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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

There is a need to co-ordinate activities between the Council of Europe (CoE) and the 

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) to improve effectiveness in 

reaching common objectives and promote efficiency in the use of resources. The different 

structure and functions of the two organisations should be seen as assets in increasing 

complementarity rather than obstacles for co-operation. There is a considerable potential for co-

operation since the mandates and the membership of the CoE and the OSCE overlap to a great 

extent. The differences in mandates and membership may, however, occasionally create 

difficulties for joint action. The two organisations have developed good co-operation by focusing 

on four priority areas and establishing co-operative mechanisms. Such co-operation should be 

further developed.  

 

This study includes the following recommendations:  

 The 2005 Warsaw Declaration should continue to form the basis for co-operation 

 Co-operation should be dynamic and based on the respective priorities of the two 

organisations 

 New areas of co-operation should reflect the complementarity of the two organisations 

 Co-operation outside the four priority areas should continue to be encouraged 

 Co-ordination should be included as early as possible in the planning process of the two 

organisations 

 Examples of best practices should be developed and the co-operation should be a 

learning process, also across different areas of co-operation  

 Cooperation in the four prioritized areas should be based on concrete goals, reporting of 

achievements of these goals, evaluating the progress, and defining new goals for a next 

period, i.e. establishing a cycle for decision-making 

 The co-operation should regularly be subject to a review mechanism 

 The Co-ordination Group should become more active in providing guidance to the 

operational level 

 The functions of the different mechanism for co-operation should be assessed. 

 The two organisations should enter into an agreement on co-operation on election 

monitoring 

 A study on co-operation in field operations should be undertaken 

 The CoE Parliament and the OSCE Parliament should consult with the aim of closer co-

ordination and co-operation  

 Member and participating states should become more involved in the co-operation 

 The contact between national delegations in Vienna and Strasbourg should be increased 

  States should improve co-ordination at national level. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this study is to compare the acquis, the programmes and the procedures of the 

Council of Europe (CoE) and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) 

with a view to making proposals on how the two organisations may achieve greater synergies 

and ensure better coherence and complementarity. The study was commissioned by the 

Secretary General of the Council of Europe.  

 

The study is based on relevant documents from the two organisations and interviews with staff 

in Strasbourg, Warsaw, Vienna and The Hague. An initial report with a main outline of 

preliminary ideas for proposals was submitted on 12 January 2012. This report was presented 

and discussed in a meeting by the GR-EXT Rapporteur Group on External Relations on 19 

January 2012. A workshop was organized in Oslo on 30-31 January 2012 to discuss the issues 

raised in the study. Surveys of the co-

 and on potential overlap between the CoE/OSCE field operations can 

be found in Annex 1 and 2. The Annexes have been prepared by Sondre Torp Helmersen (LLM). 

 

 

2. THE NEED FOR CO-OPERATION 

There is a need to co-ordinate activities between the Council of Europe and the OSCE to the 

extent that co-ordination and co-operation will increase effectiveness in reaching overlapping 

objectives of the two organisations. This does not mean that all activities of the two 

organisations should be co-ordinated. There is ample room for separate activities of the CoE and 

the OSCE. But co-operation may prevent forum shopping and inconsistencies and contradictions 

in adopted standards, recommendations and decisions. This is of particular importance in 

relation to states in crisis or in transition.  

 

Furthermore, co-operation may promote efficiency in the use of resources. This is of special 

importance in times of limited available resources among contributing states. But it may be also 

be important for receiving states to concentrate their efforts rather than spread attention and 

resources to co-operation with both organisations in overlapping fields. 

 

 

3. THE POTENTIAL FOR CO-OPERATION 

The mandates of the Council of Europe and the OSCE are not identical. The CoE shall protect 

human rights, the rule of law and democracy. The OSCE, on the other hand, is an instrument for 

early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation. It deals 

with three dimensions of security: the politico-military; the economic and environmental; and 

the human dimension. Especially the human dimension overlaps with the work of the CoE since 

it aims to ensure full respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms; to abide by the rule of 

law; to promote the principles of democracy by building, strengthening and protecting 

democratic institutions; and to promote tolerance throughout the OSCE region. But while the 

protection of human rights, the rule of law and democracy are ends in themselves for the CoE, 

they are means to prevent conflicts for the OSCE. This will not usually make much difference in 

practice, but may mean a somewhat different focus by the two organisations. 

 

The membership of the two organisations differs also. The CoE has 47 member states, while the 

OSCE has 56 participating states, including the USA and Canada, and states in Central Asia. The 
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different membership means that the OSCE has a wider geographical reach. The CoE has also 

Democracy through Law (the Venice Commission). There is considerable overlap in membership 

of the two organisations since all CoE members are also participating in the OSCE. But the 

difference may occasionally lead to different standards (e.g. the death penalty), but also to 

different priorities of the CoE and the OSCE. 

 

The structure and functions of the CoE and the OSCE are different. While the CoE is characterised 

by its legal standards, monitoring bodies, and the European Court of Human Rights, the OSCE is 

characterised by its political standards, operational institutions and field presence. The political 

standards of the OSCE may more easily be adopted since they do not require subsequent 

ratification by participating states, and may be more ambitious than 

field presence is important in building national capacity for implementation of the standards. 

The legal standards of the CoE, on the other hand, have the advantages of being subject to formal 

monitoring and dispute settlement through judgments by the Court. The Venice Commission 

provides expert advice to be used by both organisations. These differences should represent a 

potential for complimentary functions rather than problems for co-operation.  

 

In short, the overlapping mandates and membership and their complementary structure provide 

ample room for co-operation. Such co-operation must, however, take into account that the 

different mandates and membership may lead to different focus and priorities of the two 

organisations. 

 

 

4. DECISIONS ON CO-OPERATION 

The need to co-ordinate and avoid duplication of work has been on the agenda of the two 

organisations since the beginning, especially since the CoE opened its doors to Central and 

European states in the historic year of 1989 and the establishment of the OSCE Office for 

Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) in 1992.  

 

The Committee of Wise Persons, in its Final Report to the CoE Committee of Ministers (1998), 

-institutional Europe should be seen and declared to be a 

-ordination and co-operation in national 

capitals, between those responsible for allocating tasks to the different European organisations, 

in order to ensure complementarity and to avoid unnecessary duplication and overlap. It is 

equally essential for the organs and secretariats of the international organisations concerned to 

improve their co-  

 

As regards the particular relationship between the CoE and the OSCE, the Committee stated: 

 

36. Co-operation with the OSCE needs to be considered in the light of all circumstances, 

and bearing in mind the specificities of the two organisations' objectives. Existing co-

operation should be improved in order to ensure that the international community sends 

a coherent message in conflict situations. Such co-operation should be based on better 

co-ordination within foreign ministries of the activities of the two organisations with the 

aim of ensuring the most efficient use of their comparative advantages  OSCE's 

operational capabilities in conflict management on the one hand, and the Council of 
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Europe's extensive experience in standard setting and control, legal and policy co-

operation on the other. Co-operation and co-ordination of activities, basically 

complementary and mutually reinforcing, should be on an equal footing and results-

oriented. They should include, inter alia:  

a recognised role for the respective chairperson of the other organisation at ministerial 

meetings;  

immediate consultation in times of crisis (for instance between the Secretary General 

of the Council of Europe and the Chairman-in-Office of the OSCE) and in the event of any 

significant new initiative in the fields of democracy and human rights;  

systematic pooling of relevant information in the spheres where the organisations' 

responsibilities overlap.  

37. These provisions could be contained in a general memorandum of understanding to be 

concluded between the two organisations.  

38. Specific arrangements should also be agreed between the international organisations 

concerned as regards the observation of elections to ensure a coherent assessment of their 

results.  

 

A Common Catalogue of Co-operation Modalities was agreed in 2000 between the secretariats of 

the two organisations on the request of a high-

guaranteeing the institutional memory and ensuring that existing good practice is not forgotten 

or lost. It also shows perspectives for the f

representation and liaison, and co-operation. 

the co-operation achievements in early 2000. It will have to be kept under regular review to 

include new developments reflecting the flexible and pragmatic character of co-operation 

 

 

In parallel decisions of the CoE Committee of Ministers (Decision CM/865/01122204) and the 

OSCE Permanent Council (Decision No. 637, 2 December 2004) the two organisations 

established a Co-ordination Group consisting of Permanent Representatives from the Troika of 

the OSCE (preceding, current and incoming Chairmanship of the OSCE), the current and 

incoming chair of the CoE, open to Permanent Representatives of the countries in the Bureau of 

the CoE, the chair of the CoE GR-OSCE, as well as representatives from the Secretariats of the two 

-

into account the feedback from the Co-  

 

A Joint Statement, with a Declaration on Co-operation between the CoE and the OSCE, was 

signed by the Chairman of the CoE Committee of Ministers and the OSCE Chairman-in-Office in 

Warsaw on 17 May 2005. The Declaration establishes the mutual desire to further strengthen 

co-

democratic accountability, while respecting the autonomy, different membership and distinctive 

tas  

 

More specifically the Declaration calls on the Co-ordination Group established by the two 

organisations (emphasis added): 

 to give priority in its work to the formulation of concrete recommendations on how to 

foster co-ordination and co-operation between the two Organizations in areas of 

common interest, taking into account their respective work in the field, and  
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 starting with questions concerning the fight against terrorism, the protection of the rights 

of persons belonging to national minorities, combating trafficking in human beings, as well 

as promoting tolerance and non-discrimination. 

The two organisations: 

 Agree that, to this end, various forms of co-operation between the two Organizations 

should be explored such as joint meetings and joint activities, with more active 

involvement of the Member and participating States, in order to produce synergies and 

avoid unnecessary duplication, giving the fullest account however to the different nature 

and membership of the two Organizations, and make best use of their comparative 

advantages; 

 Call for better co-ordination within the national administrations of the Member and 

participating States in order to ensure that the above principles are effectively 

implemented; 

 Decide to bring this Declaration to the attention of both the Council of Europe and the 

OSCE Parliamentary Assemblies and would welcome their intention to enhance co-

operation between the two Assemblies. 

 

The Warsaw Declaration represents the current formal framework for the co-operation between 

the two organisations. 

 

 

5. CO-OPERATION MODALITIES 

5.1. JOINT MEETINGS OF THE COE MINISTERS  DEPUTIES-OSCE PERMANENT COUNCIL 

The following four meetings have taken place: Strasbourg 1997 (exchange of views and 

experience on methodology of implementation of commitments and monitoring mechanisms), 

The Hague 1998 (relationship between the CoE and the OSCE - a broader look), Vienna 1999 

(monitoring of commitments) and Strasbourg 2005 (finalisation of the draft text of a declaration 

on co-operation between the CoE and the OSCE).  

 

5.2. PARTICIPATION IN MEETINGS OF THE OSCE MINISTERIAL COUNCIL AND THE COE COMMITTEE 

OF MINISTERS 

The two Secretaries General are regularly invited to the respective annual ministerial meetings 

and have the right to address the meetings. At seven meetings held between 2005 and 2011, the 

CoE was represented four times by the Secretary General and three times by a Secretariat Senior 

Official, whilst the OSCE was represented three times by Secretary General, once by the Director 

of the Conflict Prevention Centre and three times by the External Co-operation Officer of the 

Secretariat.  

 

5.3. PARTICIPATION IN MEETINGS OF THE OSCE PERMANENT COUNCIL, THE COE MINISTERS  

DEPUTIES AND THEIR SUBSIDIARY STRUCTURES 

The representative of the CoE Secretariat (liaison officer, Head of the Liaison Office) has the 

possibility to join the delegation of the country which chairs the Committee of Ministers in the 

plenary and informal meetings of the OSCE Permanent Council, however without the right to 

take the floor. At the invitation of the respective Chairman, the CoE representative may inform 

subsidiary structures of the OSCE Permanent Council about relevant CoE activities. 
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Since October 1998, the OSCE (representative of the country holding the OSCE Chairmanship 

relations with the OSCE (GR-OSCE, GR-EXT). The Secretary General of the CoE has requested that 

the Head of the CoE Office in Vienna be invited on a regular basis to attend the meetings of the 

OSCE Permanent Council. 

 

5.4. 2+2 HIGH-LEVEL MEETINGS 

These meetings take place once or twice per year. They are organised in turn by the Chairs-in-

Office of the CoE and the OSCE respectively. These meetings provide a forum to discussing 

topical political issues of mutual interest, reviewing the relations, assessing the on-going co-

operation and devising orientations for future co-operation.  

 

The participants are the Chair of the CoE Committee of Ministers, the OSCE Chairman-in-Office 

and the two Secretaries General. The Presidents of the two Parliamentary Assemblies have also 

been invited to some meetings. Seven 2+2 High-Level meetings took place between 2005 and 

2011 (two meetings in 2006 but no meeting in 2009). With one exception, all meetings were 

attended by both Secretaries General.  

 

5.5. SENIOR OFFICIALS  MEETINGS 

Meetings at Senior Officials level have taken place, with some exceptions, once a year.  They are 

organised in turn by the CoE and the OSCE Secretariats respectively. The main aim of these 

-to- -operation, in 

particular in the field. They are chaired alternatively by the heads of the respective external 

relations units. 

 

5.6. CO-ORDINATION GROUP 

The CoE/OSCE Co-ordination Group set up in 2004 focuses on the four priority areas agreed 

upon in the Warsaw Declaration:  

 the fight against terrorism 

 the protection of persons belonging to national minorities 

 combating trafficking in human beings 

 promotion of tolerance and non-discrimination 

 

Focal Points for each theme have been appointed within each organisation. The Group meets 

twice per year. Since the autumn of 2009, the protection of persons belonging to national 

minorities and promotion of tolerance and non-discrimination have been on the agenda of a 

combating trafficking in 

human beings have  

 

The participants are as follows: 

 

Council of Europe:  

 -EXT, members of the Bureau of the 

Committee of Ministers 
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 Focal Points (Permanent Representatives/Ambassadors appointed by the Committee of 

Ministers)  

 Secretariat 

 

OSCE: 

 Members of the OSCE Troika 

 Focal Points (representatives of OSCE Institutions, namely HCNM, ODIHR, the 

Representative on trafficking in human beings, the Anti-Terrorism Unit) 

 Secretariat 

 

5.7. TRIPARTITE HIGH-LEVEL MEETINGS COE-OSCE-UN/UNOG 

Since July 1993, High-level "Tripartite" meetings have been organised regularly once a year, in 

turn, by the CoE, the OSCE and the United Nations Office at Geneva. The Secretaries General of 

the CoE and the OSCE and the Director General of the UN Office at Geneva are the main 

participants. 

 

The aim of the Tripartite consultations is 

respective activities in order to facilitate practical co-operation in conflict prevention and 

democratic institution-building, to share information and to improve practical co-operation by 

-how. 

 

No meeting was held in 2011.  At the initiative of the CoE, the three organisations are currently 

re-thinking the concept of the Tripartite meetings in order to make it more relevant and efficient. 

 

5.8. EXCHANGES OF VIEWS WITH THE OSCE PERMANENT COUNCIL AND THE COE MINISTERS  

DEPUTIES AND THEIR SUBSIDIARY STRUCTURES 

The representative of the OSCE Chairman-in-Office, the Secretary General, the Heads of OSCE 

Missions, the Director of ODIHR, the Representative on Freedom of the Media and the 

Representative on Trafficking in Human Beings have had exchanges of views with the CoE 

eputies or their working groups. The Secretary General of the CoE has addressed 

and answered questions from the OSCE Permanent Council in Vienna.  

  

The CoE Secretary General addressed the OSCE Permanent Council four times from 2005 to 

2011 (2005, 2007, 2008 and 2010). The OSCE Secretary General had two exchanges of views 

 The CoE working groups -DEM) have 

exchanged views with representatives from the OSCE four times (2006 (two times), 2008 and 

2011) in the same period. 

 

 

6. CO-OPERATION IN PRACTICE 

6.1. INTRODUCTION 

The 2005 Warsaw Declaration calls on the Co-ordination Group established by the CoE and the 

give priority in its work to the formulation of concrete recommendations on 

how to foster co-ordination and co- . 

shows that the parties were eager to implement measures that would make a difference in 

practice.  
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Furthermore, the  Declaration sets out that this co-operation should be  questions 

the fight against terrorism, the protection of the rights of persons belonging to 

national minorities, combating trafficking in human beings, as well as promoting tolerance and 

non- .  Thus, the parties determined that the co-operation in the Co-ordination 

Group should focus on these four identified areas, but that they were only meant as a starting 

point for the co-operation. 

 

The Declaration emphasizes the importance of involving Member and participating States by 

establishing various forms of co-operation should be explored such as joint meetings and 

joint activities, with more active involvement of the . It calls for 

better co-ordination within the national administrations of the Member and participating 

. Finally, the intention to enhance co-  between 

the Council of Europe and the OSCE Parliamentary Assemblies. 

 

The following analysis focuses on the four priority areas. It should, however, be kept in mind 

that the two organisations benefit from co-operation also outside these four areas. For example, 

there are contacts and joint action between the OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media 

and the CoE Parliamentary Assembly, the CoE Commissioner for Human Rights and relevant CoE 

Secretariat entities. Another example is the co-operation on the situation in Georgia, emphasized 

 

 

6.2. THE FOUR PRIORITY AREAS 

6.2.1. The fight against terrorism 

There are frequent contacts between the secretariats of the two organisations in the field of 

counter-

activities. It is of particular interest to note that the ODIHR and the OSCE 

against Terrorism Unit (ATU) participate in their capacity as observers in the CoE Committee of 

Experts on Terrorism (CODEXTER) and in the Council of Europe Committee of Experts on the 

Evaluation of Anti-Money Laundering Measures and the Financing of Terrorism (MONEYVAL). 

establishes legally binding 

commitments on counter-terrorism. 

 

There has been CoE/OSCE cross-participation in workshops and conferences on cyber security 

and the use of Internet for terrorist purposes (2009). The CoE and the OSCE organized a joint 

Expert Workshop on Preventing Terrorism (Vienna 2006) and with UNODC a national workshop 

for Turkey Enhancing International Legal Co-operation related to Terrorism, including the 

Drafting of Request for Extradition and Mutual Legal Assistance (Ankara 2008). The two 

organisations have jointly prepared concrete proposals for amendments to the criminal code of 

Montenegro. Despite these notable examples, there are, however, not many examples of joint 

events or publications. Furthermore, in autumn 2011 the OSCE and the CoE planned to hold 

separate events on cybercrime in Baku, Azerbaijan. But the CoE contributes to the monthly OSCE 

Counter-Terrorism Newsletter. MONEYVAL has also contributed to the OSCE Counter-Terrorism 

Network Journal on Preventing the Abuse of Non-Profit Organizations for Terrorist Financing.   
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The two organisations agree that there is a potential for synergies and possible joint action in 

counter-terrorism. But the co-operation has also experienced problems in agreeing on common 

efforts. A joint action plan to combat terrorism was stopped since it could not obtain unanimous 

support from all OSCE participating states. A Workshop on Combating Incitement to Terrorism 

on the Internet (Vienna 2007) could not be organised as a joint event due to strong reservations 

from OSCE participating States non-members of the Council of Europe. 

 

6.2.2. The protection of persons belonging to national minorities 

The informal contact between the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) and 

the CoE monitoring bodies, especially the Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention 

for the protection of National Minorities (ACFC) and the Committee of Experts of the European 

Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (CELC) should be emphasized.  The HCNM has also 

extensive contact with the CoE Commissioner for Human Rights.  

 

The two organisations have organized several joint activities and have concluded joint 

publications. They have organized seminars on the Framework Convention and the Language 

Charter. They have co-operated on the human rights of Roma by joint studies, seminars and 

statements. They co-operated on the process of implementation of the 2007 Law of Georgia on 

the Repatriation process of Meskhetian Turks.  

 

The HCNM has also co-operated with the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance 

(ECRI), including comments in preparing the ECRI General Policy Recommendation No. 11 on 

Combating Racism and Racial Discrimination in Policing. The two organisations have jointly 

prepared the reference book National Minority Standards. A Compilation of OSCE and Council of 

Europe texts. The HCNM and the CoE co-operated in Kosovo to draft a text book on Civil and 

Intercultural Education for use in secondary schools. The HCNM and the Commissioner for 

Human Rights has published the study Recent Migration of Roma in Europe. The two 

organisations find that exchange of information, consultation and co-operation is effective in 

avoiding duplication and strengthening complementarity. 

 

6.2.3. Combating trafficking in human beings 

The significance of regular exchange of information is also important in this field of co-operation. 

The two organisat

Group of Experts on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings (GRETA) and the OSCE Special 

Representative and Co-ordinator for Combating Trafficking in Human Beings. The OSCE has 

obtained observer status with the Committee of the Parties to the Council of Europe Anti-

Trafficking Convention. The two organisations are participating actively at the multilateral level 

in the Alliance against Trafficking in Persons. There is cross-participation in events of mutual 

interest. 

 

The CoE Committee of Ministers, at the 1067th meeting of the Deputies (7 October 2009), 

stressed the importance of an effective working relationship and better co-operation between 

the two organisations in the area of the fight against trafficking in human beings, avoiding 

unnecessary duplication and achieving greater synergy, and asked the Coordination Group to 

consi  
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In a meeting between the President and First Vice-President of GRETA and the OSCE Special 

Representative in 2010 it was agreed a) to hold regular informal meetings between the two 

organisations for co-ordination; b) that OSCE assessment activities will take into account 

 c) that the CoE will take into account activities on thematic issues 

conducted by the OSCE; d) to exchange information to identify priorities and needs where co-

operation programmes could facilitate implementation of anti-trafficking standards; and e) that 

cross participation in events would be beneficial for the two organisations.  

 

It is difficult to find much of joint activities, but it is early to assess the effects of this co-

operation agreement.  A joint publication on action against trafficking in human beings 

incorporating the most important CoE legal instruments and the OSCE political commitments 

was cancelled due to financial constraints.  [d]ue to limited financial and 

human resources, the Council of Europe needs to concentrate its efforts on the work of GRETA 

and the preparation of its reports and conclusions as well as on the Committee of the Parties  

(10th Meeting of the Co-ordination Group, paragraph 4 (2009)). 

 

6.2.4. Promotion of tolerance and non-discrimination 

There are extensive informal contacts between the two organisations, especially ODIHR, ECRI 

and the Venice Commission, as well as a number of 

joint activities and publications in the promotion of tolerance and non-discrimination. A special 

mechanism set up between ECRI and ODIHR shall ensure complementarity between the 

-Discrimination Department.  

 

The two organisations have co-operated on an Azerbaijani education project, a CoE opinion on a 

discrimination draft law in Montenegro 

recommendation combating Roma discrimination, and they have, with the EU, made common 

statements on the International Day for the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. 

 

The common publications between ODIHR and the CoE include: 

 Guidelines for Review of Legislation Pertaining to religion or Belief 

 Guidelines on Freedom of Peaceful Assembly 

 Guidelines for Educators on Countering Intolerance and Discrimination against Muslims. 

 

ODIHR and the Venice Commission have adopted joint assessments of legislation in a number of 

states, including the following adopted in 2011: Joint Opinions on The Constitutional Law on the 

Judicial System and Status of Judges of Kazakhstan; The Law on the Protector of Human Rights 

and Freedoms of Montenegro; and The Draft Law on Freedom of Peaceful Assembly of Ukraine. 

 

6.2.5. Assessment of the four priority areas 

The importance of informal contacts between the two organisations should not be under-

estimated, but is difficult to measure. Such contact exists in all the four areas of co-operation. 

Furthermore, there are many examples of cross-participation in events, joint activities and joint 

publications. 

 

The two organisations have been able to utilize the complementarity in their respective 

normative frameworks and institutional structures, with, on the one hand, 
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legal standards, its Court of Human Rights, its monitoring bodies, and the Venice Commission, 

tical standards, and institutions in the form of the HCNM, 

ODIHR, the Action against Terrorism Unit (ATU), and the Special Representative and Co-

ordinator for Combating Trafficking in Human Beings.  

 

It seems, however, that the co-operation on national minorities and the promotion of tolerance 

and non-discrimination have more fully exploited the potential for co-ordination and mutual 

action. There may have been political constraints (terrorism) or financial limitations 

(trafficking). But, although the co-operation should be tailored to the specific field, it is difficult 

to see that there is less potential for co-operation in the fields of counter-terrorism and 

combating trafficking. The 2010 agreement on trafficking between representatives of GRETA 

and the OSCE Special Representative may be a good example of how co-operation may be 

enhanced. Such more general commitments on co-operation should be welcomed. 

 

The co-operation between the two organisations must take place at the operational level in 

order to have effect. The Co-ordination Group has, however, an important function in providing 

political support to the co-operation, and to give guidance to how it can be enhanced and 

improved. It could also serve to cross-fertilize experiences between the four fields of co-

operation.  

 

There are few examples of the Co-ordination Group taking clear initiatives in the promotion of 

further co-operation. One reason may be that the information provided to the Group is based on 

the self-reporting of the two organisations. A more active political control by the Co-ordination 

Group could be facilitated through some form of mechanism for continuous review of the co-

operation. Such review should serve the need for political accountability, but without being too 

bureaucratic or costly.  

 

6.3. MONITORING OF ELECTIONS 

Election observations take the form of long-term observations from ODIHR, and observation by 

parliamentarians from the CoE, OSCE and the EU (and, on occasion from the NATO 

Parliamentary Assembly and/or the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of Europe). The 

co-operation generally works well, but there have been incidents of separate assessments. This 

is especially unfortunate in countries with strong political tensions.  

 

Monitoring of elections is governed by the multilateral Declaration of Principles for 

International Election Observation and the Code of Conduct for International Election Observers, 

commemorated at the United Nations in 2005. These instruments have been endorsed by over 

20 institutions, including the CoE Parliamentary Assembly and ODIHR, but unfortunately not the 

OSCE Parliamentary Assembly.  

 

OSCE observers are also committed to the Code of Conduct for ODIHR Observers (Election 

Observation Handbook, 6th ed., pp. 33-34) and Ministerial Council Decision No. 19/06 

Strengthening the Effectiveness of the OSCE, especially paragraphs. 12, 13 and 14. The OSCE 

Parliamentary Assembly and ODIHR have entered into a Co-operation Agreement (1997). 

s on an Internationally 

Recognised Status for Election Observers, CDL-AD(2009)059, 14 December 2009. Finally, the 
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CoE Parliamentary Assembly has adopted Guidelines for the observation of elections by the 

Parliamentary Assembly (as revised by the Bureau of the Assembly on 8 October 2010). 

 

arrangements should also be agreed between the international organisations concerned as 

regards the observation of elections to ensure 

38). There is, however, no agreement between the OSCE and the CoE Parliamentary Assembly on 

the co-ordination of election observation. Of course, it is not possible to prevent different 

assessments of elections through an agreement. But an agreement could reduce the risk of 

conflicting statements through mutually recognised procedures.  

 

It seems that observation of local elections is mainly seen as the responsibility of the Congress of 

Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe.  

 

6.4. FIELD OPERATIONS 

The 19th High-

strengthened co-operation and co- The 

field operations of the OSCE and the CoE differ both regarding the number of countries where 

they are present, the size of the operations and their mandates. Generally, the OSCE has far 

larger missions in more countries. But the two organisations have both presences in the 

following countries: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Kosovo (not 

recognised by all States), Moldova, Montenegro, Serbia and Ukraine.  As is shown in Annex 2, the 

mandates of the missions from the two organisations seem to overlap in several respects. For 

example, the OSCE is supporting Albanian institutions in preventing, reporting and fighting 

corruption, while the Coe has a project against corruption in Albania. The OSCE does justice 

sector monitoring and advocacy in Bosnia and Herzegovina, while the CoE supports judicial and 

prosecutorial training centres. 

 

The existing terms of reference of CoE Offices in member and non-member states require the 

Office to -ordinating activities in the country with other international organisations and 

institutions (EU, OSCE, UN), as well as other international and local partners active in the 

country (Resolution CM/Res(2010)5 and CM/Del/Dec(2010)1090/1.9), but no further guidance 

is provided about such co-ordination. Whether and how the co-ordination and co-operation 

could be improved both at headquarters level and in the field may merit a separate study.  
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7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1. INTRODUCTION 

There is a need for co-operation between the Council of Europe and the OSCE, both to ensure 

effectiveness in achieving results and efficiency in the use of available resources. The mandates 

and the membership overlap to a significant extent, although the differences may in certain 

contexts represent a hinder for co-operation. The different normative basis in the form of the 

-

operation. The same applies to the different organisational structures of the two organisations. 

These differences should rather be seen as assets for a co-operation based on complementarity. 

The focus should be on implementation of existing instruments and commitments, rather than 

developing new normative standards. Generally, there is a considerable potential for co-

operation, beyond current efforts. 

 

7.2. THE FORMAL BASIS FOR CO-OPERATION 

The Warsaw Declaration on Co-operation of 2005 establishes a firm basis for co-operation 

between the two organisations. The identification of four priority areas (the fight against 

terrorism; protection of persons belonging to national minorities; combating trafficking in 

human beings; and promotion of tolerance and non-discrimination) means that co-operation in 

these areas has a political backing at the highest level, and that such co-operation is reported to 

and discussed at meetings of the Co-ordination Group.  

 

It could be considered to raise the formal basis of co-operation from the Warsaw Declaration to 

a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the two organisations.  The Committee of 

Wise Persons suggested in their Final Report of 1998 that a general memorandum of 

understanding could be concluded between the two organisations (paragraph 37). A MOU has 

been concluded between the Council of Europe and the European Union.  

 

A MOU would serve as a stable political commitment on co-operation. It could be designed to 

promote a dynamic and real co-operation, rather than a static and formal co-operation. But the 

potential difficulties in reaching agreement on the content of a MOU could take the focus away 

from enhancement of co-operation in practice. The Warsaw Declaration represents a firm basis 

for co-operation and allows sufficient flexibility. Therefore, this Declaration should continue to 

form the basis for the co-operation, and the two organisations should not initiate negotiations of 

a MOU. 

 

Recommendation 

 The 2005 Warsaw Declaration should continue to form the basis for co-operation. 

 

7.3. AREAS OF CO-OPERATION 

The Warsaw Declaration establishes that the co-operation should be 

prioritized areas, clearly indicating that more areas should be added. The co-operation should be 

based on the respective priorities of the two organisations and be dynamic, taking into account 

the respective mandates and membership of the two organisations.  The existing areas of co-

operation are flexible and leave considerable room for expansion. But it should be considered 

whether other areas should be added to the co-operation. 
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eir 

-operation. The co-operation between the OSCE High 

Commissioner on National Minorities and the CoE Framework Convention for the Protection of 

National Minorities is a good example of co-operation based on such comparative advantages, 

where the High Commissioner can benefit from the expertise of the monitoring bodies of the 

Council of Europe. Another example of complementarity is the joint guidelines developed by 

ODIHR and the Venice Commission, making use of the specialist expertise of the Commission. 

The judgments of the European Court are a reference point for the work of both organisations. 

Any new areas of co-operation, for example on the freedom of the media, should be assessed in 

terms of whether they are founded on complementarity of the two organisations. 

 

The four priority areas should in no way prevent extensive co-operation also in other fields. On 

the contrary, such co-operation should be encouraged. But the two organisations have a special 

responsibility in maintaining and enhancing co-operation in the prioritized areas. 

 

Recommendations 

 Co-operation should be dynamic and based on the respective priorities of the two 

organisations 

 New areas of co-operation should reflect the complementarity of the two organisations 

 Co-operation outside the four priority areas should continue to be encouraged. 

 

7.4. EARLY PLANNING OF CO-OPERATION 

When the budgets and operational plans of the two organisations have been adopted, there may 

be limited room for co-operation. Thus, there is a need for co-ordination and co-operation as 

early as possible in the planning process. The two organisations should consult in order to find 

at what time in the planning process of budgets and operational activities of the respective 

organisations co-operation could be initiated. The consultation should include both the political 

and the administrative level and become a regular feature of the planning process of the CoE and 

the OSCE. Such early planning must, however, take into account the respective procedures of the 

two organisations.  

 

Recommendation 

 Co-ordination should be included as early as possible in the planning process of the two 

organisations. 

 

7.5. CO-OPERATION IN PRACTICE 

The 19th High- vited the Co-

 

 

The Co-ordination Group has an important role in providing guidance on such issues. But, the 

essential parts of the co-operation are executed at the operational level. The following aspects 

should be taken into account: 

 The forms of co-operation should be assessed, taking into account that the Warsaw 

Declaration sets out that -  
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 The focus should be on practical measures resulting in optimal effects, whether they are 

the result of informal contacts or jointly organised events or publications.  

 Examples of best practices should be developed and the co-operation should be a 

learning process, also across different areas of co-operation.  

 Well organized conferences attended by several actors may facilitate networking 

between representatives of the two organisations.  

 While co-operation in some areas is well developed without any general agreement or 

joint action plan between the different operational entities, such instruments may be 

useful in other contexts. The 2010 agreement on trafficking between representatives of 

GRETA and the OSCE Special Representative may serve as an example. 

 

Recommendations 

 Examples of best practices should be developed and the co-operation should be a 

learning process, also across different areas of co-operation.  

 

7.6. MECHANISMS FOR CO-OPERATION 

The different mechanisms referred to in section 5 above cover a wide range of venues for co-

operation, both of at political and the administrative level. The mechanisms for co-operation 

should promote co-operation in practice. The Co-ordination Group has a special responsibility 

for the four priority areas. The other mechanism can facilitate co-operation on a wide range of 

-OSCE Permanent Council is, 

however, an example of a mechanism that has not met since 2005.  

 Co-operation in the four prioritized areas should be based on concrete goals, reporting of 

achievements of these goals, evaluating the progress, and defining new goals for a next 

period, i.e. establishing a cycle for decision-making in the priority areas.  

 The co-operation should regularly be subject to evaluation by some form of mechanisms 

in order to assist the two organisations in improving co-operation, and to serve as an 

accountability mechanism for member and participating states. The modalities of such 

an evaluation mechanism should be explored in order to ensure maximum effect, but 

without being too bureaucratic or costly. 

 The Co-ordination Group should become more active in providing guidance to the 

operational level.  

 The functions of the different mechanism for co-operation should be assessed. The 

functions of the Tripartite High-Level meetings are already under consideration by the 

three organisations.  

 

Recommendations 

 Cooperation in the four prioritized areas should be based on concrete goals, reporting of 

achievements of these goals, evaluating the progress, and defining new goals for a next 

period, i.e. establishing a cycle for decision-making in the priority areas 

 The co-operation should regularly be subject to a review mechanism 

 The Co-ordination Group should become more active in providing guidance to the 

operational level 

 The functions of the different mechanism for co-operation should be assessed. 
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7.7. MONITORING OF ELECTIONS 

It is essential that monitoring of elections is well organized and, as far as possible, that 

conflicting assessments are avoided. Election monitoring is governed by multilateral 

instruments, as well as OSCE regulations, 

observation of elections, and the Venice Commis on an Internationally 

Recognised Status for Election Observers.  

 

The co-operation on election observation between the Council of Europe and the OSCE should be 

continued and improved. The Committee of Wise Persons recommended that specific 

arrangements should be agreed between international organisations concerned to ensure a 

coherent assessment of their results. An agreement between the CoE and the OSCE could 

contribute to preventing conflicting assessments of elections and should be concluded, although 

such different assessments cannot be entirely prevented.  

 

Recommendation 

 The two organisations should enter into an agreement on co-operation on election 

monitoring. 

 

7.8. FIELD OPERATIONS 

The High-

the need for strengthened co-operation and co-ordination between the two organisations in the 

  

 

The 2000 Common Catalogue of Co-operation Modalities lists the following forms of co-

operation (section 3.1.): 

 The Council of Europe Offices on the ground (Tirana, Sarajevo, Pristina and Mostar), 

maintain close contacts with the OSCE Missions. They provide also liaison with the 

authorities and international organisations present in the field and support in the 

implementation of Council of Europe projects; 

 Sharing of information and assessments by officials of the Council of Europe Secretariat 

and Heads of OSCE Missions and their staff through regular informal contacts and visits; 

 Participants of the Council of Europe Secretariat in planning meetings organised by the 

CPC to prepare co-operation in the field; 

 Participation of the Council of Europe Secretariat in the annual meetings of Heads of 

OSCE Missions in Vienna; 

 Co-ordination of action in conflict prevention and post-conflict rehabilitation, Council of 

Europe contribution to monitoring and advice.  Provision of Council of Europe legal 

expertise;   

 Joint organisation and contribution to seminars;   

 Joint assessment teams; 

 Participation of Council of Europe experts and staff members in short and medium term 

missions;  Long-term secondment of Council of Europe experts to the OSCE Mission in 

Kosovo; 

 Joint training courses; 

 Provision of logistical support by OSCE Missions to delegations of the Council of Europe 

Parliamentary Assembly, CLRAE and Secretariat; 
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

-Chaired by the OSCE and EU Presidencies; 

 Joint initiative of the Council of Europe, OSCE, European Commission and the Office of 

the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) on human rights training of 

members of Field Missions: elaboration of pedagogical tools, including a manual giving 

practical advise on how to handle Human Rights violations. Continuation of this initiative, 

applying it to specific regions and operations, in co-ordination with Heads of OSCE 

Missions and taking into consideration the initiatives of EU and OHCHR and eventually 

the OSCE REACT programme. 

 

The two organisations have presently field operations in the same 10 countries.  There are many 

examples of good co-operation in the field between the two organisations. It seems, however, 

that the overlap in mandates by field representations of the CoE and the OSCE in the same 

countries could merit stronger co-ordination and co-operation both at headquarters and field 

level. A separate study on co-ordination and co-operation of field operations should be 

undertaken. 

 

Recommendation 

 A study on co-operation in field operations should be undertaken. 

 

7.9. INVOLVEMENT OF THE TWO PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLIES 

The Warsaw Declaration calls for enhanced co-operation between the CoE and the OSCE 

Parliamentary Assemblies.  

 

The 2000 Common Catalogue of Co-operation Modalities refers to the following forms of co-

operation (section 3.1): 

 Delegations of the Bureaus of the two Parliamentary Assemblies meet periodically to 

exchange views on questions of common interest and to review co-operation between 

the two Assemblies. 

 The Chairperson-in-Office of the OSCE addresses regularly the Parliamentary Assembly 

of the Council of Europe. 

 The Presidents of the Parliamentary Assemblies of the Council of Europe and the OSCE 

speak at the sessions of the other Assembly. 

 The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, as well as the Parliamentary 

Assembly of the OSCE, invite regularly representatives of the other Assembly to 

participate in committee meetings, seminars, conferences, etc.  

 In 1998, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe adopted Recommendation 

 

 

These are examples of ways of co-operation that should be encouraged and further developed 

between the two parliamentary assemblies. The CoE Parliament and the OSCE Parliament 

should consult with the aim of closer co-ordination and co-operation.  An important area of co-

operation is obviously the monitoring of elections, where an agreement on co-operation should 

be negotiated (see section 7.7. above). 
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Recommendation 

 The CoE Parliament and the OSCE Parliament should consult with the aim of closer co-

ordination and co-operation.   

 

7.10. INVOLVEMENT OF NATIONAL CAPITALS 

more active involvement of the Member and participating 

States better co-ordination within the national administrations of the Member and 

participating States -ordination and co-operation 

between the two organisations, as well as making priorities and allocating resources, lies 

ultimately with the member and participating states. It is furthermore important with co-

ordination within each state, but also between national delegations in Strasbourg and Vienna.  

 

The co-operation modalities referred to in section 5 above provide several possibilities for 

involvement of member and participating states in the co-operation of the two organisations. 

However, possible arrangements for better co-ordination between the CoE Committee of 

Ministers and the OSCE Permanent Council should be discussed. For example, direct contacts 

plenary meetings and/or Bureau/Troika and/or Chairs or the subsidiary structures could be 

considered. It may also be useful to revisit the internal structure and procedures of each of the 

two organisations. For example, -

agenda of GR-EXT meetings. This would also allow for regular exchanges of views on the co-

operation with OSCE representatives. 

 

Co-ordination within national administrations is primarily a challenge for the individual state. 

But it is obvious that lack of national co-ordination will spill over to the international level. 

Therefore, it is essential with strong national co-ordination. 

 

Recommendations 

 Member and participating states should become more involved in the co-operation 

 The contact between national delegations in Vienna and Strasbourg should be increased 

  States should improve co-ordination at national level. 
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ANNEX 1 CO-OPERATION ON THE FOUR PRIORITY AREAS 

 

Methodology 

This is a summary of the “Joint reports by the Council of Europe and OSCE Focal Points”

referred to as “M2”, 

“M3”, etc. Meetings 2 to 9 focused on all four of the Group’s focus areas, meeting 10 to 14 focused on 

chapter on “cooperation” and a chapter on “evaluation”. “Cooperation” contains activities that are 

“suggested” and activities that are “achieved”. Where reports say who made a specific suggestion, this 

is noted in the document (for example: “ SCE, suggested: ...”)

Activities are grouped in subchapters. When a “suggested” activity is reported to be “achieved”, the 

All four focus areas have some form of “cross participation in events”. This is listed as a single 
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1.  

 

1.1  

 

1.1.1 Activities 

 

  


 
o

 
 

  
o MIN involved in HCNM’s work 
o  
o

 
o  
o

 
o

 
o  
o  

 
o  
o  

 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

1.1.2  

 

o  
o  
o  
o

 
o  
o

 
o

 
o
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

 
o  

 

1.1.3 Venice Commission 

 

o

 
o

 
o

 
 

  
o

Commission “has been pursued” 
o M13, achieved: “on the ground” input from HCNM to Venice Commission 

 

1.1.4 Publications 

 

  
o  
o M5, achieved: preparatory work is at “advanced stage” 
o  
o  
o  
o  
o  

 

o M13, achieved: pooling of resources to draft text book on “Civic and Intercultural 

Education” 
 

1.1.5 Specific issues 

 

  
o M3, achieved: planned exchange of views on HCNM’s Guidelines on the use of 

 
o  
o

 
o  
o M9, achieved: consultations between HCNM and CoE bodies on the HCNM’s 
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o

 
 



 
o  
o  
o  
o

 
o  
o

 
o

 
 

1.1.6 Specific actors 

 



 
o

 
 



 
o

 
o

 
o  

 

  
o M4, M5, M7, achieved: HCNM follows PA’s minority work, 

 
o  

 

 

1.2  

 

 –  
  
  
 

  
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

bodies “has proven to be an effective working method to avoid duplication and strengthen 

complementarity”. 
  
  

 
  
 M11: HCNM’ ’

 
 M11: the cooperation is “instrumental in addressing new challenges to minority 

protection”

 M13: in monitoring activities, sharing of information “effectively avoids duplication and 

”
 

 

2.  

 

2.1  

 

2.1.1 Activities 

 

  
o a “

” has been established 
o at each other’s events and meetings 
o  
o

 
o  
o

 
o  
o  
o

 
 

  
 



 
o

 
 


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  
o  

 



 
 

  
 

2.1.2 Venice Commission 

 



 
o

 
o  



 
o

 
o

 
  
 

2.1.3 Publications 

 



 
o

 
 



 
 



 
o

 
o  
o  



 
 

 M5, suggested: involve CoE in OSCE’s Toledo Guiding Principles on teaching about religion in 

 
o

 
o

 
  
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o

 
 



 
o

 
 

 cus on CoE’s work in an upcoming OSCE internal HRE/EMRU 

 
 

2.1.4 Specific issues 

 

  
 

  
o  
o M3, achieved: “platform” for cooperation on intercultural dialogue 
o

 
o

 
 



 
o

 
o

 
o

 
o M13, achieved: cooperation on hate crime, benefiting from each other’s expertise 

 



 


 
o

 
o  



 
 


 
o

 
o  
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o M13, achieved: CoE’s Strasbourg Declaration on Roma calls for cooperation 

o

 

2.1.5 Specific actors 

 

  
o

 
o  
o

 
o

 
o

 
o

 
o

 
o  
o

 
o

 
o

 
 

 and UNESCO contributions to ODIHR’s report on Education for 

 
 



 
o

 

2.2  

 

  
  
  
 

  
  
 


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 M7: cooperation until now “has led to their joint message on the promotion of tolerance 

discrimination”.  
 

 

3.  

 

3.1  

 

3.1.1 Activities 

 

  
  
 

  
 

  
o  
o  

 

o

in OSCE’s AECT 
o  
o  

  
 

  
o

 
 



 
 

  
o  
o  
o

 
o  
 



organizing fora, joint publications (“extremely high potential and willingness” indicated) 
o

 
 

  
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

 
 

3.1.2 CoE Convention 

 

  
o

 
o  
o

 
o

 
o  

 

  
 



Convention’s monitoring mechanism 
o

 
o

 
o

take each other’  
o  

 

 ’  
o ’

 
 

3.1.3 Publications 

 

  
o  

 
 

o standards in OSCE’s Legislati  



 

3.1.4 Specific actors 

 
o
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3.2  

 

  
  
 

 M12, CoE: “concern over possible adverse effects of unnecessary duplication by different 

international organizations”, and there is “a need to

them”.  
  





 

4.  

 

4.1  

 

4.1.1 Activities 

 

  
o

 
o  
o  

 



 
 

  
o

 
o  
o

 
o  
o M8, achieved: CoE contributions to two texts by OSCE’s Strategic Police Matters 

 
o

 
o  
o  
o
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  
o

 
 

  
o

 
 

  
o  

 

  
 

  
 

  
o  
o  
o

 
 

o  
 



 
o

 

4.1.2 Publications 

 

  
 



and OSCE’s Legislati  

4.1.3 Specific issues 



 



 
o  



 
 

  
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o  
 



 
o

 
 



 
o  
o  

 

4.1.4 Specific actors 

 

  
o

 
o  
o

 
o  
o  

 

 

4.2  

 
  
 

 M3: on terrorism and human rights, close coordination at projects’ inception is important 

to achieve more than “token” cross  
 

 since M3, cooperation “has continued to be enhanced” 
 

 M5: first major joint event was “a new stage in the development of cooperation” 
 

  
 

 t not possible due to “strong 

reservations” from CoE non  
 
 M9, M10: cooperation was “further enhanced and developed” 
 M9: cooperation in human rights and terrorism “remains strong” 
  
 
 M12: cooperation in new areas “is an important new development” 

 

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


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ANNEX 2 FIELD OPERATIONS OF THE COUNCIL OF EUROPE AND THE OSCE 

 

Methodology 

locations of the two organizations’ field operations, 

the entries in the list are copied from the organizations’ websites, 

so the documents contain nothing about the CoE’s work there

http://www.osce.org/item/43692
http://www.coe.int/t/dgap/fieldOf_en.asp
http://www.coe.int/t/dgap/field_missions_en.asp?y=2011
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1. THE LOCATIONS OF COE/OSCE FIELD OPERATIONS AND THE LOCATIONS WHERE BOTH ARE PRESENT 

 

1.1. OSCE Field Operations: 



































1.2. CoE Field Offices: 























1.3. Places where both are present: 













 

 

 

 

37 










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

o




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
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
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
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
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

o
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o
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




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


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
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
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

 The Ombudsman’s role




























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



o

o

o























o



– HL) “Support to Access to Justice”
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
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
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
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
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




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


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representatives from the press and state bodies, etc. on the Council of Europe’s 
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


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
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
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
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




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




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





 – “ ”

 – “

II”

 – “

”




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
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o

k’s Georgia Programme 2010
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




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





o

EU/CoE’s joint project “Support to the promotion of cultural diversity in Kosovo”
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





CoE project “Threats to the Rule of Law (Corruption): Assisting the KA

2017)”.



o



 Gender equality and women’s empowerment and political participation






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
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
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
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
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


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




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

o


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
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



 

 

 

 

47 


































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




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




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


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
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
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

o













































o

European Union and Council of Europe Joint Programme “Reinforcing the fight 

treatment and impunity” in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, 

 

 

 


