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	Synopsis
Meeting of 22 September 2020


 
 
1.	The Rapporteur Group for Social and Health Questions (GR-SOC), chaired by Ambassador Ivan Orlić, Permanent Representative of Bosnia and Herzegovina, adopted the agenda (GR‑SOC(2020)OJ7) and considered the following items:

1.	European Social Charter –

Follow-up to the decisions of the European Committee of Social Rights (ECSR) in the context of the collective complaints procedure

Continued examination

i. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Belgium, Complaint No. 124/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000002_VALID]CEDS(2016)124, GR-SOC(2020)9, DD(2020)369

ii. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Bulgaria, Complaint No. 125/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000004_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000005_VALID]CEDS(2016)125, GR-SOC(2020)10, DD(2020)246

iii. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Croatia, Complaint No. 126/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000007_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000008_VALID]CEDS(2016)126, GR-SOC(2020)11, DD(2020)278

iv. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Cyprus, Complaint No. 127/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000010_VALID]CEDS(2016)127, GR-SOC(2020)12

v. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Czech Republic, Complaint No. 128/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000012_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000013_VALID]CEDS(2016)128, GR-SOC(2020)13, DD(2020)279

vi. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Finland, Complaint No. 129/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000015_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000016_VALID]CEDS(2016)129, GR-SOC(2020)14, DD(2020)290

vii. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. France, Complaint No. 130/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000018_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000019_VALID]CEDS(2016)130, GR-SOC(2020)15, DD(2020)284

viii. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Greece, Complaint No. 131/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000021_VALID]CEDS(2016)131, GR-SOC(2020)16, DD(2020)366

ix. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Ireland, Complaint No. 132/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000023_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000024_VALID]CEDS(2016)132, GR-SOC(2020)17, DD(2020)320

x. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Italy, Complaint No. 133/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000026_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000027_VALID]CEDS(2016)133, GR-SOC(2020)18, DD(2020)289

xi. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. the Netherlands, Complaint No. 134/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000029_VALID]CEDS(2016)134, GR-SOC(2020)19

xii. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Norway, Complaint No. 135/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000031_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000032_VALID]CEDS(2016)135, GR-SOC(2020)20, DD(2020)288

xiii. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Portugal, Complaint No. 136/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000034_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000035_VALID]CEDS(2016)136, GR-SOC(2020)21, DD(2020)280

xiv. University Women of Europe (UWE) v. Slovenia, Complaint No. 137/2016
[bookmark: _ML_000000000037_VALID][bookmark: _ML_000000000038_VALID]CEDS(2016)137, GR-SOC(2020)22, DD(2020)321

2.	Several respondent States, which had not yet done so, provided information about the measures taken or planned to bring the situation in their respective countries into conformity with the Charter. The Secretariat thanked all delegations for the responses that had been provided to date. It noted the generally  positive tenor of the responses, demonstrating both a strong commitment to the principle of equal pay for women and men as well as an acknowledgement and acceptance of the relevance of the ECSR’s findings, especially as regards the need to do more to eliminate the gender pay gap in a situation where the progress made over a period of several years has been insufficient. The Secretariat reiterated that this would be an opportunity for member States to send a strong signal to all stakeholders concerned, not only national authorities, but also civil society and the public at large about gender equality in the labour market. It could be an important step on the road to realising the equal pay principle and would reflect well on the Charter’s monitoring procedure and on the CM’s role in that procedure.

3.	With regard to the follow-up to these ECSR decisions, the Chair recalled that preliminary informal consultations had been held with the 14 member States concerned before the summer, which had addressed, in particular, the options available to the Committee of Ministers with regard to the adoption of resolutions or recommendations in response to the ECSR decisions.  A summary of these discussions by the former Chair was included in the synopsis of the GR-SOC meeting of 2 July 2020 (GR‑SOC(2020)CB6). The Chair also informed the Group that the information document (“the options paper”) that the Secretariat had been invited to prepare on the different follow-up options, possibly with examples, should be available soon. It was then his intention to organise informal consultations with the 14 member States concerned by these collective complaints with a view to obtaining preliminary feedback on the paper, and, if necessary, to finetune the document, before the next meeting of the GR-SOC in November.   

[bookmark: _Ref50453203]2.	European Directorate for the Quality of Medicines and HealthCare (EDQM)[footnoteRef:2] – [2:  States concerned: Albania, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Republic of Moldova, Montenegro, the Netherlands, North Macedonia, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine and the United Kingdom.] 


a. European Committee on Organ Transplantation (Partial Agreement) (CD-P-TO) – 

i.	Draft Recommendation CM/Rec(2020)… of the Committee of Ministers to member States on the quality and safety of organs for transplantation
CM(2020)113

ii.	Draft Recommendation CM/Rec(2020)… of the Committee of Ministers to member States on the quality and safety of tissues and cells for human application
CM(2020)114

iii.	Draft Recommendation CM/Rec(2020)… of the Committee of Ministers to member States on establishing harmonised measures for the protection of haematopoietic progenitor cell donors
CM(2020)111


[bookmark: _Hlk51839250]	


4.	The Chair invited the Group to examine the three above-mentioned recommendations, recalling that the CD -P-TO had proposed that they be adopted by the Committee of Ministers in their full composition, rather than in the restricted composition of member States Party to the Convention on the Elaboration of the European Pharmacopoeia. During the discussions, one delegation stated that its authorities were unable to approve any of the three recommendations.  They considered, inter alia, that the guidelines were not intended to give regulatory guidance but rather to give technical recommendations and, in their view, that the endorsement of these guidelines through recommendations adopted by the Committee of Ministers would change their legal character and authority. This delegation also expressed concerns about the adoption procedure of the technical guides at the level of the CD-P-TO, which only allowed for a “yes” or “no” vote. This delegation also considered that other relevant committees, such as DH-BIO, might have been consulted in the preparation of the recommendations.

5.	In response to these observations, the Secretariat underlined that the technical guides at issue (i.e. object of the first two recommendations) were highly technical guidance documents elaborated by ad hoc working groups composed of experts nominated by member States and relevant organisations and professional and scientific societies. The resulting guidance was the result of consensus decisions reached by the expert ad hoc working groups based on available scientific evidence. Furthermore, both documents were submitted to an open consultation process, where all interested stakeholders could submit comments and suggestions for consideration. Thus, the final texts submitted to the CD-P-TO for adoption were already the result of consensus decisions. These working methods were clearly laid out in the terms of reference of the working groups elaborating both technical guides. The Secretariat also recalled the precedent of Council of Europe Recommendation No. R (95) 15, which provides the CD-P-TS with a legal basis for the elaboration of the Guide to the preparation, use and quality assurance of blood components. The Secretariat also underlined the CD-P-TO’s co-operation with the DH-BIO,[footnoteRef:3] and in particular that the it had been consulted and provided feedback during the elaboration of the draft Recommendation on establishing harmonised measures for the protection of haematopoietic progenitor cell donors. [3:  Note from the Secretariat: The DH-BIO is an observer to the CD-P-TO and a DH-BIO representative and/or a member of its Secretariat actively participates in CD-P-TO plenary meetings and submits feedback from DH-BIO delegations to CD-P-TO working documents, including draft Recommendations. The CD-P-TO Secretariat also submits a written summary of their activities to the DH-BIO twice a year before each of their plenary meetings. In the case of technical guides, due to their very technical nature, the involvement of DH-BIO was usually limited.] 


6.	To conclude, the Chair noted that there was just one member State that was not able to support the adoption of these recommendations and one or two others that expressed a wish for more time to consult with their authorities. Given the nature of the objections from the one delegation, and that the large majority of delegations were able so support the adoption of the recommendations, it did not seem useful to send the texts back to the CD-P-TO. The Chair therefore proposed that the three recommendations be approved ad referendum with Wednesday, 30 September 2020 at noon as a deadline to allow the delegation concerned more time to consult with its authorities with a view to the possible way forward. In this respect, the Chair suggested three possible options: (a) to join the consensus to approve the draft recommendations; (b) that the delegation consider making a statement during the adoption of the draft recommendations in question by the Committee of Ministers, to be included in the records of the meeting, and/or, (c) to make use of Article 10.2.c of the Rules of Procedure of the Committee of Ministers and request that a footnote be added to the recommendations themselves stating that the delegation concerned reserves the right of its Government to comply or not with the Recommendations. If one of these options were acceptable to its authorities, and subject to no other delegations breaking the ad referendum, the draft Recommendations would be transmitted to the Deputies for adoption, at their 1385th meeting on 7 October 2020, without further debate.

b. [bookmark: _Hlk48903523]European Committee on Food Contact Materials and Articles (Partial Agreement) (CD-P-MCA) – 

iv.	Draft Resolution CM/Res(2020)… on the safety and quality of materials and articles for contact with food
CM(2020)112

[bookmark: _ML_000000000043_VALID]7.	The Group agreed to recommend that the Deputies, in their composition restricted to Representatives of the States Parties to the Convention on the Elaboration of a European Pharmacopoeia,2 adopt the draft Resolution CM/Res(2020)… on the safety and quality of materials and articles for contact with food (cf. document CM(2020)112) at their 1385th meeting on 7 October 2020, without further debate.


3.	“Missing refugee and migrant children in Europe” – Parliamentary Assembly Recommendation 2172 (2020)
CM/AS(2020)Rec2172-prov, DD(2020)359, DD(2020)379

[bookmark: _Hlk48903695][bookmark: _Hlk51839328]8.	The Group examined the draft reply to the above-mentioned Assembly Recommendation, together with some draft amendments submitted both in writing (cf. DD(2020)359) and presented orally during the meeting. One delegation expressed regret that the European Committee on Crime Problems (CDPC) had not responded to the invitation to provide comments on the recommendation in question. In conclusion, delegations were invited to submit any amendments made orally during the meeting to the Secretariat (katherine.anderson@coe.int) as soon as possible to allow for a consolidated revised draft to be prepared for the next meeting.  The Secretariat would also enquire as to whether the CDPC or its Bureau could provide comments on the Recommendation and/or on the draft reply as currently drafted, in time for the next meeting of the GR-SOC.  

4.	Any other business

9.	None at present.

5.	Date of the next meeting

10.	The next meeting will be held on Thursday, 19 November 2020 at 3 p.m.
Website: www.coe.int/cm
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