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The monitoring report is to present the results of independent public performance monitoring of 
Verkhovna Rada committees and their interaction with stakeholders during 2020.

The study reflects the performance assessment of each parliamentary committee based on 27 
indicators of legislative, supervisory and organizational functions, based on which 14 parliamentary 
committees have been established. Based on the average performance indicators in 2020, a typical 
Ukrainian parliamentary committee has been modeled. To provide specific recommendation for 
improvement, about three thousand documents have been analyzed. A separate appendix provides 
performance indicators for each of the 23 parliamentary committees in 2020.

The study of the completeness and depth of the interaction of the Verkhovna Rada committees 
with stakeholders is based on separate data on the activities of the committees and 576 responses 
and 51 in-depth interviews obtained during the survey of stakeholder representatives and parlia-
mentary committees.

 Based on the data obtained, specific recommendations were provided for representatives of 
parliamentary committees and stakeholders to help improve their interaction. A separate ap-
pendix reflects the indicators of completeness and depth of interaction of the 23 parliamentary 
committees with stakeholders.

We are thankful to the representatives of the committees and the stakeholders for providing 
information and active participation in the survey.

The monitoring report was prepared by the Institute for Legislative Ideas think tank within the 
project “Parliamentary Committees and Stakeholders: Interaction Monitoring” with the support of 
the USAID RADA Program, which is implemented by the Eastern Europe Foundation.
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Introduction:

same time. The Committee Secretariat plays an important role in committee activities, since it is 
the secretariat handling organizational, awareness-raising, advisory and methodological work.

In addition to the three statutory functions—legislative, supervisory, and organizational, which are 
a kind of KPIs (Key Performance Indicators) of committees, there is another equally important 
indicator. It reflects the interaction of committees with stakeholders, including the public. This 
is linked to the global trends of the recent decade concerning the development of new models 
of interaction between the public authorities and the public, which aim to ensure a high level of 
citizen engagement in resolution of social problems4. The activities of the committees have only 
recently become public. This enabled analysis both by individual citizens and various professional 
institutions. While before, the public was viewed as a consumer of public services, the current 
concept suggests that the government should consider stakeholders to be partners5 and engage 
them in public affairs as much as possible. This is especially true of the parliament, given its 
representative nature.

4. Design Lessons for Smart Governance Infrastructures. Erik W. Johnston, Derek L. Hansen. https://icma.org/sites/default/ 
files/301540_Johnston%20Hansen%20Gov%203%200%20chapter%20final.pdf
5. http://www.iiep.unesco.org/en/open-government-education-clarifying-concepts-and-mapping-initiatives-13372

The Parliament, as a key body of representative democracy, is entrusted by society with the duty to 
produce effective policies and serve as a platform for social dialogue. The dialogue component in 
the work of parliaments is becoming increasingly important due to the emergence of new models 
of interaction between public authorities and the public in the last decade, which are character-
ized by a high level of citizen involvement in resolving social problems. An equally important part 
of the Parliament’s activity is ensuring effective legislative work and overseeing the work of the 
government. For the first time in Ukraine, this monitoring report analyzes both the effectiveness 
and the interaction of the Verkhovna Rada with the public through a systematic comparison of the 
activities of parliamentary committees in these two areas.

Since the 19th century, it has become increasingly common to divide parliamentarians into smaller 
groups to ensure effective law-making and, later, to oversee government activities. The dual nature 
of parliament is perfectly conveyed by the statement of former US President Woodrow Wilson:

“Congress in session is Congress on public exhibition, whilst Congress in its committee-rooms 
is Congress at work1.”

As of April 20, 2021, the Parliament of Ukraine had 420 MPs (out of 450 stipulated by the Consti-
tution of Ukraine)2. To ensure effective work of the Parliament and successful implementation of 
public policies, committees have been established — parliamentary agencies which are formed 
from members of the Ukrainian Parliament to carry out legislative work, preparation and prior re-
view of issues under the purview of the Parliament of Ukraine, as well as supervisory functions, on 
separate vectors (Art. 1 of the Law of Ukraine “On Committees of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine” 
(hereinafter the Law)). The lion’s share of MPs’ work is actually work in committees, since the 
analysis of agendas of plenary sessions shows that there are almost three times as many days 
for committee work as for plenary sessions. 

There are 23 committees in the Verkhovna Rada of the ninth convocation, each operating relatively 
autonomously and having its own vector, which significantly determines the nature of its work 
and workload. The committee consists of members, MPs (5 to 34 people per committee), with the 
head, deputy head and secretary selected among them.

The link between the committee and the Parliament Staff is the Committee Secretariat (7 to 27 
people per committee)3, subordinate to the committee and to the Parliament Chief of Staff at the 

1. “Congressional Government”, 1889 // Rada for Europe. Alain Delcamp. How to make parliamentary committees more effective?
2. This lower number of MPs is due to the fact that as of the moment of elections, voting in certain electoral districts of Crimea and 
Sevastopol, as well as in parts of Donetsk and Luhansk oblasts, was impossible.
3. Data as of April 20, 2021.20.04.2021

Why is it important to engage stakeholders in the activity of parliamentary commit-
tees?

It promotes a quality policy-making process, since those who are directly impacted by a policy 
have the most relevant expertise, while MPs’ knowledge of certain subjects is limited;м

It increases the legitimacy and justice of decisions made by the Parliament by taking into 
consideration the opinions of a broad range of stakeholders;

Increases the efficiency of decision-making, as relevant stakeholders are involved in deci-
sion-making and also support the implementation process; 

This practice is an integral feature of a democratic, developed society.

Therefore, the analysis of interaction with stakeholders—who has been engaged, at what 
level and in what aspects of committee activity—became an important part of the study 
of parliamentary committees’ activities alongside with draft laws and oversight.
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Studies conducted in recent years by both international and 
Ukrainian organizations have focused on various aspects of 
the activities of Parliament as a whole or its individual com-
mittees. However, as each committee is, in fact, an autono-
mous body of parliament, their activities and results are not 
homogeneous. Given the lack of a systematic analysis of the 
work of the committees, which would include a comparative 
study of the performance of the three functions and their com-
ponents, which are required by law, by each committee, the 
main questions to be answered by this monitoring report are:

How effective was each parliamentary committee in 2020, 
both individually and compared to other committees, in the 
implementation of legislative, supervisory, and organizational 
functions and their individual components?

How comprehensive and profound was stakeholder engage-
ment in each parliamentary committee’s activity in 2020?

How to we improve the performance of parliamentary commit-
tees in the implementation of legislative, supervisory, and or-
ganizational functions and their interaction with stakeholders?

The study is unique due to its comprehensive nature. For the 
first time, we analyzed the activities of all 23 committees of 
the Verkhovna Rada during 2020, considering the performance 
indicators for the three main functions of the committees – 
legislative, supervisory and organizational, while the broad 
survey of both stakeholders and committee representatives 
enabled us to study the process of their interaction.

We have analyzed the structure, forms and levels of civic 
engagement in the implementation of the three main func-
tions, identified general trends that affect the performance of 
committees and factors that contribute to the establishment 
of positive cooperation with stakeholders.

The Methodology of Committee Performance Review and the 
Methodology of Stakeholder Interaction Assessment can be 
used by the committees for further monitoring and/or self-as-
sessment. The empirical data on performance and interaction 
with stakeholders can be useful for further research and de-
cision-making aimed at improving the work of the Parliament.

Foreign parliaments commonly evaluate their own activities. 
Since the Ukrainian Parliament overall and parliamentary 
committees individually1 represent their citizens and are ac-
countable to them, they also need to assess their own work in 
a constructive, appropriate manner.

At the same time, according to the Declaration on Parliamen-
tary Openness, which the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine joined in 
2016, clause 7, “Parliament shall recognize the right and duty 
of civil society, media, and the public to monitor parliament 
and parliamentarians. Parliament shall engage in consulta-
tions with the general public and civil society organizations 
that monitor parliament to encourage effective monitoring 
and reduce barriers in accessing parliamentary information2.”

Support to the Ukrainian Parliament with self-assessment of 
its performance and its improvement in the future is the goal 
of the parliamentary committee monitoring reflected herein.

1. https://www.rada.gov.ua/news/Povidomlennya/124856.html
2. Annex 1 to the Order of the Speaker of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine of 
February 5, 2016, No. 47.

Research Question Research Uniqueness The need for independent monitoring
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This report consists of two interrelated parts:

The first part concerns performance assessment of Verkhovna 
Rada committees in 2020. It contains generalized results of 
performance assessment, which enable objective comparison 
of the committees based on various indicators. A typical com-
mittee of the Ukrainian Parliament has been modeled based 
on the average performance indicators in 2020, which helps to 
compare each committee’s indicators with the average scores 
and thus identify strengths and weaknesses. Analysis of the 
nature of committees’ work and their implementation of the 
legislative, supervisory, and organizational functions serves to 
form specific recommendations to improve committee perfor-
mance. Performance indicators for each of the 23 parliamentary 
committees in 2020 are provided in Appendix 1.

The second part is dedicated to stakeholder engagement 
in parliamentary committees’ activity in 2020. It contains 
generalized research results concerning stakeholder engage-
ment in parliamentary committees, as well as whether such 
engagement is comprehensive and profound. The situation 
with engagement of higher educational establishments and 
research institutions in the activity of parliamentary com-

mittees in 2020 is described additionally. The engagement 
analysis serves to form specific recommendations for com-
mittee representatives and stakeholders in order to improve 
their interaction. The indicators of completeness and depth 
of interaction of the 23 parliamentary committees with stake-
holders in 2020 are provided in Appendix 2.

In project implementation, we made use of the main meth-
ods of analytical research. About three thousand documents, 
meeting minutes, transcripts, plans and reports of commit-
tees have been analyzed, publicly available information on 
the work of each committee has been studied, and over 200 
information requests have been filed.

In addition, the survey method has been used (questionnaire 
and in-depth interview), with up to 600 responses to detailed 
questionnaires obtained both from stakeholders and Parlia-
ment representatives; in-depth interviews with 50 of them 
have been conducted to receive objective factual information 
on certain aspects of their interaction.

Information which served as the empirical basis of the study 
was collected in two stages:

At the first stage, all publicly available information on the ac-
tivity of each committee was analyzed. Regarding information 
that is not publicly available (for example, on the analysis of 
law application, stakeholders involved by the committee, etc.) 
and to clarify the data already processed, we filed requests 
to committee members and their secretariats for access to 
public information, and informal interaction was established 
with some. The committees had an opportunity to see the 
preliminary performance results in order to provide updated 
information on certain performance indicators. 

At the second stage, we studied the interaction of each com-
mittee with stakeholders. Through analysis of publicly avail-
able information and responses to information requests, we 
identified stakeholders and formed the database. We sent 
questionnaires to the identified stakeholders and asked some 
of them for follow-up in-depth interviews.

Interviews were also conducted with committee representa-
tives—the leadership of secretariats and heads of committees. 
The survey results served as the foundation of in-depth analy-
sis of stakeholder engagement in committee activity.

Analysis of committees’ performance of their main functions 
and stakeholder engagement in the implementation of these 
functions helped to identify specific recommendations for 
committees to improve their performance and interaction 
with stakeholders, as well as for stakeholders on establishing 
cooperation with committees.

Structure of the Monitoring Report

Research Methodology



8 9

Monitoring report: “Activity of Parliamentary Committees in 2020: Effectiveness and Interaction with Stakeholders”

Institute of Legislative Ideas

1.1. Analytical Framework

1.1.1. Parliamentary Committees and Their Functions
The Ukrainian parliament of the ninth convocation is different from the previous ones. After the recent elections, over 80% of its members are new1, 

with the highest representation of women (21%) and young people (44% are between 35 and 45) in history2. The number of committees was reduced from 27 to 23, and the sectors under their purview have 
partially changed.

This monitoring covers the activity of Verkhovna Rada committees which have different compositions as of 2020, from the number of MPs to secretariat staff. The low performance of committees is often 
attributed to the inability of the committee secretariat to cope with the excessive workload. Therefore, to make the evaluation objective, we included the ratio between secretariat staff and committee members 
for each of the committees. Only in eight committees does the number of secretariat employees exceed the number of committee members.

1. https://parlament.org.ua/2019/07/23/verhovna-rada-novih-oblich/
2. http://w1.c1.rada.gov.ua/pls/site2/p_deputat_list (дані станом на 20.04.2021)

In this section, we will describe how the work of Verkhovna Rada committees is monitored specifically, what has been monitored and how, what methodology was used. We will also dwell on the generalized 
performance results of the committees.

1. Performance Assessment of Parliamentary 
Committees in Terms of Their Legislative, Supervisory 

and Organizational Functions in 2020
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Performance results of a Verkhovna Rada committee should 
be understood as the total results of its implementation of 
the 11 components of the legislative function, 9 components 
of the supervisory function, and 7 components of the organ-
izational function, in 2020. These components have been 
singled out based on the Law of Ukraine “On Committees of 
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine” No. 116/95-ВР of 04.04.1995 
(hereinafter the Law) which regulates committee activity 
and stipulates that Verkhovna Rada committees carry out 
legislative, organizational and supervisory functions. The 
law clarifies the meaning of each function. Quantitative and / 
or qualitative indicators have been developed for each com-
ponent.

Functions of Verkhovna Rada committees

Organizational

25,9%

Legislative

40,7%

Supervisory
33,3%

As the Verkhovna Rada is the only legislative agency, 
the legislative function is the clearest and most natural for 
committees. This function also takes up the majority of re-
sources. The legislative function consists in developing draft 
laws, their preliminary consideration, preparing opinions and 
proposals concerning draft laws, improvement of certain draft 
laws based on their consideration in the first or subsequent 
readings, preliminary consideration and drafting opinions and 
proposals concerning draft national programs or strategies.

A less developed and popular, though just as impor-
tant, function is supervisory, which empowers Verkhov-
na Rada committees to carry out parliamentary oversight 
of the executive branch. This control serves to achieve 
targeted, effective implementation of legislation, makes 
governmental policy open to society’s needs, and helps 
identify ineffective laws and develop ways to amend them.

The supervisory function of committees consists in the 
analysis of law application in the activity of public authori-
ties, their officials, participation in the “question time to the 
Cabinet,” control over budget spending in aspects under their 
purview to ensure expediency, efficiency and effectiveness 
of public spending as prescribed by the law, preparing and 
filing requests with the President of Ukraine on behalf of the 
committee in accordance with the Constitution of Ukraine, 
Art. 85, part 1, clause 34, interaction with the Accounting 
Chamber, interaction with the Parliament Commissioner for 
Human Rights, sending materials to Parliament agencies 
and their officials for response, consideration of reports 
and information provided by public agencies and officials.

In general, parliamentary oversight can be divided into direct, when 
supervisory action is taken directly by the committee (for instance, 
when reports of public agencies are considered), and indirect, which 
takes place via the Accounting Chamber and the Ombudsman.

The organizational function plays an “auxiliary” role and 
serves to create the required conditions for effective activity 
of committees, implementation of their legislative and super-
visory functions, as well as exercise of the constituent and 
representative powers of the Parliament. The organizational 
function includes planning the work of the committee; or-
ganization of hearings, discussion of candidacies of officials 
who are elected, appointed, and approved by the Verkhov-
na Rada of Ukraine in accordance with the Constitution of 
Ukraine or whose appointment is approved by the Parliament, 
consideration of appeals received by the committee in the 
prescribed manner; participation in interparliamentary ac-
tivities, interaction with international organizations, prepa-
ration of written reports on the results of their activities.

Attribution of committee powers to a certain function is 
provisional. For instance, organization and conducting of 
parliamentary and committee hearings can be attributed both 
to the organizational and supervisory functions, according 
to the Law. Some powers are general in nature and describe 
the work of the committee in general (for example, prepa-
ration of issues to be considered by the Verkhovna Rada of 
Ukraine, which is classified by law as part of the organizational 
function). Committee powers to participate in conducting 
“question time to the Cabinet” as part of the supervisory 
function manifests itself in practice as activity of individu-
al MPs who prepare such questions at their own initiative1.

There are also a number of specific powers of individual com-
mittees. For example, the Committee on National Security, 
Defense and Intelligence is responsible for overseeing the 
activities of special services with law enforcement powers, 
law enforcement agencies, special purpose law enforcement 

1. All these inconsistencies show the need to improve provisions of the Law which 
are currently over a quarter century old and align them with the current practice of 
parliamentary committee activity.
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agencies, and intelligence agencies. The Committee on An-
ti-Corruption Policy has the power of anti-corruption examina-
tion of regulatory acts. The Committee on Ukraine’s Integration 
into the European Union can assess whether draft laws comply 
with Ukraine’s international legal commitments on European 
integration and coordinates technical assistance programs of 
the European Union (EU) to the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine. 
The Committee on Budget verifies all draft laws registered in 
the Parliament (apart from those where it is the designated 
committee) for their impact on the budget indicators and com-
pliance with laws regulating budget relations. Committee on 
Rules of Procedure, Parliamentary Ethics and Administration 
of Verkhovna Rada’s Work also has certain special powers. 
In particular, this committee oversees MPs’ compliance with 
rules of conduct and ethical standards at the plenary meeting 
of the Verkhovna Rada, organization of the Parliament’s work 
and control over the performance of its stuff concerning sup-
port to the activities of the Verkhovna Rada and its agencies.

1.1.2. Performance Assessment Methods

To select the focus areas of Verkhovna Rada committees under 
monitoring, we used the aforementioned Law which explains 
the content of each of committee functions and indicates their 
components.

In addition to the three functions, we have studied the quality 
of committee reports published based on the results of their 
activity after every session. Although the Law attributes this 
activity to the organizational function, we believe it necessary to 
view reporting separately, since it indicates how well this or that 
committee communicates its work to external entities, whether 
it treats reporting in a purely formal manner and whether it 
carries out reporting in the first place. Moreover, the activity 
report is one of the very few sources informing the big picture on 
the committee performance over the session period.

Data on the performance of each component of the three functions 
has been obtained by analyzing minutes and transcripts of 
meetings, activity reports (on sessions and on the implementation 
of the Legislative Activity Plan of the Verkhovna Rada for 
2020), responses to appeals and requests for access to public 
information filed with the committees, the Verkhovna Rada, the 
Accounting Chamber, the Commissioner for Human Rights, other 
entities and organizations. In addition, news, announcements, 
and other information available on the websites of committees 
and the Parliament have been analyzed. In case of discrepancies, 
clarifications were made in consultation with the committees 
and their secretariats. Priority was given to data received from 
committees in response to official information requests.

Thus, the activities of each of the 23 committees of 
the Verkhovna Rada were analyzed in terms of the 
implementation of the legislative, organizational 
and supervisory functions based on the following 
indicators:
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This indicator assesses how active the committee and its 
members are in the development of draft laws in their relevant 
sector. Using advanced search of draft laws on the Verkhovna 
Rada website, we have calculated the number of draft laws 
registered in 2020 and developed by each committee mem-
bers in the relevant sector. Since most draft laws are co-au-
thored, we have summarized this information and only taken 
into account draft laws registered under different numbers, 
i.e. unique.

Development of unique draft laws by MPs who are part of 
the committee.

This indicator shows the percentage of consideration of draft 
laws that the committee had to consider as the designated one 
before the first reading. Using advanced search of draft laws 
on the Verkhovna Rada website, we have calculated the num-
ber of draft laws remaining unconsidered by the committee 
since 2019, and the number of draft laws received by the com-
mittee as the designated one before December 2020 (since the 
committee has 30 days to provide its opinion). By comparing 
the two numbers, we have calculated the percentage of draft 
laws which have obtained the opinion of their designated com-
mittee. This indicator makes it possible to assess how the 
committee handles the processing of draft laws submitted to 
it for consideration as the designated committee.

The share of considered draft laws filed with committees 
where they were appointed designated committees.

This indicator reflects how much of a priority the draft laws 
for which this committee is the designated one are in the 
Verkhovna Rada. Using advanced search of draft laws on the 
Verkhovna Rada website, we identified the number of draft 
laws with an opinion of the committee as the designated 
committee (before the first and/or second reading) which 
were passed in 2020. After that, the share of such draft laws 
among those considered by the committee as the designated 
one was calculated.

Number of draft laws processed by the committee in 2020 
as the designated committee (before the first and/or second 
reading) which were passed into law in 2020.If the draft law is directly under the purview of the committee 

and was “assigned” to the relevant committee during registra-
tion, this committee is considered the designated one when 
the draft law is processed.

The number of opinions on draft laws provided by the com-
mittee as the designated committee.

If the committee is not appointed as the designated committee, 
it may still provide its opinion to the designated committee at 
its own initiative or at the request of the designated committee. 
In calculating this category of opinions, the special nature of 
three committees was taken into account, namely: Committee 
on Budget, the Committee on Anti-Corruption Policy and the 
Committee on Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union, 
which are obliged to provide opinions on all registered bills to 
the designated committees, which significantly increases the 
number of their opinions and therefore makes comparison with 
other committees irrelevant.

The number of opinions on draft laws provided by the com-
mittee to the designated committees.

This indicator is based on the number of opinions on draft laws 
prepared for the second reading prepared by the committee.

The number of draft laws prepared by the committee for the 
second reading.

Legislative function
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Using advanced search of draft laws on the Verkhovna Rada, 
we have identified the total number of draft laws filed for com-
mittee consideration in 2020 and divided the number by the 
number of MPs on the committee and the number of employ-
ees in the committee secretariat. The indicator helps to esti-
mate how many draft laws per year on average are processed 
by one committee member and one secretariat employee.

Workload on committee members and the employees of its 
secretariat.

Creating working groups in order to develop / improve draft 
laws is a widespread practice. We summarized information 
on the number of official working groups established to im-
plement the legislative function, as well as their performance 
results.

The number of working groups created to implement the 
legislative function.

Committees plan their work session by session, including work 
on draft laws, identifying the number of draft laws which the 
committee plans to consider as the designated one and the 
number of draft laws to be considered by the committee in 
addition. Using information on the number of such opinions 
in 2020 and committee plans, we calculated the percentage 
of plan implementation in 2020. This indicator makes it pos-
sible to assess the extent to which the plans approved by the 
committees are realistic to implement and how the committee 
implements them.

Situation with committee plans for sessions 3 and 4 concern-
ing provided opinions on draft laws.

One of the components of committees’ legislative function is 
preliminary consideration and drafting opinions and proposals 
concerning national programs/strategies. We analyzed which 
committees processed national programs/strategies in 2020 
and which ones did not do this.

Number of national programs/strategies processed by 
the committee.

On June 16, 2020, the Parliament passed the resolution “On 
the Legislative Activity Plan of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine 
for 2020,” which defines the list of priority draft laws for each 
committee to be developed and filed with the Verkhovna Rada. 
Using the responses to information requests with committee 
reports on the implementation of said plan, we were able to 
assess the percentage of plan implementation. Draft laws 
fully registered and processed by the committee (when there 
is a committee opinion) are considered “fully implemented,” 
draft laws which have been registered but not yet processed 
by the committee “partially implemented.” Analysis of plan im-
plementation enables not only to assess the implementation 
itself, but also identify the reasons for failures, which differ 
between committees.

The situation with the implementation of the Legislative Ac-
tivity Plan of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine for 2020.



14 15

Monitoring report: “Activity of Parliamentary Committees in 2020: Effectiveness and Interaction with Stakeholders”

Institute of Legislative Ideas

We have analyzed which committees established official 
working groups within the framework of parliamentary 
oversight. Working groups set up to implement legislative 
or organizational functions were not taken into account for 
this particular point.

The number of working groups created to implement the 
supervisory function

We studied which committees interacted with the Parliament 
Commissioner for Human Rights in 2020, in particular, which 
ones addressed the Ombudsman, received information, ob-
tained proposals to draft laws, etc.е

Interaction with the Parliament Commissioner for Human 
Rights. We studied with which agencies, institutions and organizations 

each committee interacted most often in the implementation 
of its supervisory function.

Interaction with public agencies, institutions and organizations

We found which committees sent materials for response to 
Parliament agencies, public agencies, and their officials in 
2020, and the number of such materials.

Sending materials for response to Parliament agencies, pub-
lic agencies and their officials.We studied which committees filed requests with the Cabinet 

of Ministers of Ukraine in 2020.

Requests to the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine

We analyzed which committees considered and heard 
reports and information from public agencies and officials 
in the implementation of their supervisory function. The 
number of reports and the amount of information con-
sidered by each committee were identified, with data on 
speakers and subjects.

Consideration of reports and information from public 
agencies and officials

We investigated which committees interacted with the 
Accounting Chamber in 2020 and in what form such inter-
action took place—hearing reports, initiating an audit of 
budget spending; receiving proposals for draft laws, etc.

Interaction with the Accounting Chamber

We studied which committees filed requests with the Presi-
dent of Ukraine in 2020.

Requests to the President of Ukraine

We studied which committees carried out analysis of law 
application in the activity of public agencies, local self-gov-
ernment agencies, and their officials in 2020, and for which 
laws this analysis was conducted.

Analysis of law application in the activity of public agencies 
local self-government agencies, their officials

Supervisory function
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This indicator reflects the number of meetings at which issues 
were considered as part of all committee activities, including 
legislative, supervisory and organizational functions.

The number of meetings held by the committee in 2020

It was studied which committees held committee hearings 
in 2020 and how many times, and whether they resulted in 
relevant recommendations.

The number of conducted committee hearings

We analyzed which committees interacted with international 
organizations in 2020 and which ones.

Interaction of committees with international organizations

We have analyzed which committees established official 
working groups to implement organizational activity. Working 
groups established to implement the legislative and supervi-
sory functions were not taken into account.

The number of working groups created to implement the 
organizational function

We analyzed which committees participated in appointment, 
dismissal, approval and consent to the appointment of offi-
cials within the committee organizational activity. The num-
ber of candidates for positions in the relevant state bodies 
considered by each committee is summarized, reflecting the 
specific position and the results of consideration of the issue 
by the Parliament.

Participation of committees in appointment, dismissal, ap-
proval and consent to the appointment of officials

This indicator reflects how actively citizens, enterprises, in-
stitutions or organizations sent appeals to the committee 
in 2020.

Number of appeals received by the committee

The activity of committees on the organization and holding 
of parliamentary hearings in 2020 was assessed. Consider-
ing the quarantine restrictions in effect during the year and 
having studied the information from committee websites as 
well as responses to information requests, we established 
which committees managed to hold hearings before quaran-
tine restrictions were introduced, which ones planned to held 
parliamentary hearings or did not plan to hold parliamentary 
hearings in 2020.

The number of conducted parliamentary hearings

Organizational function
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Quality of Committee Reporting
We assessed the quality of the reports of the committees for the 3rd and 4th sessions of the IX 
convocation based on three indicators: correct placement, timeliness of publication, completeness.

1. Correct placement of reports reflects their location in public space, the form and name of the 
document, which stipulate its accessibility and ease of search for those who are interested in 
finding it. According to the Regulation of Parliament Web Resources, primary information resources 
of the parliamentary committee website include, among other things, committee reports. Each 
report of the committee should be posted on the committee’s website and appropriately entitled 
Report, as opposed to any other name, such as “Information on Committee Activity.”

2. Timelines of publication indicates whether the reports were published in due time or with a 
significant delay, since under the Law, the report must be approved at the end of each session, 
i.e. by the end of February 2020 for the 3rd session report and by the end of July 2020 for the 4th 
session report.

Each committee report has been assessed based on the three above function, with 1 point awarded 
for information on each of the above components. Thus, the maximum score for completeness 
constitutes 14 points. It should be noted that the point was awarded both for information on the 
activity carried out by the committee and for indication that the committee conducted no such 
activity in the review period. All points scored for each report are converted into percentages, which 
indicate how complete the report is.

Components to assess completeness were developed based on the most complete published 
committee report. That is, the assessment was based on reality rather than ideas about the “perfect” 
completeness of committee reports.3. Completeness of reports means that the report should reflect information on the committee 

performance based on the following functional components:

legislative:
information on:

- opinions on draft laws provided by the committee as the designated committee;
- opinions on draft laws provided by the committee to the designated committees;
- adopted laws.

organizational: 
information on:

- the number of meetings;
- conducted committee and parliamentary hearings;
- other conducted events, such as public discussions, round tables, conferences;
- working groups functioning within the committee;
- the number of provided decisions, recommendations, clarifications, opinions;
- appeals received by the committee
- candidates for positions in the relevant state bodies considered by each committee;
- inter-parliamentary activities and interaction with international partners.

supervisory:
information on:

- analysis of law application practice;
- control over budget execution;
- sending materials for response.
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Research Limitations
To assess the performance of all Verkhovna Rada committees, we took into consideration only 
those function components which can be assessed in the quantitative or qualitative manner or at 
least in terms of whether they have been implemented or not. Therefore, for instance, we did not 
evaluate the committees’ work on covering their activity in the media as part of the organizational 
function, or summarizing remarks and proposals to draft laws as part of the legislative function.

At the same time, we would like to emphasize that some of the indicators we studied are a purely 
quantitative reflection of a particular activity, not indicative of its quality (for example, the number 
of unique draft laws developed by MPs on the committee). Thus, when evaluating any committee, 
we need to look at the big picture.

One of the challenges we faced in analyzing the study of committee performance was the different 
level of committees’ openness to collaboration with researchers. We regularly communicated with 
representatives of each committee and their secretariats to obtain necessary information that is 
not publicly accessible, clarify certain facts, etc.

In general, the committees’ willingness to cooperate was rather uneven, which may be explained 
by the significant workload of committees and their secretariats, particularly considering quaran-
tine restrictions. However, almost all committees provided the necessary information, some did 
so formally, some provided a more full and comprehensive response, and almost all committees 
were ready for some level of communication. Only 1 committee1 refused to interact in any way, 
facilitate the research and provide any information.

Committee on Agrarian and Land Policy;

Committee on Anti-Corruption Policy;

Committee on Budget;

Committee on Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union;

Committee on Youth and Sports;

Committee on the Organization of State Authority, Local Self-Government, Regional Devel-
opment and Urban Planning;

Committee on Digital Transformation.

The following committees were the most open to coop-
eration with the researchers:

1.2. Generalized Results of Performance Assessment

Having analyzed the performance of each Verkhovna Rada committee in 2020, we can provide some generalized results based on certain quantitative indicators of activity, which enable an objective com-
parison of all or most committees.
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1.3. Performance Analysis of the Parliamentary 
Committees in Terms of Their Legislative, Supervisory 

and Organizational Functions

Having studied the performance of each Verkhovna Rada committee in 2020, we would like to focus on certain links, patterns and isolated issues which can help to come up with specific recommendations 
on improvement of committees’ performance.

1.3.1. Model of a Typical Parliamentary Committee

Having worked with the information on the activity of each of the 23 committees, we generalized it and created a model of a typical Ukrainian parliamentary committee based on average performance scores 
in 2020. 

This will help to compare the work of committees’ with average scores achieved in 2020 and identify weaknesses of each committee to be improved as well as sectors where this or that committee shows 
better results compared to others.
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1.3.2. Analysis of the Committees’ Procedure

Legislative activity of committee members

Some committees are not active in development and subse-
quent registration of draft laws. The Committee on Foreign 
Policy and Inter-Parliamentary Cooperation, the Committee on 
Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union, the Committee 
on Freedom of Speech and members of those committees did 
not register a single draft law in 2020. This can be explained 
by the organizational nature of these committees’ work. For 
instance, the Committee on Foreign Policy and Inter-Parlia-
mentary Cooperation does not develop draft laws because 
its job is to consider draft laws on ratification of international 
treaties where the legislative initiative comes from the Pres-
ident of Ukraine and the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine. The 
situation with the Committee on Ukraine’s Integration into the 
European Union is similar, as it reviews draft laws on ratifica-
tion of international treaties with EU countries and institutions.

The reason that the Committee on Freedom of Speech has 
virtually no legislative activity in 2020, having not only de-
veloped no draft laws but also not appointed the designated 
committee for any draft law a single time, may be the fact that 
this committee was effectively artificially separated from the 
Committee on Humanitarian and Information Policy, which 
considers issues that are more generic compared to those 
of the Committee on Freedom of Speech. The Committee on 
Humanitarian and Information Policy accounts for national 
policy in the field of information, and the Committee on Free-
dom of Speech works with citizens’ right to information, which 
is part of the national policy in the field of information. This 
“coincidence” of powers leads to the fact that the Committee 
on Humanitarian and Information Policy is appointed desig-
nated committee on all relevant draft laws.

Activity of subcommittees

The analysis found different approaches to the organization of 
subcommittees’ work. Although each committee is formally 
divided into subcommittees, it is common practice for sub-
committees to only exist formally without being active. Sub-
committees do not play any role in the functioning of most 
committees, as all work is concentrated in the committee itself. 
Even secretariats have no information on their work. As a result, 
there is no public information on the meetings held or perfor-
mance results of such subcommittees. In some committees, 
by contrast, subcommittees are quite active and public, and 
the subcommittees themselves play an important role in the 
functioning of the committee. It is common practice in such 
committees to establish formal and informal working groups 
based on “narrowly specialized” subcommittees. Issues are first 
processed at the subcommittee level, and only subsequently 
heard at the committee meeting. The impact of subcommittees’ 
activity on the performance of committees is significant, since 
it is the former that receive part of the workload on review of 
draft laws and supervisory powers. This, in turn, facilitates the 
prompt consideration of issues at the meetings of the com-
mittees themselves, without limiting the time for detailed and 
high-quality review in subcommittees.

(Un)official nature of working groups

The study found that most committees set up formal working 
groups. In total, in 2020, each committee established 0 to 28 
official working groups. The average (median) value is 5 working 
groups per committee.

Such working groups are mostly established to implement the 
legislative function, often to develop a specific draft law, which 

proves to be quite effective. For example, the Committee on Law 
Enforcement established 18 working groups resulting in devel-
opment and parliamentary consideration of 23 draft laws. At 
the same time, some committees prefer using informal working 
groups, which are set up without official committee decisions, and 
information about their activities is not published or summarized. 
The activities of informal working groups are less formalized, but 
it is much more difficult to become a member of such a working 
group or to be involved in its activities, as well as to monitor the 
results of its activities. In view of this, a successful practice of 
some committees is a “combined” approach to working groups, 
where the official working group involving all stakeholders has 
smaller unofficial “subgroups” functioning within it, which work 
on certain parts of the issue or develop their idea on resolving a 
specific issue to be presented to the official working group for 
more constructive discussion later on.

Disproportionate performance of functions

The analysis of the committees’ activity revealed that the gen-
eral problem is a certain disproportion in the implementation 
of their primary functions. The committees tend to focus on 
their legislative function. However, parliaments are gener-
ally considered effective if they do not limit their activity to 
legislation and strive to introduce and implement effective 
parliamentary oversight mechanisms1.What is special about 
combining the legislative and supervisory functions is the 
analysis of effectiveness of current legislation, which stipu-
lates high-quality, systemic legislative changes in the future.

1. Methodological approaches and recommendations for the Verkhovna Rada of 
Ukraine on assessing the effectiveness of law application: https://www. ua.undp.
org/content/ukraine/uk/home/library/democratic_governance/Post- Legisla-
tive-Scrutiny.html
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Comparing the number of MPs on the committee and the num-
ber of employees in their secretariats yielded a certain pattern. 
The larger the committee, the larger its secretariat, which 
makes sense. What is more, there is a certain connection 
between the number of committee members and draft laws 
initiated by them in the sector they account for (graphs 1, 2).

1. Number of committee members and secretariat 
employees

In total, the 410 MPs on the committees have 355 secretariat 
staff. In 15 committees, there are more members than secre-
tariat staff, and in 8, it is the opposite. This situation is mostly 
typical of committees with relatively few members.

The average (median) percentage of secretariat coverage for all 
committees is 83%. At the same time, some committees have a 
disproportion between the number of committee members and 
the staff of their secretariat. The following committees have the 
best ratio of secretariat employees to members: Committee 
on Social Policy and Protection of Veterans’ Rights (222%), 
Committee on Economic Development (144%), Committee on 
Freedom of Speech (140%), Committee on Rules of Procedure, 
Parliamentary Ethics and Administration of Verkhovna Rada’s 
Work (136%). The lowest number of secretariat staff can be 
observed in the following committees: Committee on Transport 
and Infrastructure (55%), Committee on Agrarian and Land Pol-
icy (59%), Committee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy 
(64%), Committee on Law Enforcement (64%).

Workload of secretariats

Secretariats play an important role in the functioning of the 
committees. While doing the research, we frequently heard 
that some of the performance indicators are the consequence 
of secretariat employees’ excessive workload, as they simply 
do not have enough time to perform all tasks. We therefore 
decided to analyze the link between committees’ performance 
and the workload of their secretariats.

Analysis of the total legislative workload on each committee 
in 2020 helped to identify the ratio between the number of 
legislative acts and the number of secretariat employees in 
each committee. This figure varies considerably from one 
committee to another and ranges from 8 to 200 pieces of 
legislation per staff member of the secretariat. The average 
(median) value of the number of legislative acts per secretariat 
employee per year is 27.

The results of committee activity helped us study its correla-
tion with the number of secretariat employees.

All data obtained are grouped in a table, where each committee 
received its performance. Subsequently, we analyzed the links 
between the number of secretariat employees and various 
indicators of committee performance. It should be borne in 
mind that each committee has its own nature of work, and 
therefore the correlation data obtained are relative and do not 
guarantee links. At the same time, the results of the correlation 
study are a clear illustration of the fact that many performance 
indicators of committees do not depend on the number of em-
ployees in their secretariats. For example, the completeness 
of the committee report for sessions 3 and 4 does not depend 
on the number of secretariat staff (graphs 5, 6).
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3. Number of secretariat employees and the number of appeals considered 
in 2020

4. Number of committee members and number of opinions provided to 
designated committees (except the three outliers)

8. Number of secretariat employees and number of opinions 
issued as the designated committee

6. Number of secretariat employees and completeness 
of report for the 4th session

7. Number of secretariat employees and the number of opinions provided 
to the designated committees

5. Number of secretariat employees and completeness 
of report for the 3rd session

Number of issued opinions
Completeness of report for the 4th session Number of opinions

Completeness of report for the 3rd session Number of opinions provided to the designated committees
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The problem of “coincidence” of subject mat-
ters of the Committee on Freedom of Speech and 
the Committee on Humanitarian and Information 
Policy should be resolved by optimizing the subject 
matters or by merging these committees in the 
next Verkhovna Rada convocation.

The work of “dormant” subcommittees should 
be optimized and reinforced, for instance, by del-
egating preliminary preparation for issues to be 
discussed at committee meetings to them.

Some committees require more balance in the 
number of secretariat employees and the number 
of committee members, as well as the workload in 
general. We recommend staffing the secretariats 
of those committees where their number does not 
correspond to the number of committee members 
and to the average workload per staff member of 
the secretariat. This will help them to perform their 
functions more effectively and will enable them to 
concentrate not only on the drafting of bills, but 
also on the supervisory activities.

Creation of official (and, in exceptional cases, 
unofficial) working groups is a tool that should be 
used more extensively both in legislative and oth-
er functions of the committee. Information on the 
functioning of such working groups, in particular 
invitations to participate in the working group, an-
nouncements of meetings and results of activities, 
should be published on the websites of the com-
mittees and on social media

The results show that there is no connection between the 
number of employees of the secretariats and the committees’ 
performance of their functions. However, we can deduce the 
following:

1. Committees with more secretariat employees are likely to 
consider more draft laws before the first reading (graph 2).

2. Committees with more secretariat employees are likely to 
consider more draft laws before the second reading (graph 9).

Recommendations9. Number of secretariat employees and number of draft laws prepared for 
the 2nd reading

10. Number of secretariat employees and share of completion 
of the legislative activity plan for 2020

11. Number of secretariat employees and number of working groups 
established in 2020

Number of draft laws prepared for the 2nd reading

Completion of the plan

Number of working groups
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1.3.3. Performance of Legislative Function: Analysis

1. Between January 1, 2020, and December 31, 2020, there 
were 1855 draft laws registered in the Verkhovna Rada, with 
1560, i.e. 84%, registered by MPs. The total number of draft 
laws registered by MPs who are committee members in the 
sphere of competency of their committees constitutes 852 
unique draft laws, i.e. about 55% of the total number of draft 
laws registered by MPs.

In 2020, MPs on various committees have registered 0 to 199 
unique draft laws within their spheres of competency. The 
most active committees in terms of this are the Committee on 
Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy (199 unique draft laws) 
and the Committee on Social Policy and Protection of Veter-
ans’ Rights (121 unique draft laws). The Committee on Foreign 
Policy and Inter-Parliamentary Cooperation, the Committee on 
Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union, the Committee 
on Freedom of Speech and members of those committees did 
not register a single draft law in 2020.

Despite the huge gap between the maximum and minimum 
number of registered draft laws, the average (median) value 
for all committees constitutes 20 unique draft laws.

2. One of the performance indicators is the number of draft 
laws considered.

Analysis of the number of draft laws which each commit-
tee was supposed to consider as designated in 2020 showed 
that each committee was supposed to consider 0 to 410 draft 
laws before the first reading. The Committee on Finance, Tax-
ation and Customs Policy was the busiest, having to consider 
410 draft laws. The Committee on Digital Transformation had 
to consider the fewest draft laws, 12, other than the Committee 
on Freedom of Speech, which did not receive any draft laws 
for consideration at all.

It was found that in 2020, the number of opinions on draft 
laws issued by designated committees constitutes 0 to 186 
opinions per committee. The Committee on Law Enforcement 
issued the highest number of opinions (186), followed by the 
Committee on Legal Policy (122 opinions). As expected, the 
Committee on Freedom of Speech did not issue a single opin-
ion. The average (median) value of opinions issued as the des-
ignated committee for all committees constitutes 48 opinions.

The analysis has shown that very few draft laws pro-
cessed by committees in the first reading end up getting to 
the second reading. Based on the number of opinions issued 
by committees for draft laws before the second reading in 
2020, the score varies between 0 and 25 opinions. The highest 
number of such opinions were provided by the Committee on 
Economic Development and the Committee on Law Enforce-
ment, with 25 opinions each.

The Committee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy 
issued somewhat fewer opinions on draft laws before the 

second reading, 23. On the other hand, The Committee on 
Foreign Policy and Inter-Parliamentary Cooperation, the Com-
mittee on Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union, and 
the Committee on Freedom of Speech did not file a single 
opinion on any draft laws before the second reading in 2020. 
The average (median) value of the number of opinions issued 
for all committees in 2020 constitutes 8 opinions. Thus, if we 
compare the general score of the number of opinions issued 
before the first and second reading, it shows that only 16% 
of draft laws processed by committees are passed by the 
Parliament in the first reading and go through preparation for 
the second reading.

The number of draft laws processed by committees in 
2020 which subsequently became laws in the same year also 
varies quite significantly. This number ranges from 0 to 37. 
The Committee on Foreign Policy and Interparliamentary Co-
operation has the best score (37 draft laws, or 88% of the total 
number of draft laws processed by the committee). This can 
be explained by the fact that this committee mainly considers 
draft laws related to the ratification of international agree-
ments. The average (median) value of the number of such 
draft laws for all committees is 8.

There are three committees which are obliged to consider 
every registered draft law. These are the Committee on An-
ti-Corruption Policy, which is authorized to provide opinions 
on the compliance of the draft law with the requirements of 
anti-corruption legislation, the Committee on Budget, which 
conducts expertise on the impact of the draft law on budget in-
dicators and compliance with laws governing budget relations, 
and the Committee on Ukraine’s Integration into the European 
Union, which provides expert opinions on the compliance of 
draft laws with Ukraine’s international legal commitments 

Having studied consideration of draft laws by committees 
as designated, it was found that committees perform this 
activity in different ways. Some committees considered all 
draft laws (Committee on Humanitarian and Information Pol-
icy, Committee on Rules of Procedure, Parliamentary Ethics 
and Administration of Verkhovna Rada’s Work, Committee on 
Digital Transformation), while others processed only a small 
part of draft laws received by them as designated committees. 
The Committee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy 
considered the fewest draft laws (15%), but this committee 
also has the most significant workload. The average (median) 
value of the share of draft laws considered by the committees 
as designated in 2020 compared to the draft laws received 
constitutes 69%.
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in 2020, we found that a significant part of committees’ failure 
to meet the scores of the plan (35%) is due to failure of the 
President and the government to file the necessary draft laws 
with the Verkhovna Rada.

The European Parliament’s Needs Assessment Mission led by 
Pat Cox addressed the problem of coordination among sub-
jects of legislative initiative back in 2016. One of the Mission’s 
recommendations for internal reform and institutional capacity 
building of the Verkhovna Rada was to approve an end-to-end 
legislative process based on the much stronger coordination 
among initiators of legislation in the Cabinet of Ministers of 
Ukraine, the Administration of the President, and the Verkhovna 
Rada2. This recommendation has not yet been implemented. At 
the same time, some committees have a positive experience of 
interaction with the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine as a subject 
of legislative initiative, when government representatives deliver 
a prior presentation and discuss the concept of a draft law in the 
committee, and only after all positions have been coordinated 
do they develop and register the draft law.

5. The study showed that only one in four committees partic-
ipated in the development of national programs / strategies 
or improvement of existing ones. Even though this activity is 
considered less popular among committees, it is necessary, as it 
pertains to the most urgent and relevant issues of the country’s 
development. National programs / strategies are adopted for a 
long-term period and therefore require thorough work. It is also 
important to promptly respond to certain changes in public life, 
i.e. committees must be ready to amend programs /strategies 
that have previously been adopted.

The average (median) value of the number of opinions provided 
to designated committees for all committees (apart from the 3 
which issue “special” opinions) constitutes 17 opinions.

2. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/resources/library/media/20160301RES16508/ 
20160301RES16508.pdf

As for other committees, the number of opinions provided 
by them to designated committees ranges from 0 to 138. The 
highest scores belong to the Committee on Environmental 
Policy and Nature Management (138 opinions), the Commit-
tee on Education, Science and Innovations (84 opinions), and 
the Committee on Social Policy and Protection of Veterans’ 
Rights (80 opinions). The Committee on Finance, Taxation and 
Customs Policy did not file any opinions with the designated 
committee in 2020, while the Committee on Foreign Policy 
and Inter-Parliamentary Cooperation provided only 1 such 
opinion. The average (median) value of the number of opin-
ions filed with the designated committees for all committees 
(apart from the 3 which are obliged to file “special” opinions) 
constitutes 17 opinions.

The study found that most committees do not publish opin-
ions on draft laws issued by the committee both as the designat-
ed committee and for other committees1, apart from minutes of 
meetings and draft law files. This contradicts the requirements 
of the Regulation on the Web Resources of the Verkhovna Rada 
of Ukraine, clause 15, which stipulates that opinions on draft 
laws should be published on committee websites. Opinions 
provided by committees in the non-designated capacity are not 
added to draft law files at all. All of the above makes access to 
such opinions restricted and complicated both for MPs from 
other committees and for all possible stakeholders, though this 
activity of committees is a significant part of the legislative work 
and thus, relevant information should be publicly accessible.

3. Analyzing the implementation of committees’ plans on issu-
ing opinions on draft laws, we found that scores on different 
committees on the number of draft laws which were planned 
for consideration and actually considered are vastly different. 
For committees which carry out such planning, the share of 
draft laws considered in 2020 compared to the total number 
of draft laws planned for consideration in sessions 3 and 4 as 
the designated committee constitutes 18% to 288%, and as the 
non-designated committee 1% to 530%. Indicators that are too 
low or too high show that committees fail to plan their activity 
effectively, i.e. they either make highly ambitious plans which 
they cannot fulfill, or, conversely, they underestimate their po-
tential capacity, significantly exceeding the plan. In addition, 
committees often consider draft laws which are not reflected 
in plans, while draft laws actually included in the plans often 
remain untouched for several sessions.

4. Analyzing the Legislative Activity Plan of the Verkhovna Rada 

1. A positive practice has been demonstrated by the Committee on Human Rights, 
Deoccupation and Reintegration of Temporarily Occupied Territories in Donetsk, 
Luhansk Regions and Autonomous Republic of Crimea, National Minorities and 
Interethnic Relations, which publishes all the issued opinions on draft laws in 
a separate section on its website: http://kompravlud.rada.gov.ua/documents/
zakon_rob/73505.html.

in the field of European integration. Based on the findings, 
these committees submit their opinions to other committees. 
Having analyzed the number of draft laws filed with the afore-
mentioned committees to receive their opinions in 2020 and 
the number of opinions filed by these committees with the 
designated committees, we found that:

• The Committee on Anti-Corruption Policy issued opinions 
on 19% of draft laws received on their compliance with the 
anti-corruption legislation in 2020;

• The Committee on Budget examined the impact of 81% 
of draft laws filed with it for expert review on budget indicators 
and for compliance with laws regulating budget relations in 
2020;

• The Committee on Ukraine’s Integration into the Euro-
pean Union issued expert opinions on draft laws’ compliance 
with Ukraine’s international legal commitments in the field 
of European integration for 52% of draft laws received for 
review in 2020.

The average value for these committees in terms of opin-
ions provided to the designated committees is 909 opinions.
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Summary Conclusion

Thus, the maximum possible capacity of committees 
for consideration of draft laws per year constitutes 
not more than 70–100 draft laws, ideally no more 
than 50 draft laws. As designated, committees man-
age to process 69% of the total supposed workload. 
Without much advantage in the amount of resources 
available, the committees are in very different posi-
tions: the number of draft laws processed by regular 
committees (as non-designated) averages 32 draft 
laws, while for special committees (the three commit-
tees which are obliged to provide opinions on all draft 
laws) it is 909 draft laws.

Only 16% of draft laws processed by committees 
are passed by the Parliament in the first reading and 
prepared for the second reading. 78% of committees 
implement the plan of legislative activities of the Ver-
khovna Rada by under a half. Instead, committees 
tend to come up with highly unrealistic session plans, 
whose implementation varies between 18% and 288% 
(as designated committees) or between 1% and 530% 
(as non-designated committees). More than half the 
committees did not establish official working groups 
or established up to five during the year.

A significant number of draft laws initiated by MPs 
leads to an excessive workload of most committees, 
which has a negative impact on the implementation of all 
functions. In this regard, it is advisable to review the pro-
cedure for initiating draft laws. One way is to implement 
Recommendation 6 of the European Parliament’s Needs 
Assessment Mission led by Pat Cox, which suggest-
ed that at each session, 20 draft laws initiated by MPs 
should be chosen for consideration by the Parliament.

The procedure for issuing opinions should be recon-
sidered for committees which are obliged to consider 
every registered draft law, since they do not manage to 
consider this number of draft laws (the Committee on 
Anti-Corruption Policy considers 19% of its total work-
load, the Committee on Ukraine’s Integration into the 
European Union — 52%, and the Committee on Budget 

— 81%). As a result, a significant part of the opinions are 
submitted after consideration of the draft law by the Par-
liament, or the draft laws remain without an opinion of 
the aforementioned committees. The model of exercis-
ing such powers should be reconsidered in view of the 
primary goals and analysis of their effectiveness. In any 
case, such committees need to be provided with suffi-
cient resources, i.e. both enough personnel and time.

The committees should adequately plan legislative 
work for each session, putting the realistic number of 
draft laws they can consider on the agenda.

The interaction of legislative entities needs to be im-
proved. This could be facilitated by the adoption of the 
Law “On Law and Legislative Activity” or the Law “On 
Regulatory Acts,” which have been proposed by the ex-

pert community multiple times1. This will both improve 
the quality of draft laws and increase performance rates.

In order to develop basic legislative acts to develop 
a certain sector, we propose that committees should 
initiate the development or improvement of relevant pro-
grams / strategies or actively participate therein.

Opinions issued by non-designated committees need 
to be published in draft law files.

Committees should publish all issued opinions on 
draft laws, whether they are the designated committee 
or filed such an opinion with another committee.

1. Concept of “end-to-end” legislative process.
 Oleksandr Zaslavskyi, Oleksandr Khoruzhenko. (https://parlament.org.ua/
wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Policy-Paper_End-to-end.pdf)

Recommendations
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1.3.4. Performance Analysis of the Supervisory 
Function

1. In most committees, the implementation of the supervisory 
function is rather sporadic, mainly due to the lack of planning in 
this field. Even committees which indeed plan the implemen-
tation of the supervisory function only mention oversight of 
the implementation of laws, Verkhovna Rada resolutions, and 
their own decisions in the plan, disregarding other components 
of this function.

One recommendation of the aforementioned Needs Assess-
ment Mission is that each committee should develop and 
approve an annual action plan of oversight of the executive 
branch, which will help the supervisory function to be per-
formed in a systematic rather than sporadic manner1. Planning 
this activity even as part of the committee session plan would 
make the supervisory function more systemic and productive.

2. The study showed a rather low level of activity of commit-
tees in post-legislative analysis as an area of parliamentary 
control. The committees should monitor whether the bylaws 
adopted by state bodies, local self-government bodies, and 
their officials comply with the law, and whether they have been 
adopted in a timely manner. However, the decisive factor in 
the post-legislative analysis is analyzing the effectiveness 
of the adopted legislative changes, which should be one of 
the main vectors of parliamentary oversight exercised by 
committees. In fact, without high-quality monitoring of the 
adopted laws, it is impossible to regulate social relations in 
this or that area in a regular, quality way. Without this analysis, 
some legislative changes end up akin to putting out fires, with 
situational solutions rather than systemic improvement of the 
state policy overall.

1. REPORT AND ROADMAP OF THE INTERNAL REFORM AND BUILDING INSTITU-
TIONAL CAPACITY OF THE VERKHOVNA RADA OF UKRAINE (https://www.europarl.
europa.eu/resources/library/media/20160301RES16508/20160301RES16508.pdf)

It was found that some committees do not carry out post-leg-
islative analysis at all. The ones that do perform it in different 
ways. Some committees “keep an eye on the implementation” 
of laws after they have been adopted. The secretariat creates 
law cases and systematically identifies shortcomings in their 
implementation. After identifying such shortcomings, the 
committees provide certain recommendations to the enti-
ties to which the relevant law applies and further monitor the 
status of implementation of such recommendations. Other 
committees conduct a situational analysis of the application 
practice of a small number of laws without any specific algo-
rithm or methodology. 

3. Some committees do not fully exercise their powers to 
oversee the executive branch. For the most part, this activity 
comes down to hearing reports or information of relevant min-
istries. However, only a small number of committees take into 
account shadow reports or information from external stake-
holders that could balance positions and make such hearings 
more objective, thus making control more effective as well.

4. Committees carry out indirect parliamentary control via 
the Accounting Chamber and the Parliament Commissioner 
for Human Rights. 

According to information received from committees, only 
4 had no interaction with the Accounting Chamber. Ten more 
committees reported they initiated audits of budget spending 
by public agencies, enterprises, institutions and organizations 
within the scope of their competencies with the Accounting 
Chamber.

 At the same time, according to the Accounting Chamber, only 
5 committees (on budget, on environmental policy and nature 
management, on economic development, on public health, 
and on state building) considered issued following up on the 
control measures taken by the Chamber, while 15 did not do it. 

Such audits are an effective tool to oversee public spending, 
enabling to identify violations and shortcomings in the work 
of agencies under the supervision of particular committees. 
Following such audits, committees may address the agencies 
demanding to take measures to address the shortcomings and 
violations found by the Accounting Chamber. Such activities 
should be systematic and follow a common practice among 
all committees. Representatives of 9 committees participated 
in the meetings of the Accounting Chamber.

It was found that not all committees interact with the 
Parliament Commissioner for Human Rights as part of their 
supervisory function. In particular, 5 committees indicated that 
they did not interact with the Ombudsman in 2020.

5. The study found that there is no uniform understanding of 
the power to send materials to Verkhovna Rada agencies, state 
agencies, and their officials among parliamentary committees. 
This power is directly defined by the Law as a separate compo-
nent of the supervisory function. However, when we asked about 
the amount of material sent, several committees asked for an 
explanation of what was meant. Some committees have indi-
cated that such information is not aggregated separately from 
information on all correspondence sent by the committee. Only 
8 of the 23 committees provided information on the submis-
sions in 2020. At the same time, the number of such materials 
varies significantly, from 47 to 2321. Thus, this confirms that 
committees generally do not set these materials apart from 
regular correspondence or do not identify sending materials for 
response as a separate component of the supervisory function.

Please note that the exercise of this power is an important tool of 
the supervisory function, both within certain vectors of parliamen-
tary oversight and in individual cases when the committee needs 
to receive rapid specific information from public agencies and 
their officials or to encourage them to behave in a legal manner.
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Summary Conclusion

Supervisory measures are taken; yet, this work is 
not systemic due to the lack of planning. Quite a 
few committees carry out case-to-case analysis of 
law application for certain legislative acts without 
any specific algorithm or methodology. There is a 
tendency to equate the analysis of the adopted leg-
islation to monitoring of whether bylaws were adopt-
ed in a timely manner. When hearing government 
reports, very few committees make requests for in-
formation from external stakeholders in the form of 

“shadow reports” to ensure greater objectivity.

 Committees do not interact enough with the Ac-
counting Chamber: 3/4 of the committees did not 
consider the results of the Accounting Chamber 
activity within their competency. The committees do 
not understand the special nature of the power to 
send materials to public agencies for response, nor 
do they keep track of such materials.

We recommend that the committees include su-
pervisory powers in their session-by-session activity 
plans, including specific measures, periods, account-
able committee members and secretariat employees 
involved in their preparation and implementation under 
Article 41, part 3 of the Law. After plans are made on 
the per-session basis, such measures should also be 
introduced for longer periods, 1 year or more.

It is necessary to balance the ratio of committee 
activity on the development and consideration of draft 
laws and monitoring of current legislation, focusing on 
the effectiveness of the adopted laws. We recommend 
developing a clear procedure and common methodol-
ogy for all committees to analyze the practice of law 
application and adhering to them. The methodology 
should cover both regular monitoring of bylaw adop-
tion and analysis of law effectiveness. Such activities 
should be systematic and consistent, i.e. not depend-
ent on political changes in the committees. It is ad-
visable to include the list of laws whose application 
needs to be analyzed as planned in the committee plan, 
identifying specific action of such monitoring. Based 
on the post-legislative analysis results, reports need to 
be published which will become the empirical basis for 
specific legislative changes in this or that sector, which 
will help to reduce the number of developed draft laws 
and make the legislative work better.

We recommend that the committees exercise their 
powers on monitoring of the executive branch, which 
include, inter alia, consideration of reports and other 
information of public agencies and their officials, espe-
cially given that these procedures were much improved 

in the recently adopted Law of Ukraine “On Amend-
ments to Certain Laws of Ukraine to Ensure Effective 
Implementation of Parliamentary Oversight.”

Alternative positions of stakeholders merit special at-
tention, since this ensures a more balanced view of the 
situation.

We recommend that the committees work more ac-
tively with the ombudsman, particularly address them 
based on information on human rights violations in 
the sector within the committee’s competencies. More 
active oversight of budget implementation by relevant 
agencies is also called for, for instance through hearing 
out the results of implemented oversight measures and 
independent initiation of budget audits by the Account-
ing Chamber with further follow-up with public agen-
cies to eliminate shortcomings and violations identified 
within the committees’ competencies. Such interaction 
should be systemic in nature, so it is necessary to plan 
such activities adequately.

We recommend that the committees summarize 
materials sent to parliamentary agencies, public agen-
cies, and their officials and keep a separate account of 
such materials.

Recommendations
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In order to improve the quality of reporting, 
we recommend that each committee publish the 
reports on the committee’s website in a timely 
manner, namely before the last day of the relevant 
session, and entitle them Committee Report. The 
content of the report should be complete, i.e. con-
tain information on all components of the commit-
tees’ functions. Supervisory function merits spe-
cial attention in reports, since it is this component 
that often goes disregarded in current reports. If 
the committee did not carry out certain activity 
during the reporting period, this should also be not-
ed in the report. It is advisable to approve a single 
report form for all committees.

Among other activities, we recommend organ-
izing and conducting committee hearings with 
subsequent provision of recommendations. When 
committee hearings are organized, the event 
should be announced in advance to engage the 
broad public and publish the agenda and all nec-
essary information beforehand as opposed to 
right before the event. After committee hearings, 
materials, transcripts, and recommendations 
should be provided in the shortest term possible. 
We recommend developing a single procedure 
for control over the implementation of the pro-
vided recommendations, as well as to provide for 
the need to report on the consequences of such 
control. Subsequent information on the status of 
implementation of such recommendations should 
also be published.

1.3.5. Performance Analysis of the Organizational 
Function

1. When we studied committees’ reporting on their activi-
ties, it showed that they approach this obligation in different 
ways. Some committees, such as the Committee on Legal 
Policy and the Committee on Law Enforcement, publish very 
comprehensive reports with detailed account of all activities 
over the report period. Others, such as the Committee on 
Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union and the Com-
mittee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy, approach 
reporting formally, including mostly statistical information on 
their legislative activity. The Committee on Foreign Policy and 
Inter-Parliamentary Cooperation, the Committee on Freedom 
of Speech, and the Committee on Social Policy and Protection 
of Veterans’ Rights do not publish any session reports on their 
activities. Some committees publish text documents with 
information on their results without calling them reports. Late 
publication of committee reports is also common.

2.  An analysis of the organizational activities of the committees 
revealed that only half of the committees organized and held 
committee hearings in 2020, while other events, such as round 
tables, conferences or expert meetings, were organized more 
actively. A very promising and effective practice is discussing 
draft laws with a significant impact on a certain sphere of social 
relations or finding out the implementation of adopted laws spe-
cifically during committee hearings. It is effective to hold such 
hearings for several committees at a time to resolve complex 
issues pertaining to the competencies of several committees.

Unlike other events, under Art. 52 of the Law, minutes and 
transcripts of committee hearings are kept, which makes such 
events publicly accessible to a broad range of stakeholders.

 In addition, based on hearing results, committees must adopt 
recommendations with specific demands for implementation of 
developed positions by public agencies and their officials, which 

ensures successful implementation of the necessary changes. 
The analysis showed that the vast majority of committees that 
held committee hearings in 2020 adopted and published relevant 
recommendations. However, there is currently no single mech-
anism for all committees to further monitor the implementation 
of such recommendations.  

For instance, secretariat employees of some committees “su-
pervise” the implementation of recommendations and regularly 
request reports on it. The regularity is different and left to the 
committees’ own discretion.

In view of the above, it makes sense to disclose information    
on the situation with the implementation of recommendations 
developed at committee hearings and publish regular reports 
indicating which recommendations have been implemented and 
which have not and why.

Summary Conclusion

In 2020, the organizational function suffered the 
most from the constraints associated with the COV-
ID-19 pandemic. All parliamentary hearings were 
canceled, and only 1 committee managed to hold 
them. Half of the committees never held commit-
tee hearings. There is no single mechanism for all 
committees to further monitor the implementation 
of the recommendations provided after hearings. 
There is a general trend of a significant workload 
due to a significant number of citizen appeals, with 
21 committees receiving about 60,000 appeals in 
the review year. The negative trend is that 1/3 of the 
committees do not publish reports, and only 2 out of 
23 committees reflect all the necessary information.

Recommendations
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2.1. Analytical Framework

2.1.1. The Role of Stakeholders in the Activities of Parliamentary Committees
The activities of Verkhovna Rada committees are tied to decision-making in public interests. Although parliamentarians cannot be experts on all the issues they need to address, they are accountable to those 
who work and live by the laws they pass. This requires extensive consultation with those affected by such laws.

In this section, we will describe stakeholder engagement in the activity of Verkhovna Rada committees, the research and its methodology, the general scores of completeness and depth of stakeholder 
engagement in the implementation of the legislative, supervisory, and organizational functions.

2. Assessment of Stakeholder Engagement in 
Parliamentary Committees’ Activity in 2020

For example, in the United States, holding detailed committee hearings, which can take more than one day, is an integral part of the legislative process, consolidating support for certain 
legislative decisions1.

Reputable Ukrainian 1and foreign studies claim that the involvement of stakeholders at the stage of political decision-making significantly contributes to further successful implementation of such 
decisions2. If the views and ideas of stakeholders are properly considered in the course of the committees’ activities, this will improve the quality of the decisions made and be more likely to guarantee 
their public recognition and satisfaction. This does not mean that MPs must agree with everyone. However, this does mean that committees will be better equipped to perform their functions if their 
decisions are informed by the opinions of a broad range of stakeholders3.

1. Zozulia, O.I. Main Types, Vectors, and Role of Parliament Committees (Commissions) in Foreign Countries. Law Forum. 2018. Book 53(5).
2. Public Administration Review. Dec., 2006. Vol. 66. Special Issue: Collaborative Public Management. Pp. 66–75.
3. Parliaments Role in Implementing the SDGs. United Nations Development Program. 2017.



56 57

Monitoring report: “Activity of Parliamentary Committees in 2020: Effectiveness and Interaction with Stakeholders”

Institute of Legislative Ideas

1. Source: Creighton J. L. The public participation handbook : making better decisions through citizen involvement

1
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Creation of effective and accountable institutions based on 
a broad range of institutions at all levels is one of the UN sus-
tainable development goals1. To achieve it, parliaments must 
ensure accountable and inclusive decision-making at all levels 
on the basis of citizen participation. Ukraine has also made 
corresponding commitments, and in 2019 the Decree of the 
President of Ukraine was issued “On Ukraine’s Sustainable De-
velopment Goals by 2030.2”
“On Ukraine’s Sustainable Development Goals by 2030.” In 
addition, facilitating communication and interaction of the 
Verkhovna Rada with the public, civil society, media and other 
stakeholders is one of the ways to achieve the goals formalized 
in the Memorandum of Understanding between the European 
Parliament and the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine on a joint frame-
work for parliamentary support and capacity building3.
An effective parliament oriented towards the future inherently 
includes the concept of representation, i.e. it acts for the benefit 
of those it represents by maintaining connection to the latter. 
Politicians are often guided by the party position and current 
political trends. At the same time, if citizens are involved, it 
implies the possibility of a rational discourse to ensure more 
effective representation. This discourse directly links democ-
racy to public participation and ties the public’s position to the 
decision-making process at the national level4.

1. https://www.ua.undp.org/content/ukraine/uk/home/library/sustainable- devel-
opment-report/the-2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development.html.
2. https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/722/2019#Text.
3. https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/n0002001-15#Text.
4. https://parlament.org.ua/upload/docs/Parliamentary_inf-support.

Thus, effective performance of the above functions by Verk-
hovna Rada committees is affected by engagement of stake-
holders, which should be a key aspect of committees’ work. A 
“stakeholder” is any person involved in the policy-making in a 
certain sector or impacted by the implementation of such a 
policy.

There are always more stakeholders than it would seem 
initially obvious, and they always have more needs than 
you originally realize.

Tom Gilb1

Speaking about stakeholder engagement, we mean one-off or 
regular involvement of stakeholders in the activity of Verkhov-
na Rada committees in the implementation of their legislative, 
supervisory, and organizational functions (or their compo-
nents) at any stage.

1. Gilb T. Competitive Engineering : A Handbook For Systems Engineering, 
Requirements Engineering, and Software Engineering Using Planguage. Elsevier 
Butterworth-Heinemann, 2005.

USA

According to the study “Impact of Interest Group Testi-
mony on Lawmaking in Congress,” there are over 20,000 
groups of stakeholders actively involved with the US 
government, with 89% lobbying policies in Congress 
committees1.

The United Kingdom

The UK government and parliament aim to improve over-
all public participation in the legislative process. They 
usually hold broad consultations on legislative initia-
tives. The procedure of “White Books” and “Green Books” 
is used for step-by-step discussion and consultation on 
various policy decisions. Stakeholders are invited to ex-
press their views throughout the process, and it is made 
available to the public through the use of information 
and communication technologies and the Internet.

1. Kasniunas N. T. Impact of Interest Group Testimony on Lawmaking in 
Congress. Loyola University Chicago. 2009. https://ecommons.luc.edu/
cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=&httpsredir=1&article=1219&context=luc_dis-
spdf?fbclid=IwAR3lcPdDFvYdb0IOE_x3b1UouRhq3VFIU7TWcT2JhZUSu-
1WYe Eb737-Gdio.
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Legislative function:

Organizational function

Supervisory function

• development of draft laws;
•  improvement of draft laws before the second reading;
•  development or consideration of national programs/ strat-
egies.

• organizing parliamentary hearings;
• organizing committee hearings, round tables, and other com-
mittee events;
• preliminary discussion of candidacies of officials selected, 
appointed or approved by the Verkhovna Rada, or whose ap-
pointment requires parliamentary consent;
• organization of interparliamentary activities and/or interna-
tional cooperation of the committee.

• analyzing the practice and shortcomings of law application 
by public agencies, local self-government agencies, and their 
officials;
• control over the execution of the State Budget of Ukraine (for 
example, consideration of audit results on the use of the national 
budget by the relevant ministry or other public agencies);
• interaction with the Parliament Commissioner for Human 
Rights on situations of human rights violations;
• sending materials for response to Parliament agencies, public 
agencies and their officials;
• consideration of reports and information from public agencies 
and officials;
• control over the activities of special purpose agencies (includ-
ing state bodies with law enforcement functions, intelligence 
bodies, etc.).

We analyzed stakeholder engagement in the following compo-
nents of committees’ functions:

2.1.2. Research methods of stakeholder engagement in 
parliamentary committees’ activity

The object of monitoring of stakeholder engagement in the 
activity of Verkhovna Rada committees is the completeness 
and depth of their engagement.

The completeness of stakeholder engagement reflects the 
share of stakeholders engaged by each committee compared 
to their total identified number and types:

government stakeholders (public agencies, local self-gov-
ernment agencies, their officials, public higher educational 
establishments and research institutions);

non-governmental organizations (experts, NGOs specializing 
in this subject, expert groups, private educational establish-
ments and research institutions, business representatives, 
etc.);

international partners (international organizations and pro-
jects, international technical assistance programs, other 
types).

We determined the completeness of stakeholder 
engagement by analyzing committee documents; 
information posted on the electronic resources of the 
committees (official websites, social media), the answers of 
the committees to appeals and requests for access to public 
information; publications on official websites and social 
networks of stakeholders. We identified the stakeholders 
of each Verkhovna Rada committee (over 2,500 unique 
stakeholders) who were engaged in the implementation of 
the legislative, organizational, and supervisory function of 
Verkhovna Rada committees in 2020. Having considered the 
information on all identified stakeholders, we were able not 
only to determine the share of stakeholders involved by each 
committee in their total number, but also to analyze which 
ones we did not or could not identify for objective reasons.

 As a result, quantitative deviations from the actual number 
of stakeholders engaged by the committees in 2020 are 
possible. In order to make the data representative, all 
figures characterizing completeness will be displayed as 
percentages of the total number of identified stakeholders. 
This approach will maintain the appropriate proportionality 
of the data, and the reflection of the full involvement of 
stakeholders in the activities of various committees will be 
objective.

The depth of stakeholder engagement reflects the 
achievement of a certain level of stakeholder engagement 
in the implementation of committee functions. The depth 
of engagement primarily shows how closely committees 
interact with stakeholders while implementing their key 
functions (legislative, organizational, and supervisory). 
In practice, there are many systems for assessment of 
stakeholder interaction, but the most expedient one in 
our case is the participation matrix. This approach makes 
it possible to visualize the stages of the policy-making 
process and their link to the engagement level1.

1. Code of Good Practice for Civil Participation in the Decision-Making Process. 
https://rm.coe.int/16802eeddb
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We identify 4 levels of stakeholder engagement in the committee activity:

It should be noted that high levels of participation absorb lower ones. This does not 
mean that achieving the level of partnership is an absolute goal in the interaction of 
committees and stakeholders. The need for a certain level of stakeholder engagement 
largely depends on the context. That is, not all issues with stakeholder engagement 
require bilateral communication, while on some issues, high-level engagement is 
desirable and most beneficial. For example, the process of drafting a bill regulating a 
certain economic sector requires bilateral communication with market representatives 
and the business community, since unilateral information will be insufficient for the 
committee to understand their position. On the other hand, to analyze the effectiveness 
of an approved specific decision, the committee may receive the necessary comments 
by consulting the stakeholder.

The depth of stakeholder engagement was established through a survey. All previously 
identified stakeholders took the survey (questionnaire), and some participated in in-depth 

interviews. It should be noted that to ensure representation, we surveyed different types 
of stakeholders on the activity of different committees. In order to balance the positions 
and objectivity of the obtained data, surveys (questionnaires) and in-depth interviews 
were also conducted with representatives of committee leadership and secretariats.

Mostly unilateral: Mostly bilateral:

2. Consultations 

Communication in which the committee receives comments, remarks, proposals 
from stakeholders or holds consultations with the public on certain aspects of the 
legislative, supervisory, and organizational functions, which are still ongoing or complete. 
Consultations are usually initiated by the committee, and they are normally a unilateral 
process that does not involve an exchange of positions.

4. Partnership 

Bilateral communication, in which the committee and the stakeholder exchange various 
resources (for example, organize joint activities), and the cooperation is systematic and 
mostly involves joint resolution of various issues related to the committee’s purview.

1. Information 

Unilateral relations where a committee provides information about its execution of the 
legislative, supervisory, and organizational functions and about the mechanisms of 
stakeholder participation in this activity or requests the necessary information from 
stakeholders. These relations include informing stakeholders at the initiative of either 
the committee or the stakeholder, as well as providing information at the request of the 
public (under the Law of Ukraine “On Access to Public Information.”)

3. Dialogue 

Bilateral communication between stakeholders and the committee, in which stakeholders 
have the opportunity to present their position or do so, receive reasoned feedback in 
a discussion and can respond to these arguments. The dialogue can be initiated by 
either party. Dialogue usually involves several (more than two) episodes of interaction 
pertaining to the same issue.
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Forms and Levels of Stakeholder Engagement

Information

• obtaining information from the reports published by the committee 
based on the results of its activities, minutes of meetings, announce-
ments and other information

• receiving responses to requests
• committee providing information at its own initiative

Partnership

• participation in measures taken to achieve consensus (joint appeal to 
public authorities and further control over the implementation of the de-
cision; joint measures together with the ombudsman aimed at stopping 
citizens’ rights violations, etc.)

• strategic partnerships (memorandum of cooperation, informal agree-
ments, constant information/participation of the stakeholder in the pro-
cess of the committee’s work), provision of information by the committee 
at its own initiative

Dialogue

• participation in several meetings of the committee / subcommittee 
on specific issues

• participation in committee hearings on a specific issue
• participation in a working group to work out a solution or resolve a 
specific problem

• participation in public advisory bodies with the chance to influence 
decision-making by the committee

Consultations

• providing information at the request of the committee
• participation in public discussions, round tables, conferences and other 
events organized by the committee

• participation of committee representatives in public discussions, round ta-
bles, conferences and other events organized by the stakeholder

• participation in public discussions on the website of the Parliament or the 
committee (for example, http://itd.rada.gov.ua/services/pubd)

• participation in one meeting of the committee / subcommittee on a specific 
issue

In order to establish the depth of stakeholder engagement, we analyzed the data of surveys on the form of engagement for each specific function component in which a stakeholder was involved. Each 
form of engagement corresponds to a certain level of participation, with the highest actual form trumping the others.
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By surveying the stakeholders, we were able to quantify their satisfaction with their engagement 
level in the implementation of each committee function and the impact of such engagement. 
Satisfaction was measured by the stakeholders on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 stood for absolutely 
insufficient engagement, and 10 — for absolutely sufficient engagement. Impact on policy decisions 
was also assessed on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 stood for no impact, and 10 for strong impact.

In addition, we learned the views of committee representatives on the effectiveness of cooperation 
with different types of stakeholders. They could assess how effective their cooperation with every 
type of stakeholders was on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 stood for completely ineffective, and 10 
for very effective.

Particular attention in the analysis is paid to the interaction of committees with higher education 
institutions and research institutions. One of the main recommendations of the Report on 
Sustainable Development in Europe for 2019 was a call to European governments at all levels 
to involve science on a broader scale in developing ways to achieve sustainable development 
goals and meet their objectives1. In order to obtain data on their interaction with the committees 
of the Verkhovna Rada committees, we sent inquiries to the higher education institutions which 
were included in the top 30 academic rankings of higher education institutions Top 200 Ukraine 
2020, developed by the Center for International Projects «Euroeducation» in partnership with IREG 
Observatory on Academic Ranking and Excellence, and additionally to some prominent research 
institutions2.

1. 2019 Europe Sustainable Development Report: Towards a strategy for achieving the Sustainable Development Goals in the European 
Union // Sustainable Development Solutions Network (SDSN) and the Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP), November 
2019.
2. Rating of Top 200 Ukrainian Universities in 2020. http://osvita.ua/vnz/rating/74898

A total of 28 detailed responses were received, which became the basis for an analysis of the 
engagement of higher education institutions and research institutions in the implementation 
of functions by the Verkhovna Rada committees.

It should be noted that the data on the engagement of stakeholders in the activities of the 
Committee on Freedom of Speech cannot be considered sufficient for comparison with 
other committees due to too low legislative activity of this committee in 2020, and of the 
Committee on Rules of Procedure, Parliamentary Ethics and Administration of Verkhovna 
Rada’s Work due to too low numbers of engaged stakeholders.

Thus, the study of stakeholder involvement in the activities of Verkhovna Rada committees 
provides an opportunity to assess the real state of such interaction at the general level 
and to analyze the completeness and depth of stakeholder engagement in the activities 
of each committee. The results helped to formulate both general recommendations for all 
committees and stakeholders to improve such interaction and to provide specific advice to 
each committee in order to strengthen certain aspects of stakeholder engagement in their 
work.
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2.2. Generalized Findings on Stakeholder Engagement 
in Committee Activity

Having examined the completeness and depth of stakeholder engagement in the implementation of the legislative, supervisory, and organizational functions of each committee of the Verkhovna Rada, 
we can reflect the generalized findings of the situation in 2020. The survey of committee representatives provided an opportunity to reflect their position on cooperation with stakeholders in 2020.

The general structure of stakeholders involved in the work of the Verkhovna Rada committees in 2020

Governmental

Non-governmental organizations

International partners
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Rating of Verkhovna Rada committees by share of engaged stakeholders in 2020.
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Completeness of stakeholder engagement by each VRU committee in 2020 (% of the 
total number identified) and their structure
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Levels of stakeholder participation in the implementation of Verkhovna Rada 
committee functions in 2020

dialogue 

consultation 

partnership 

information
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Engagement of stakeholders in the performance of the legislative function of 
Verkhovna Rada committees in 2020

Components of the legislative function of committees in which stakeholders were involved
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Engagement of stakeholders in the performance of the supervisory 
function of Verkhovna Rada committees in 2020

Components of the supervisory function of committees in which stakeholders were involved
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Engagement of stakeholders in the performance of the organizational function 
of Verkhovna Rada committees in 2020

Components of the organizational function of committees in which stakeholders were involved
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The situation with engagement of higher educational establishments and research 
institutions in the activity of parliamentary committees in 2020

Appeals of Verkhovna Rada committees with re-
quests to submit opinions on draft laws

Cooperation in other forms (information, public con-
sultations, round tables, conferences, involvement 
in advisory bodies, committee or parliamentary 
hearings, etc.)Invitation to committee meetings

approached — 61%;

did not approach — 25%;

could not give a clear answer — 14%.

were invited — 50%;

were not invited — 29%;

could not give a clear answer — 21%.

cooperated — 75%;

did not cooperate — 11%;

could not give a clear answer — 14%.

Among 28 higher education establishments and research 
institutions:

Among 28 higher education establishments and research 
institutions:

Among 28 higher education establishments and research 
institutions:
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1. Взаємодіють з профільними ЗВО, які не входять в першу тридцятку з рейтингу, наприклад з Державним інститутом 
сімейної та молодіжної політики.
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Positions of Verkhovna Rada committee representatives on their cooperation 
with stakeholders in 2020

Types of stakeholders with whom the committees cooperated 
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Functions that various types of stakeholders were involved in
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Participation levels of various stakeholders involved in committee activity
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Assessment of committee cooperation with various 
types of stakeholders (0 — ineffective, 10 — max. 
effectiveness)

Assessment of committee cooperation with 
the Accounting Chamber and the Parliament 
Commissioner for Human Rights (0 — ineffective, 
10 — max. effectiveness)

Assessment of committee cooperation with 
the Accounting Chamber and the Parliament 
Commissioner for Human Rights (0 — ineffective, 10 
— max. effectiveness)
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2.3. Analysis of stakeholder engagement in parliamentary committees’ activity

When we talk about establishing dialogue between Verkhovna 
Rada committees and stakeholders, there are various pecu-
liarities and factors that affect it and need to be taken into 
account. The study showed that, despite some trends, there 
is no universal and guaranteed algorithm for establishing 
interaction, as each parliamentary committee has its own 
experience in engaging stakeholders. In additional, personal 
qualities of committee and secretariat representatives play a 
major role, particularly their willingness and ability to organize 
quality communication. Therefore, some committees actively 
communicate with stakeholders and encourage their involve-
ment in their activities, while others are more closed-off and 
communicate less.

General questions

According to a stakeholder survey, most communications took 
place through the committee secretariat, and to a lesser ex-
tent—through committee members. Stakeholders noted that 
they communicated least through the committee’s leadership 
and other organizations. It should be noted that some “active” 
stakeholders communicated using several of the above options.

Opinions of committee and secretariat representatives on re-
sponsible involvement and communication with stakeholders 

Ways of communication

The research found various formats of stakeholder engage-
ment in committee activity. The committees engage stake-
holders both by invitation and at the initiative of the stakehold-
ers themselves, as noted by both parties during the survey.

Committee representatives believe that in the implementation 
of the legislative function, stakeholder engagement takes 
place both at the committee initiative (indicated by 84% of 
respondents) and at the request of stakeholders themselves 
(indicated by 63% of respondents).

Personal contacts between committee and stakeholder repre-
sentatives, as well as previous experience of cooperation, play 
a key role in initiating the involvement of stakeholders. The 
analysis shows that stakeholders who have previously been 
involved in committee activities are more actively involved. 
Some committees practice forming their own list of stake-
holders who are involved in solving certain issues.

Initiation of interaction

Stakeholder communication 
with the committee took 
place via

Percentage of stakeholders surveyed

vary. Some argued that stakeholders should be invited by com-
mittee members, while others argued that it was the responsibil-
ity of the secretariat. The respondents also commonly believed 
that it is the committee leadership that should be responsible 
for stakeholder engagement.

There is a common practice when a stakeholder would be 
engaged through another stakeholder already working with 
the committee. Our survey of stakeholders showed that, to-
gether with a different organization / public authority, 34% of 
the respondents were engaged in the implementation of the 
legislative function, 22% — supervisory function, 26% — organ-
izational function. Thus, about 30% of stakeholders did not 
work with committees on their own, but rather together with 
other stakeholders.

Stakeholders who have not previously worked with commit-
tees are usually invited if the stakeholders have a quality an-
alytical product available or are ready to solve a problem. The 
key to more systematic cooperation with such stakeholders 
is their active position and initiative.



86 87

Monitoring report: “Activity of Parliamentary Committees in 2020: Effectiveness and Interaction with Stakeholders”

Institute of Legislative Ideas

Our analysis of openly accessible information showed that there is no even distribution of stakeholders among different committees. For some committees, involving a wide range of stakeholders in the 
implementation of the various functions and their individual components is common practice. In contrast, some committees are closed to cooperation with stakeholders and interact only with relevant 
government agencies.

The Committee on Public Health, Medical Assistance and Medical Insurance was most active in 2020, engaging 12,5% of the total number of identified stakeholders. The Committee on Environmental 
Policy and Nature Management was just slightly behind with 11,1%.

The least active committees were the Committee on Rules of Procedure, Parliamentary Ethics and Administration of Verkhovna Rada’s Work with 0.3% and the Committee on National Security, Defense 
and Intelligence with 1,3%. The primary reason for low stakeholder engagement is the peculiarities of these committees’ competencies. For instance, the Committee on Rules of Procedure, Parliamentary 
Ethics and Administration of Verkhovna Rada’s Work  works on resolving the internal issues of Parliament functioning and MP activity. The activity of the Committee on National Security, Defense and 
Intelligence does require the engagement of a broad range of stakeholders, but this engagement is mostly not made public. Due to the peculiarities of issues in which stakeholders are involved, information 
on the stakeholders involved in the work of this committee is partially classified.

Analysis of committee paperwork and open sources showed that government and non-government stakeholders engaged in the work of all committees in 2020 are represented in equal measures (45% 
each), while international partners constitute only 10% of all stakeholders involved in committee activity.

Survey results of committee representatives overall confirm these representation trends. 94% of the surveyed committee representatives indicated that in their activity, they worked with governmental 
stakeholders, 84% — that they worked with non-governmental organizations, and 69% — that they worked with international partners.

These scores show that the ratio between governmental and non-governmental stakeholders in committee activity is balanced. International partners are less involved in committee activity, but this is 
explained by the fact that there are simply fewer representatives of such organizations compared to other types of stakeholders.

At the same time, analysis shows that in some committees, there is a certain imbalance among different stakeholders, with the ratio significantly different from the general trends. For instance, among all 
the identified stakeholders of the Committee on Budget, 95% are government stakeholders, while in the Committee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy, conversely, 77% of stakeholders are NGOs.

In-depth stakeholder interviews revealed that committees engage regional and local stakeholders insufficiently. This cooperation is rather occasional and aimed at resolving specific issues pertaining to 
their specialization or locality.

Committee representatives believe cooperation with non-governmental organizations to be the most effective. On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means not effective at all and 10 means very effective, the 
score is 8,54. Effectiveness of work with international partners was assessed at 8.38. Government stakeholders scored the lowest score, although it is still rather high (8,31). Thus, the representatives of the 
committees consider the cooperation with the stakeholders in 2020 to be quite effective, which once again confirms that it is necessary to engage them in the activities of the Verkhovna Rada committees.

Completeness of engagement
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Based on the analysis of the forms of stakeholder engagement in the implementation of the three functions of all committees, the most common forms of interaction for 2020 were identified. They were: 
• providing information to the committee at their own initiative;
• providing information at the request of the committee or committee members;
•  participation in public discussions, round tables, conferences organized by the committee

The least common forms of interaction between stakeholders and committees in 2020 were:
• participation in advisory bodies with the opportunity to influence decision-making;
•  participation in public discussions on the website of the Parliament or the committee;
•  participation in consensus activities.

Considering stakeholders’ responses on the form of engagement as well as the level of participation in specific committee functions, we found the levels of stakeholder engagement in the activity 
of committees in 2020 overall. At the lowest level (information), only 7% of stakeholders were involved. 34% of stakeholders were engaged at the consultation level. The most common level was 
dialogue, with 38% of stakeholders engaged. At the highest level of participation, partnership, the figure was 21%. In general, these data indicate a balance of higher levels of stakeholder engagement, 
which is a positive factor. It should be noted that each subsequent level absorbs lower ones, so the transition to higher levels of participation will only contribute to the formation of stakeholders as 
full partners of the Parliament in general and especially its committees.

The survey of committee representatives also shows their opinion on the general levels of stakeholder engagement in the activity of committees in 2020. The level of information was indicated by 
11% of respondents, consultation – 20%, dialogue – 23%, partnerships – 27%. It should be noted that 19% of respondents could not clearly determine the overall level of stakeholder participation. If 
we compare the two sets of results, it evidently shows that committee representatives tend to believe in a somewhat higher level of stakeholder engagement, since they think that partnership is the 
most common type of interaction. At the same time, their estimate of information and consultation is quite consistent with the reality. Committee representatives pointed out that most government 
stakeholders are at the level of partnership, non-governmental organizations at the level of consultation, and international partners are equally represented at the levels of consultation, dialogue and 
partnership, with a slight prevalence of the latter. This shows that committee representatives consider government stakeholders their biggest partners, with the tightest cooperation.

Depth of engagement
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requests and committee responses, usually within the period 
prescribed by the law.

 According to stakeholders, some committees, such as the 
Committee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy, do not 
always respond to requests, and it happens rather regularly.

Certain representatives of stakeholders noted that a lot of 
information they need is available on committee websites, 
and they can easily obtain it without having to communicate 
with the committee. Namely, they were talking about the 
Committee on Human Rights, Deoccupation and Reintegra-
tion of Temporarily Occupied Territories in Donetsk, Luhansk 
Regions and Autonomous Republic of Crimea, National Mi-
norities and Interethnic Relations.

Here is a quote from the in-depth interview of one stakehold-
er from a non-governmental organization which interacts 
with several committees: “In the Committee on Agrarian and 
Land Policy, they quickly respond online, and the head—over 
the phone. All written appeals are answered in writing by 
mail. There is always a response from the secretariat, from 
the members of the secretariat, and from the chair. In the 
Finance Committee, our requests are often left unanswered.”

In one committee, the head of the secretariat sends out 
messages on WhatsApp to stakeholder groups with current 
news and committee initiatives.

From in-depth interviews, we found that committees often 
ask stakeholders to consult on a certain issue through a 
formal request for information, usually signed by the head 
or deputy head of the committee.

When drafting potentially controversial draft laws, com-
mittees engage stakeholders as experts or participants of 
public consultations, inviting them to discuss the draft laws 
at round tables, public hearings, committee meetings, etc.

• Peculiarities of consultation

According to generalized findings of the stakeholder survey, in 
2020, it was the legislative function most of them were involved 
in. This was indicated by 85% of respondents.

At the same time, 68% of surveyed stakeholders indicated they 
were engaged in the legislative function at their own initiative, 
while slightly over a half said they were invited by the committee.

Engagement of stakeholders in the performance of the leg-
islative function of Verkhovna Rada committees

Комунікація стейкхолдерів 
з комітетом здійснювалась 
через:

Відсоток опитаних стейкхолдерів

meetings of the committee / subcommittee on a specific issue 
(41%) or participation in a working group to develop a solution 
or resolve a specific problem (39%).

We correlated forms of interaction with levels of engagement 
and found that only 3% of stakeholders were engaged at the 
information level, which is the lowest. 31% of stakeholders 
were engaged at the consultation level. The most common 
level of engagement among stakeholders involved in the leg-
islative function of parliamentary committees was the level 
of dialogue, 43%. Partnership, which is the highest level of 
engagement, was achieved by 23% of stakeholders.

In-depth interviews found that committees infrequently pro-
vided information to stakeholders on their own initiative. 
Information is most often shared in the form of stakeholder 

• Peculiarities of information

Within the legislative function of committee, stakeholders 
were most often involved in the development of draft laws 
(47%) and improving draft laws before the second reading 
(43%).

A survey of stakeholders showed that the most common 
forms of engagement in the legislative function were pro-
viding information to the committee at their own initiative 
(58%), participation in public discussions, round tables, and 
other events organized by the committee (55%) and providing 
information at the request of the committee (43%). Another 
common situation was stakeholder participation in several 

information

consultation

dialogue 

partnership 

Own initiative

Committee initiative

Other

Invited by another organ-
ization
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In-depth interviews showed that when stakeholders are en-
gaged in the legislative function at the dialogue level, both 
non-governmental and governmental organizations serve as 
experts on the relevant issues. They communicate their exper-
tise through participation in a number of committee meetings 
and during committee hearings on specific issues, as well as 
present their findings and analytical materials during the work 
of working groups.

The level of dialogue provides better opportunities for the stake-
holder to be informed about the progress of draft laws in the 
committee. Stakeholders stressed the importance of joining 
working groups, not just getting the results of discussions in 
working groups.

However, stakeholders are not always invited to participate in 
all working groups in which they have expressed interest. Often, 
the reason for rejection is the excessive number of participants 
in the working group.

Here is a quote from an in-depth interview of an international 
organization about the importance of joining working groups: 
“As a member of the working group, you are more able to track 
all exchanges, all comments, there is open access. When you 
only have the results, you don’t know where the disagreement 
happened.”

The analysis showed that by working with the committees, 
stakeholders try to build strategic partnerships. This allows 
stakeholders to communicate their proposals to committees 
more effectively due to a higher level of trust and knowl-
edge of the context and of the way the committee’s work 
is organized.

Consensus measures are viewed as highly effective, but their 
use is by governmental and non-governmental organizations 
is not very common yet.

We can clearly see the desire to achieve the level of part-
nership in this line from the in-depth interview with an NGO: 
“Establishing cooperation now means trust in the future 
to continue strategic, mutually beneficial partnership. The 
committee should benefit from working with us.”

The results of the stakeholder survey show that the average 
level of satisfaction on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is ab-
solutely dissatisfied, and 10 – absolutely satisfied, is 5,35, 
which is right down the middle.

The highest scores in 2020 were awarded to the Committee 
on Youth and Sports, the Committee on Environmental Policy 
and Nature Management, and the Committee on Education, 
Science and Innovations, with average scores exceeding 6,5. 
Respondents rated the Committee on Ukraine’s Integration 
into the European Union and the Committee on National 
Security, Defense and Intelligence the lowest, with average 
scores below 4 points.

The stakeholders’ assessment of their impact within the 
legislative function was somewhat higher. On a scale from 
0 to 10, where 0 is no impact and 10 is a strong impact, the 
score is 5,49.

The highest score for impact was given by stakeholders 
involved in the activity of the Committee on Youth and Sports 
and the Committee on Human Rights, Deoccupation and 
Reintegration of Temporarily Occupied Territories in Donetsk, 
Luhansk Regions and Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Na-
tional Minorities and Interethnic Relations (the average score 
is more than 7), while the lowest impact assessment was 
made by stakeholders involved with the Committee on Na-
tional Security, Defense and Intelligence and the Committee 
on Ukraine’s Integration into the European Union.

Most stakeholders themselves track information on the ad-
vance of legislative initiatives or public events. If the stake-
holder decides to provide consultation on a draft law at their 
own initiative, they usually send information to the official 
email of the head or deputy head of the committee, or, less 
frequently, through points of contact, such as assistant MPs 
or secretariat staff.

It should be noted that non-governmental organizations are 
somewhat more likely than governmental ones to be dissat-
isfied with the fact that committee representatives do not 
respond to invitations and do not attend events.

Here is a quote from an in-depth interview of one of the gov-
ernment stakeholders, which aptly describes a typical way 
to involve stakeholders at the consultation level:

“We were involved in the preparation of the draft law, a draft 
was developed, and MPs wanted to hear the position of the 
public. They collected comments from everyone and then, 
if they said they would send them within two weeks, that is 
what they did.”

• Peculiarities of dialogue

• Peculiarities of partnership

Stakeholder satisfaction with their engagement in the imple-
mentation of the legislative function of committees and impact
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Since the legislative function remains the primary one, it only 
makes sense that fewer stakeholders were involved in the 
implementation of the supervisory function. The survey of 
stakeholders found that only 32% of the respondents had 
participated in the supervisory function in 2020.

The survey showed that when it comes to the supervisory 
function, most stakeholders were involved in the analysis 
of practice and shortcomings of law application (19%), in 
the consideration of reports and information provided by 
government agencies and their officials (12%), and in sending 
materials for response to the agencies of the Verkhovna Rada 
of Ukraine, government agencies, and their officials (10%). 
Something that was mentioned only rarely was engagement 
in the control over the national budget implementation (4%), 
interaction between committees and the Parliament Commis-
sioner for Human Rights (3%), and control over the activity of 
special agencies (2%).

The most common forms of stakeholder engagement in the 
supervisory function included providing information to the 
committee at their own initiative (43%), obtaining information 
from activity reports published by the committee, minutes 
of meetings, announcements, and other information (39%), 
providing information at the request of the committee (38%), 
as well as participation in public discussions, round tables, 
conferences and other events organized by the committee 
(35%). Rare forms of engagement included consensus events 
(6%) and participation in advisory bodies with an opportunity 
to influence decision-making (5%).

The following levels of stakeholder engagement in the super-
visory function of committees were observed in 2020:

Stakeholder engagement in the implementation of the super-
visory function of the Parliament

Thus, the distribution of engagement levels in the supervisory 
function appears similar to the legislative one. At the same time, 
compared to the legislative function, the level of information 
is several times higher, which generally indicates a lower level 
of stakeholder engagement in committees’ supervisory work.

The analysis, as well as survey and interview findings, have 
yielded a number of peculiarities of stakeholder engagement 
in the supervisory function in particular.

According to stakeholders, such involvement is unsystematic. It 
should be noted that this statement is consistent with the above 
findings on the effectiveness of the supervisory function, which 
also indicated the lack of systematic supervisory work done by 
the committees.

Interestingly, committees do not provide information on their 
supervisory powers to stakeholders on their own.

We found that consultations and other public events within 
the supervisory function seem to be a rare phenomenon, and 
they may be more challenging to access than discussions of 
legislative initiatives.

This is what a government agency representative said at his in-
depth interview: “In 2020, we were also present at the extended 
committee meeting on the implementation and extension of 
the electricity and gas market, also at the invitation of the com-
mittee. It is difficult to get a request for participation, because 
they do not publish the dates a month in advance, but rather a 
day or two beforehand.”

The study showed that stakeholders are interested in monitoring 
of law application and oversight of the implementation of specif-
ic legislative acts, but they are skeptical about the opportunities 
to be involved in such powers of parliamentary committees.

In general, establishing strategic connections with the commit-
tees within the supervisory function is not a priority for most 
stakeholders who participated in in-depth interviews.

The results of the stakeholder survey show that the average 
level of satisfaction on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is abso-
lutely dissatisfied, and 10 — absolutely satisfied, is 5,31, which 
is approximately in the middle.

The highest scores in 2020 were awarded to the Committee 
on Transport and Infrastructure, the Committee on Digital 
Transformation, and the Committee on Education, Science 
and Innovations, with each scoring above 6,5.

Respondents rated the Committee on Energy, Housing and 
Utilities Services and the Committee on National Security, 
Defense and Intelligence, and the Committee on Law Enforce-

information

consultation 

dialogue 

partnership 

Stakeholder satisfaction with their engagement in the im-
plementation of the supervisory function of committees and 
impact
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Thus, the distribution of engagement levels in the organizational 
function appears similar to the previous ones.

What is peculiar about the organizational function is that commit-
tees respond to stakeholder requests quite rapidly, they may send 
information requests to stakeholders, but they only rarely share 
information at their own initiative. Stakeholders, on the other hand, 
provided information to help with the organization of the necessary 
events, usually in the form of official letters.

As co-organizers of events, stakeholders are also usually co-speak-
ers or speakers at round tables, hearings and other organized 
events.

Stakeholder engagement in the organizational function is aptly 
described by a representative of a non-governmental organization 
in the in-depth interview: “We were involved in the organization of 
parliamentary and committee hearings.”

Our analysis found that the fewest stakeholders were involved 
in the implementation of the organizational function. Only 
24% of the stakeholders surveyed said that during 2020, they 
participated in activities that correspond to the organizational 
function of the committees.

Most stakeholders from this group indicated they participated 
in the organization of hearings in committees, conferences, 
round tables, and other events (21%). Only some responses 
were related to the organization of parliamentary hearings 
(3%) and organization of interparliamentary activities and/or 
the committee’s international cooperation (3%). Stakeholders 
almost did not participate in the preliminary discussion of 
candidacies for the positions of government officials (1%).

The most common forms of engagement in the organization-
al function were participation in public discussions, round 
tables, conferences, and other events organized by the com-
mittee (63%) and providing information to the committee at 
the stakeholders’ own initiative (54%). The most rare form 
of engagement was participation in advisory bodies with an 
opportunity to influence decision-making (7%).

The following levels of stakeholder engagement in the or-
ganizational function of committees were observed in 2020:

Engagement of stakeholders in the performance of the organ-
izational function of Verkhovna Rada committees

ment the lowest, with average scores below 4,5 points.

The stakeholders’ assessment of their impact within the su-
pervisory function was somewhat lower. On a scale from 0 to 
10, where 0 is no impact and 10 is a strong impact, the score 
is 4,85, which somewhat lower than the medium result.

The highest score for impact was given by stakeholders in-
volved in the activity of the Committee on Digital Transforma-
tion and the Committee on Transport and Infrastructure (the 
average score exceeds 6,5), while the lowest impact assess-
ment was made by stakeholders involved with the Committee 
on National Security, Defense and Intelligence, the Committee 
on Legal Policy, and the Committee on Law Enforcement.

Committees carry out indirect parliamentary control via the 
Accounting Chamber and the Parliament Commissioner for 
Human Rights. Surveys of committee representatives show 
that they assess this cooperation as less effective in com-
parison with other stakeholders. On a scale from 0 to 10, the 
effectiveness of interaction with the Accounting Chamber was 
assessed by committees at 6,9 points, and with the Ombuds-
man — at 6,5 points, while cooperation with NGOs in the imple-
mentation of the supervisory function is assessed at 7 points.
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Stakeholder satisfaction with their engagement in the imple-
mentation of the organizational function of committees and 
impact

The results of the stakeholder survey show that the average 
level of satisfaction on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 is abso-
lutely dissatisfied, and 10 — absolutely satisfied, is 4,93, which 
is somewhat below the middle range.

The highest scores in 2020 were awarded to the Committee on 
Youth and Sports, the Committee on Transport and Infrastruc-
ture, with average scores exceeding 6,5. The lowest scores 
were given to the Committee on Economic Development, the 
Committee on Anti-Corruption Policy, and the Committee on 
Law Enforcement, with average scores below 3 points.

The stakeholders’ assessment of their impact within the or-
ganizational function was somewhat lower. On a scale from 
0 to 10, where 0 is no impact and 10 is a strong impact, the 
score is 4,65, which somewhat lower than the medium result.

The highest score for impact was given by stakeholders in-
volved in the activity of the Committee on Public Health, Med-
ical Assistance and Medical Insurance and the Committee 
on Education, Science and Innovations (the average score 
exceeds 6,5), while the lowest impact assessment was made 
by stakeholders involved with the Committee on Economic 
Development and the Committee on National Security, De-
fense and Intelligence.

The analysis of this engagement shows that cooperation in this 
sector is lacking. Leading Ukrainian educational establishments 
and research institutions mostly work with the specialized Com-
mittee on Education, Science and Innovations. Other commit-
tees do not involve them as much—or at all, like the Committee 
on Foreign Policy and Inter-Parliamentary Cooperation or the 
Committee on Freedom of Speech.

61% of leading higher educational establishments and research 
institutions that worked with Verkhovna Rada committees 
in 2020 provided their expert proposals to draft laws. Some 
committees regularly work with specialized higher educational 
establishments and research institutions, requesting expert 
proposals to draft laws. For instance, in 2020, the Committee 
on Law Enforcement received proposals to 87 draft laws from 
the National Academy of Internal Affairs. Other committees 
interact with specialized higher educational establishments 
and research institutions irregularly. For instance, one of the 
leading technical universities in Ukraine, Ihor Sikorsky Nation-
al Technical University of Ukraine “Kyiv Polytechnic Institute,” 
submitted proposals to a draft law only once in 2020, namely, 
at the initiative of the Committee on Education, Science and 
Innovations—to draft law “On Strengthening the Activity of Sci-
ence Parks.”

Half the surveyed institutions indicated they had participated in 
committee meetings, but more popular forms of engagement 
include informing, public consultations, round tables, conferenc-
es, hearings, etc., which account for 75% of this cooperation.

Despite the irregular nature of engagement of such institutions 
in the committee work, committee representatives consider this 
cooperation effective and necessary.

Engagement of higher educational establishments and re-
search institutions in the activity of parliamentary committees Summary Conclusion

There is currently no common practice of stakeholder engagement 
for all committees. The number of stakeholders engaged by the most 
open committees in 2020 is over 10 times as high as the number of 
stakeholders engaged by the most closed-off committees.

Stakeholder engagement is initiated both by committees and by 
stakeholders themselves. However, most stakeholders that worked 
with parliamentary committees in 2020 had established this cooper-
ation during the previous convocations of the Parliament. The key to 
establishing successful cooperation with “new” stakeholders for com-
mittees is the initiative and activity of stakeholders themselves, their 
interest in providing a high-quality product that solves a problem or pro-
vides expertise that is not available to the committee otherwise. About 
30% of stakeholders did not work with committees independently, but 
rather together with other stakeholders.

While implementing their functions in 2020, the committees mostly 
worked with governmental and non-governmental stakeholders (each 
accounting for 45%). International partners accounted for about 10% 
of all stakeholders. Some committees have a certain imbalance in 
stakeholder engagement, working only with governmental (Commit-
tee on Budget) or mostly with non-governmental organizations (Com-
mittee on Finance, Taxation and Customs Policy).

Work with non-governmental organizations is viewed by committees 
as most effective. On the other hand, this cooperation is quite un-
systematic, given non-governmental organizations can change their 
focus areas and vectors of interest. Cooperation with governmental 
stakeholders appears more stable, even though they demonstrate 
less initiative and activity than non-governmental organizations. The 
committees see governmental stakeholders as their biggest partners. 
Representatives of business are usually engaged through associa-
tions they belong to. Committee representatives believe this format to 
be the most convenient for businesses. Involvement of regional and 
local stakeholders is insufficient, as it happens only occasionally, to 
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(43%). Stakeholders typically become involved in the legislative activ-
ity of committees at their own initiative (68%). Although this function 
is where stakeholders are engaged most, committees feel the need 
for expert opinions of relevant stakeholders, while the stakeholders, in 
turn, are ready to contribute to this work.

38% of the surveyed stakeholders claim they were not engaged in 
the implementation of the supervisory function in 2020. The most 
common form of engagement within the supervisory function is 
providing information to the committee at their own initiative (43%), 
which shows that committees are ready to take part in this work as 
well. Thus, the committees have not created adequate conditions for 
sufficient involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of this 
function, although the committees consider such involvement effec-
tive and necessary, which means there is a need for it.

The fewest stakeholders were involved in the implementation of 
the organizational function (24%). This engagement was mostly 
connected with the organization of public discussions, round tables, 
conferences, and other committee events. Neither committees nor 
stakeholders believe this is an area that would merit fro greater en-
gagement.

The assessment of stakeholders’ satisfaction with the level of their 
engagement and impact varies depending on the committee, but in 
general is just over the medium score. On the other hand, a high lev-
el of completeness and level of engagement for some committees 
does not always correlate with the impact.

The cooperation of most committees with leading higher educational 
establishments and research institutions in 2020 was unsystematic, 
despite the fact that in general, committee representatives consider 
such cooperation to be quite effective. Most cooperation took place 
with the designated Committee on Education, Science, and Innova-
tions. Some committees, on the other hand, did not at all work with 
such institutions.

address a specific issue that relates to their activities or affects their 
particular area. Such cooperation requires additional attention. The 
cooperation with the Accounting Chamber and the Ombudsman is 
viewed as mostly effective, though this assessment is not as high as 
for other governmental and non-governmental stakeholders.

Stakeholders, for their part, pointed out that committees are not open 
enough to cooperation. They mostly rely on established personal ties 
to committee members or secretariat employees, while committee 
representatives claim that formal cooperation prevails. Stakeholders 
hold this belief because sometimes, committees fail to respond to 
stakeholder requests, and some even regularly ignore requests for 
information. There are also cases when committees do not respond 
to invitations from stakeholders (even governmental ones) to partic-
ipate in events.

The most common forms of stakeholder engagement in committee 
activity in 2020 were providing information to the committee/commit-
tee members at their own initiative (52% of the surveyed stakehold-
ers) and participation in public discussions, round tables, or confer-
ences organized by the committee (51%). At the same time, the least 
common and therefore not always effective forms of engagement, 
according to stakeholders, include participation of advisory bodies 
(7%), participation in consensus activities (9%) and participation in 
public discussions on the website of the Parliament or the committee 
(9%).

In 2020, most stakeholders reached the level of dialogue in their co-
operation (38%), though committee representatives believe that the 
highest level of cooperation, namely partnership, was achieved (27%). 
This indicates that committee representatives tend to overestimate 
the level of stakeholder engagement and that this cooperation needs 
to be further improved.

Most stakeholders were engaged in the implementation of the legis-
lative function (85%), namely in the development of draft laws (47%) 
and in the improvement of draft laws before the second reading 
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Based on the analysis of stakeholder engagement in the activity of parliamentary committees, we are offering recommendations how to improve this interaction.

1. Ensure compliance with the formula “transparency + 
communication + predictability”:

Regularly inform the public on the committee activity, 
maintain websites and actively communicate on social 
media. Events held by committees need to be announced 
in advance so that stakeholders have an objective oppor-
tunity to learn about the event and participate. 

Feedback is a guarantee of further effective cooper-
ation with stakeholders. Committees need to respond to 
all requests, information, and invitations from stakehold-
ers, even if the response is negative. This will contribute 
to ensuring effective formal cooperation, which is em-
phasized by committee representatives, both with new 
and existing stakeholders.

In matters where stakeholder engagement is needed, 
committee websites should contain contact details of a 
specific committee / secretariat representative responsi-
ble for preparing this or that issue.

Ensure public planning of its activities, which would 
reflect the real plans of the committee. This will allow 
stakeholders to join in a timely manner and provide up-
to-date information.

2. Prioritize cooperation with stakeholders, ensuring 
completeness and depth of stakeholder engagement:

Raise awareness among committee members and 

secretariat staff on perceiving stakeholders as partners 
who can improve the quality of political decision-making, 
rather than opponents. Committees should be aware 
that stakeholder engagement is not a right but rather 
an obligation, a mandatory prerequisite for an effective 
legislative process and oversight of subsequent law ap-
plication. 

Committees with low engagement rates should 
involve more stakeholders in their work. One way to 
achieve this can be creating and maintaining a register 
(database) of committee stakeholders, who will be invit-
ed to participate in committee activity in the future and 
receive newsletters and invitations to events.

Stakeholder engagement should be balanced; i.e. 
committees should engage various types of stakehold-
ers without any preferential treatment to any single group.

Working groups (as the most effective form of coop-
eration) should include stakeholders who are interested. 
In case of too many participants, it makes sense to break 
the group down into smaller subgroups with a specific 
focus or a specific issue within the broader problem. In-
formation about the work process of the group should be 
shared in a timely manner.

3. Create new adequate conditions for:

Systematic cooperation with specialized higher edu-

cational establishments and research institutions, which 
is somewhat different from work with other stakeholders. 
This may result in long-term cooperation and high-quality 
legislation;

Stakeholder engagement not only in the legislative 
activity of committees but also in the supervisory func-
tion, which will provide an alternative assessment of 
government agencies’ performance and law implemen-
tation;

The work of subcommittees, which are considered 
some of the most effective forms of interaction along-
side working groups, but are underused;

The use of modern tools of public consultations with 
stakeholders, such as the new advisory platform Porada.

Recommendations to the Committees of the Verkhovna Rada
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1. The most important condition for cooperation with 
committees is profound expertise that stakeholders 
can offer. However, to make sure this input is valuable 
in the decision-making process, including policy-mak-
ing, proposals must be clear and relevant. Reasonable 
and high-quality proposals are much more likely to be 
considered.

2. Be active and persistent. If there is no response or a 
position was not taken into account, this is not a reason 
to stop. Due to the high workload of the committees, a 
formal letter will not necessarily be considered. There-
fore, it makes sense to look for optimal ways to estab-
lish cooperation.

3. Cooperation should be systematic. Representatives 
of stakeholders, especially NGOs, should interact with 
committees not only within projects they implement but 
also respond to requests for information or opinions 
from committees. Such stakeholders normally achieve 
the highest levels of cooperation with committees.

4. Work not only with committee members but also with 
secretariat employees, since it is they who are usual-
ly responsible for specific issues. Moreover, it is the 
secretariat that is the bearer of «institutional memory», 
in particular in terms of interaction with stakeholders. 
This helps stakeholders maintain connections with 
committees even after political change.

5. Be constantly engaged in committee activity. Use 
all available communication tools: Parliament website, 
websites and social media pages of committees and in-
dividual committee members, the Porada platform, etc.

6. Another option to work with committees is by work-

ing together with other agencies or organizations. Joint 
participation of several stakeholders is more likely to 
yield positive results.

Recommendations to Stakeholders:
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Performance indicators for each of the 
23 parliamentary committees in 2020.

Appendix No. 1
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The indicators of completeness and depth 
of interaction of the 23 parliamentary 
committees with stakeholders in 2020.

Appendix No. 2
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Monitoring of Verkhovna Rada committees’ performance and their interaction with stakeholders in 2020 showed how effective each Verkhovna Rada committee was 
in 2020, both in isolation and compared to other committees, in the implementation of the legislative, supervisory, and organizational function, and their components, 
and how each Verkhovna Rada committee engaged stakeholders in its activity in 2020. Based on the identified issues, we provided specific recommendations which 
will help Verkhovna Rada committees be more effective in the implementation of their legislative, supervisory, and organizational functions and interaction with 
stakeholders.

The research methods developed for this study can be used for further monitoring of Parliament’s work. It makes sense to perform this monitoring every session or 
every year, and it can be done either by committees themselves or the public. This will help to identify current shortcomings in the activities of individual committees 
and respond to them quickly, providing relevant recommendations to improve certain performance indicators or the situation with stakeholder engagement. Regular 
monitoring will help to identify general trends in the work of Verkhovna Rada committees and implement targeted solutions to make the Ukrainian Parliament more 
open and effective.
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