature expresses no confidence in the 
government the government is obliged to offer its 
resignation. If the head of state agrees that no other 
alternative government can be formed, a general 
election should be held in an appropriate time frame 
that is clearly specified in the Constitution or in any 
other related law.55 

Supported. Critical 

8.1.2 The Legislature shall ensure that the design 
and operation of Constituency Development Funds 
(CDFs) facilitate the delivery of essential services to 

CDFs are not a feature of all legislatures and not a matter that speaks 
to an intrinsic function of the legislature. 

na 
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citizens and reflect internationally recognized norms 
for parliaments and of good practice in governance, 
as outlined in the CPA’s Handbook on CDFS: 
Principles and Tools for Parliamentarians.56 
8.2.2 The type of assistance, budget and the use of 
development assistance shall be determined by the 
Legislature in a transparent and accountable 
manner.58 

It is the Executive that determines the type of assistance, budget and 
use of development assistance, not the legislature.  
 

na 

9.1.1 The Legislature shall be accessible and open to 
citizens and the media, including persons with 
disabilities, subject only to demonstrable public 
safety and work requirements.59 

Supported as a general principle. 
The phrase ‘open to citizens’ would be taken to include people with a 
disability. 

Important 

9.1.4 The Legislature shall promote the public’s 
understanding of the work of the Legislature and 
seek out ways in which new forms of information 
and communication technology, including social 
media, can be used to reinforce outreach 
communications and improve the work of the 
legislature more generally.60 

The specificity of this proposal is not supported. 
 
The general proposition contained in the original benchmark is sound 
as it is directed towards building legitimacy and transparency around 
the work of the legislature.  
 
However, to say that a legislature must give expression to this 
important function via ‘new forms of information and communication 
technology including social media’ is unnecessarily prescriptive.  
 

na 

9.1.5 The Legislature shall take steps to interest 
young people in the work of the Legislature and 
shall encourage their participation in the democratic 
process.61 

Encouraging interest and participation in the legislature democratic 
process is an effort to be directed to all members within a polity and 
not any one section (i.e. ‘young people’). It is not desirable to single 
out specific cohorts within the larger polity in this way—engagement 
efforts must be directed where they are needed and should be 
diverse and inclusive.    
 
9.1.4 deals with this broadly but could be expanded to read: 
 

na 
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The legislature shall promote the public’s understanding of the work 
of the legislature and encourage participation in the democratic 
process’  

9.1.5 The Legislature shall take steps to interest 
young people in the work of the Legislature and 
shall encourage their participation in the democratic 
process.61 

While desirable, this is not an essential feature of a democratic 
legislature.  

na 

10.1.1 Legislators should maintain high standards of 
accountability, transparency, responsibility and 
propriety in the conduct of all public and 
parliamentary matters including strict adherence to 
codes of conduct, codes of ethics and asset 
disclosure rules.63 

Supported on the basis that codes of conduct and arrangements for 
the declaration of interests critically underpin the integrity of the 
legislature.  

Critical 

10.1.2 The Legislature shall approve and enforce a 
code of conduct, including rules on conflicts of 
interest and the acceptance of gifts, and implement 
the Recommended Benchmarks for Codes of 
Conduct applying to Members of Parliament.64 

Support the general principle. NB Introducing implementation of all 
the recommended benchmarks for codes of conduct may introduce 
additional complexity that works against use of the benchmarks.  

Important 

10.1.3 Legislatures shall require legislators to fully 
and publicly disclose their financial assets and 
business interests at the start, during and at the end 
of their term.65 

Supported. Critical  

10.1.5 Legislators should make maximum use of the 
constitutional, parliamentary and other legal 
mechanisms available to ensure full accountability 
and transparency in government.66 

Whether or not a legislator makes ‘maximum use of’ the various 
mechanisms outlined is impossible to assess and therefore not a very 
useful benchmark. However, the underlying principle is a sound one. 

Important 

10.1.6 The Legislature should set the appropriate 
legal framework for the establishment and 
functioning of institutions designed to combat 
corruption, including through the provision of 
adequate resources and proper follow-up to the 

The underlying principle is sound as a matter of democratic 
governance, although it is a call to action on the more general 
question of corruption, rather than a benchmark of a democratic 
legislature.  
 

Important 



 

19 | P a g e  
 

 
 

work and reports of such bodies, and shall ensure 
that the work of institutions are not subject to 
political pressure from the executive.67 

There are a number of aspects which could be difficult to measure 
(e.g. ‘proper follow-up’)  

10.2.1 The Legislature shall enact legislation to 
create an effective FOI regime to give the public 
access to information held by public authorities, 
based on presumption of maximum disclosure of 
information with exemptions from disclosure based 
on a strict test of public interest.68 

The underlying principle is sound as a matter of democratic 
governance, although it is a call to action on the more general 
question of transparency and open access in government, rather than 
a benchmark of a democratic legislature. 

Important 

11.1 The Legislature shall promote the values and 
aspirations outlined in the Commonwealth Charter 
and shall oversee the executive’s compliance with 
the fundamental political values of the 
Commonwealth.69  

It is a matter for individual, democratically elected legislators and 
legislatures as to whether they wish to promote such a 
statement/document. It does not form the proper basis of a 
benchmark for a democratic legislature. First ministers have already 
signed up to the charter and will promote it through the normal 
mechanisms of executive government.  

na 

12.1 The Legislature shall promote the 
Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic 
Legislatures and undertake a regular review on the 
status of their implementation within their 
jurisdiction.70 

Important but not essential.  
 
It could be worthwhile that where a legislature is undertaking a 
review of its standing orders and rules of procedure, that 
consideration is given to the operation of the benchmarks.  

Important 



Attachment E

News Release 
For immediate release, 21 June 2018 

Parliamentary strengthening partners work to update the CPA’s Benchmarks for 
Democratic Legislatures to assist Parliaments in meeting contemporary challenges 
across the Commonwealth   

More than a decade on from the launch of the CPA Recommended Benchmarks for 
Democratic Legislatures by the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association (CPA) 
and its partners*, a new body of work is being undertaken to revise and update the 
parliamentary Benchmarks to reflect the changed landscape in which democracies 
now operate. The updated CPA Benchmarks will also include measurements for 
Parliaments to support the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) and the recommendations contained in the Commonwealth Charter. 

SDG 16 centres on the peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development 
and the role of effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels. Effective 
parliaments are one of the principal institutions of any functioning democracy and 
they are central to the attainment of SDG 16, the development agenda and all of the 
seventeen Sustainable Development Goals. 

The launch of the CPA Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures in 2006 was a pioneering step 
to strengthen Parliaments through the promotion of a set of democratic standards for Parliaments across 
the Commonwealth. Since the inception of the Benchmarks, Commonwealth Parliaments throughout the 
CPA membership of over 180 legislatures have undertaken self-assessments using the Benchmarks or have 
incorporated the Benchmarks into their own parliamentary standards. The focus on measuring impact and 
the need to demonstrate the effectiveness of legislatures is critical at a time of increased scrutiny of 
Parliaments and of Parliamentarians and the CPA Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures 
provide a key tool in assisting parliaments to demonstrate their performance, increase their self-awareness 
and prioritise areas for development.  

A joint study group convened by the 
Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association (CPA) and Westminster 
Foundation for Democracy (WFD) 
undertook a review of the CPA 
Recommended Benchmarks for 
Democratic Legislatures at Wilton 
Park in the United Kingdom from 18 -
20 of June 2018. The study group 
included representatives from six of 
the nine CPA Regions – Asia, Australia; 
British Islands and Mediterranean; 
Canada; India; Pacific – as well as 
leading experts in the field of 
parliamentary strengthening to 

review the CPA Benchmarks and continue with this seminal work in setting standards for modern 
Parliaments.  

The Secretary-General of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, Mr Akbar Khan said: “The 
pioneering Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures is one of the CPA’s most important pieces 



of parliamentary strengthening work and the meeting of experts in the field of parliamentary strengthening 
to revise and refresh the CPA Benchmarks is vital as we seek to further strengthen Parliaments and 
Legislatures in line with the aspirations of the Commonwealth Charter, the SDGs and the changing demands 
of our citizens.” 

The Chief Executive of Westminster Foundation for Democracy (WFD), Anthony Smith, CMG said: “Feedback 
from legislators is clear: the updated CPA Benchmarks constitute an invaluable international reference which 
can help develop more effective and inclusive democracies. Under the Commonwealth Partnership for 
Democracy, WFD and its partners are ready to support Commonwealth Parliaments who wish to carry out 
reviews based on the CPA Benchmarks and SDG 16 indicators.” 

The updating of the CPA Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures is part of a wider project, 
the Commonwealth Partnership for Democracy, which is being led by Westminster Foundation for 
Democracy (WFD) working with partners including the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association (CPA). The 
Commonwealth Partnership for Democracy was launched during the recent 2018 Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting (CHOGM) in London, UK. Over the next two years, the programme will work with 
Parliaments in 18 Commonwealth Member States across Sub-Saharan Africa and South-Eastern Asia. 

-Ends-

Notes to Editors: 

*Background information: The Commonwealth Parliamentary Association (CPA) together with its partners conducted
the exercise which drew on and convened its network to result in the publication of the CPA Recommended Benchmarks
for Democratic Legislatures in 2006. These benchmarks were the outcome of an original Study Group hosted by the
Legislature of Bermuda on behalf of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association and the World Bank Group with
support from the United Nations Development Programme, the European Parliament and the National Democratic
Institute for International Affairs. The Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures have been used extensively in
parliamentary strengthening across the Commonwealth since 2006.

The Commonwealth Parliamentary Association (CPA) exists to develop, promote and support Parliamentarians and 
their staff to identify benchmarks of good governance and to implement the enduring values of the Commonwealth. 
The CPA is an international community of around 180 Commonwealth Parliaments and Legislatures working together 
to deepen the Commonwealth’s commitment to the highest standards of democratic governance. Visit www.cpahq.org. 

Westminster Foundation for Democracy (WFD) partners with UK political parties, parliaments, electoral and financial 
audit institutions to help developing countries make their governments fairer, more effective and more accountable. 
Current WFD initiatives include: helping protect women from violence in the Middle East; engaging women, young 
people and people with disabilities in politics in sub-Saharan Africa; and building trust in democracy in the Western 
Balkans. For more information, please visit www.wfd.org.  

For further information, please contact:  
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association – email: Communications@cpahq.org  or telephone: +44 (0)20 7799 1460. 
Westminster Foundation for Democracy (WFD) – email: comms@wfd.org or telephone: +44 (0) 20 7799 1311. 

Connect on Twitter @CPA_Secretariat or @WFD_Democracy or on Facebook.com/CPAHQ. 

http://www.cpahq.org/
http://www.wfd.org/
mailto:Communications@cpahq.org
mailto:comms@wfd.org


Attachment F 

The Scottish Parliament 
Parlamaid na  h-Alba 

Visit by Ms Joy Burch MLA, Speaker of the Australian 
· · Capital Territory Legislative Assembly 

to the Scottish Parliament 

Thursday 21 June 2018. 



PRESIDING OFFICER'S FOREWORD 

On behalf of all Members, I am pleased to welcome you to the scottish 
Parliament. 

The Scottish Parliament is founded on the principles of access and 
participation, equal opportunities, accountability and the sharing 
of power. It is an evolving ihstitution, keen to exchange knowledge 
and ideas with other parliaments, governments and organisations 
from around the world. Your visit is therefore very much valued. 

I hope that your visit will be interesting and productive. If you have any 
questions; my officials in the International Relations Office will be only 
too happy to assist. 

KEN MACINTOSH
Presiding Officer 



WEDNESDAY 20 JUNE 2018 

7.45pm: Arrive Edinburgh Airport (BA1458): Met by Fergus Cochrane, 
Head of International Relations 
Transfer to hotel 

THURSDAY 21 JUNE 2018 

8.55am: Met at Hotel by Fergus Cochrane,Head of lnternational Relations 

9.00am: Arrive Scottish Parliament, Queensberry House Signing of VIP 
book 

Tour of the Scottish Parliament 

9.45am: Observe meeting of the Equalities and Human Rights Committee 

10.15am: Meeting with the Rt Hon Ken Macintosh MSP, Presiding Officer 
of the Scottish Parliament 

10.45am: Role of the Committee Engagement Unit Alistair Stoddart, Senior 
Participation Specialist, Committee Engagement Unit 

11.45am: Transfer to Presiding Officer Gallery, Chamber 

12.00pm: First Ministers Questions 

12.50pm: Lunch hosted by the Rt Hon Ken Macintosh MSP, Presiding 
Officer; Alex Cole-Hamilton MSP; Maurice Corry MSP 

2.00pm: Reform Commission and current constitutional issues and the 
impact on the Scottish Parliament: Ken Hughes Assistant Chief Executive 

3.15pm: Break 

3.30pm: An open building: Ann Donald, Deputy Head of Events and 
Exhibitions 

4.30pm: Depart Scottish Parliament 

6.30pm: Dinner hosted by Christine Grahame MSP, Deputy Presiding 
Officer Michael Neave Restaurant 



International Relations Office 
Fergus Cochrane: +44 (0)131 348 5270/ 07557 633718 

Security: Visitors will receive an IRQ pass which is to be worn at all 
times and they must be accompanied by an .I RO of

f

_ icial .while in the building

 SP- GUEST-WIFI 

Delegation: 

• Ms Joy Burch MLA, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
• Tom Duncan, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly
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