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Joint Committee on European Affairs

Sovereign Wealth Funds – European Union Policy, Implications and Recommendations for Ireland.

Decision of the Joint Committee
The Joint Committee on European Affairs at its meeting on 13 May 2008 considered a proposal by Senator Paschal Donohoe to produce a report for the Joint Committee on Sovereign Wealth Funds.  It was proposed that the report would focus on 
· European Union policy on the operation of sovereign wealth funds within it’s jurisdiction and their operation by European countries and commercial interests in other regions and countries, and  
· an analysis of the implications of this policy for Ireland and the identification of opportunities for government and Irish financial service industries.
It was agreed at that meeting that Senator Donohoe, acting as Rapporteur to the Joint Committee should proceed to produce such a report.

Decision of the Committee

The Joint Committee, at its meeting of 21 July 2009 agreed that this report be laid before both Houses of the Oireachtas and thanked Senator Donohoe for the work done in its preparation.

Bernard J. Durkan

Chairman

16 July 2009

1. INTRODUCTION:

Sovereign Wealth Funds (SWF) are government owned investment vehicles, funded by foreign reserve assets and invested partially in third party economies. Although government owned, they are often under the control of authorities separate to their sponsor country’s central banks. Ireland’s National Pension Reserve Fund, managed by the National Treasury Management Agency is an example of such a fund. SWF play an important role as providers of international capital. 

Current assets under management in SWF are estimated at between US$2 -$3 trillion. Though relatively small, SWF are becoming systemically important in international capital markets. Having increased in number by over 20 since 2000, it is the predicted future growth for SWF that has caught the attention of global markets and agencies. This is estimated to attain US$10 -18 trillion over the next 5 to 10 years.  It is likely they will out-value Official Foreign Reserves held by sovereign central banks (est. US$7 trillion) and will dwarf Hedge Funds (est. US$1.7 trillion) over this time frame. Recent oil price fluctuations have decreased the value of these funds and losses on recent investments will likely lead to more conservative investment strategies. However their size, importance and value will grow and makes them an important area for the development of public policy.

The need for the development of this policy was emphasised by their acquisition of large stakes in international banks and corporations during the peak of the global ‘credit crunch’. While these investments were financially vital as many of these companies struggled to find funding they did provoke strong political reaction. The United States set up a congressional committee to oversee and manage such investments in sensitive economic sectors. President Nicholas Sarkozy stated in October 2008 that European countries should create their sovereign wealth funds to save their companies from foreign "predators." He promised that “I will not be the French president who wakes up in six months time to see that French industrial groups have passed into other hands". The US, Canada, Australia and Germany introduced laws to restrict investments by SWF and other state owned investment funds. In August 2008, Germany introduced a law to allow the review and to prohibit a non-EU company from acquiring German national companies "on grounds of public policy or public security."

The overall aims of this report are:-

· To provide an analysis of Sovereign Wealth Funds and their future importance.

· To review European Union policy reaction.

· To make recommendations for the development of Irish public policy in relation to SWF.

2. DEFINITION:

SWF are government owned funds that manage domestic and international investments. They are usually funded by foreign exchange reserves accumulated as a result of budget and trade surpluses. These public funds are placed into specially created investment vehicles on behalf of the state. They are managed separately from central bank reserves. 

Their investment priorities are wide ranging and have longer term objectives than traditional central bank controlled assets. SWF are aimed at maximizing financial returns for their governments, within certain risk boundaries. In general, a SWF risk aversion is lesser than with traditional central bank investment but greater than that of Private Funds. 

Reports offer no standardised definition as to what constitutes a Sovereign Wealth Fund due to the variety of different functions that a SWF serves. However an emerging consensus is forming around the OECD
 definition. It defines SWF as ‘Government-owned investment vehicles that are funded by foreign exchange assets’.

3. The operation of sovereign wealth funds

3.1 size and significance

Current assets under management in SWF are estimated at between US$2 -$3 trillion
. This value is equal to half of global official currency reserves or the value of all hedge and private equity funds. Though relatively small, SWF are becoming systemically important in international capital markets. 

Having increased in number by over 20 since 2000, it is the predicted future growth for SWF that has caught the attention of global markets and agencies. This is estimated to attain US$10 -18 trillion
 
 over the next 5 to 10 years.  Whilst total globally traded assets are also likely to grow in value, SWF will assume a greater importance than at present. It is likely they will out-value Official Foreign Reserves held by sovereign central banks (est. US$7 trillion) and will dwarf Hedge Funds (est. US$1.7 trillion) over this time frame. 

Sovereign Wealth Funds have experienced dramatic changes in their value. A rapid rise in commodity prices across 2000 and 2008 significantly increased their value. However according to a report by Setser and Ziemba (2007) “With oil at or above $90, the future size and market impact of global health funds is hard to overstate”
. The sharp reversal of oil prices has significantly decreased their value. According to the Economist “Gulf states’ net purchases of foreign assets are likely to be close to zero, from a peak of over $300 billion annually, taking into account likely domestic government spending. With oil at $25, foreign assets would probably have to be sold”
.

However liquidity and the availability of credit are likely to be defining issues in global finance for, at least, the medium term. The predicted future rise of commodity and oil prices will endow many SWF with the ability to make continued substantial investments. As a source of liquidity to markets currently experiencing a ‘credit crunch’ and as a new stream of financing for the future global economy, SWF will constitute an area of significance to the international financial system.

3.2 STRUCTURE

SWF were traditionally funded through excess foreign reserves held by the sponsor nation. Oil and Gas exports primarily underpin these excess reserves. Such commodity based Funds accounted for about 66% of the SWF market in 2007.
  Non commodity based SWF, (funded by Government Budget surpluses, Pension reserves, privatisation revenue etc), accounted for approx 33% of market share in 2007. Kuwait Investment Authority (KIA), Abu Dhabi Investment Authority (ADIA) and the Government Pension Fund-Global of Norway (GPF-G) are the top three commodities based funds and have largely been driven by oil-based revenues. In contrast, the Government of Singapore Investment Corp (GIC), China Investment Corporation (CIC) and Ireland’s National Pensions Reserve Fund (NPRF) are three Top 20 non-commodity based funds.  The relative importance of commodity to non-commodity based SWF will vary in line with the international boom in oil and commodities markets over the years. Overall, it is expected that by 2020 commodity and non-commodity based funds will have equal market share. 

Reporting structures within SWF vary across the world, with few funds publicly disclosing their holdings, investment strategies, governance structures and risk tolerance parameters. These can largely be equated with more open and democratic governments. The majority, however, do not make such disclosures. Much coverage has been focused on funds whose sponsor countries have different levels of openness to that of the western markets they are investing in. 

3.3 OPERATION OF SOVEREIGN WEALTH FUNDS

The global credit crunch afforded a high profile to Sovereign Wealth Funds as they have provided capital to high profile banks and corporations.

Across 2007 and 2008 many of the world’s leading investment banks received billions in additional and urgent capitalisation from Asian SWF. Citibank received $7.5 billion from one of the leading SWF, the Abu Dhabi Investment Fund. United Bank Suiss (UBS) then received $11 billion from Singapore and Middle East investors. This was followed by Merrill Lynch receiving $5 billion from a Chinese investment fund. 

Investment was not confined to major banks. In July 2008 the Abu Dhabi investment fund bought a 90% share in the famous Chrysler Building in New York. The same fund announced intent to become on of the leading investors in General Electric. The Qatar investment fund attempted to purchase J Sainsbury, the UK retailer, for $23 billion. It was however successful in purchasing the Chelsea Barracks (a 13 acre famous Central London property) from the British Ministry for Defence for $1.6 billion.

Other high profile international purchases included the purchase of Barney’s Department stores (American retailer) for $943 million by a Dubai based SWF, the purchase of large stakes in Daimler Benz and British Petroleum by the Kuwait Investment Authority and an investment by Dubai World in the American casino chain MGM Mirage.

SWF have also begun to play a role in Irish business and economic life. Quinlan Private (a property investment company) received €200 million from an Oman fund for investment in the Jury’s Inn hotel chain. It was reported that Bank of Ireland was in discussion with Middle East investment funds as potential sources for new capital. 

As noted above, the sharp decline in the price of oil has dramatically reduced the investment capacity of many of these funds. The Economist has noted the growing domestic criticism of many of the leading SWF due to large losses suffered in falling equity markets, “Going overseas: a wrong domestic decision” according to one prominent Chinese critic
. Despite these losses many of the leading SWF have signalled their intent to maintain international investment as they look to maximise commercial return for their host governments.
The long term outlook for SWF size and capacity remains positive. Increases in commodity prices will increase the value of these funds and the recent losses experienced by SWF funds is likely to cause a shift in their investment strategies, not an end to international investments. 
4. ISSUES IN RELATION TO SWF 

The surge in SWF investment activity across 2007 and 2008 provoked concern regarding their role. Larry Summers wrote in 2007 that “Governments are very different from other economic actors. Their investments should be governed by rules designed with that reality very clearly in mind”. In January 2008 the Economist published a lead story entitled ‘Invasion of the Sovereign Wealth Funds’.  Political commentators expressed worries about the potential impact that SWF could exert in domestic and international markets. Protectionist pressures grew amidst worries over the role SWF could play in shaping markets towards their own sponsor nation agendas.

Commentary and criticism of the role of SWF has abated as their activity has declined. The recent decrease of SWF investment prompted the Economist to write that “The flows are neither as big nor as scary as they once seemed”, asking “Whatever happened to sovereign wealth funds? Eighteen months ago SWF were destined to acquire swathes of Western companies for foreign governments…but lately things have gone quiet”
. The Financial Times recently noted of SWF that “Their power and ambition initially drew a negative reaction from the west but suspicions have evaporated as the financial crisis has deepened. For desperate bankers it is as if the Gulf’s sovereign vehicles are a last resort of funding. But those clinging to that perception have been forced to rethink”
.
A consensus exists across most SWF literature on the key issues in relation to their operation. 
These are:

· National Security and Strategic Sector prohibitions on investment

· Transparency and Governance rules 

· Political bias of SWF
· Trade Balance and Exchange Rate Concerns
National Security Concerns:  Foreign Government ownership or involvement in national security sectors raises concern. Many states have expressed concern about opening up strategically important sectors to Foreign Direct Investment. The right to limit such investment is legally recognised by international protocols and regulations.
  Such strategic areas however, are poorly defined but may include Defence, Energy Supply and Distribution or key pieces of national infrastructure. 

The perceived role of foreign states in determining investment decisions is key to this concern. As the European Commission notes “there is unease that…SWF investment in certain sectors could be used for ends other than for maximising return. For example, investment targets may reflect a desire to obtain technology and expertise to benefit national strategic interests, rather than being driven by normal commercial interests”
.  

Transparency and Governance:    Many SWF lack transparency in reporting structures. The value of assets under control, investment strategies, portfolio allocations, risk management systems, internal controls and separation of rights and responsibilities between fund owners and fund managers are frequently unclear. Disclosure of the above, for purposes of international surveillance systems (e.g. IMF) is lacking. Given the increasingly important part SWF play in international capital markets, principles of transparency and disclosure are systemically important. So too is good governance, both within funds themselves and in companies they may control or invest in. This is to ensure proper order and predictability within the global financial system. 

The then EU Trade Commissioner Peter Mandelson said in 2008 that “funds themselves cannot afford to underestimate how important reassurance about systems of transparency and governance is, in ensuring that unfounded suspicion doesn't mushroom into a protectionism that is in nobody's interest. It would be a mistake for them to ignore the political environment in which they are operating”
.
Political Bias of SWF:  Sovereign Wealth Funds are by their nature different to ordinary commercial entities such as Pension Funds or Private Equity companies. They are owned by, and operated on behalf of, foreign states rather than strictly commercial bodies. Most such funds are lacking in transparency regarding the level of political control over investment decisions. Funds are often chaired by senior politicians or members of ruling families e.g. Abu Dhabi Investment Authority, Kuwait Investment authority etc. Notable exceptions to this include the Norwegian Government Pension Fund-Global, the Irish National Pensions Reserve Fund. 

Whilst there has been little evidence so far of funds acting in a manner other than for commercial gain, there is no certainty that political objectives may not influence future moves. Political leaders argue that the track record of the older SWF show them to be ‘benign and effective investors’ but that newer funds need to recognise that they come from ‘economies which have raised some sensitivities in our own politics’.
 This shouldn’t exclude these funds from investing but does give rise to a ‘heightened need for reassurance.’

Trade Balance and Exchange Rate Concerns: Budget surpluses and trade imbalances are chief sources of funding for these non-commodity funds. China’s CIC fund is an example of a SWF based on hard currency reserves accumulated through trade surpluses. These surpluses are achieved through the artificial suppression of domestic demand and a purposefully weak currency. This managed strategy for the growth of a SWF could disadvantage European and Western markets by distorting competition. An expressed concern of the European Commission is the need for SWF owners to “show that they are not holding back appreciation in their currencies to accumulate more foreign assets for their SWF”
.
The activity of SWF can affect exchange rates as investment abroad, followed by repatriation of returns, involves currency transactions. A switch from foreign to domestic assets could have implications for monetary authorities in SWF sponsor nations. Likewise, a sudden unmanaged shift from US Dollar denominated Treasury Bills and Assets, into Euro (or other denominated) equities and currency would have implications for domestic US interest rates, and could lead to a significant change in the value of the dollar.
5. POLICY RESPONSES
Growing uncertainties over the future role of SWF in the global markets has led to action and further calls for action. Some world leaders called for an inclusive dialogue aimed at involving SWF and Recipient Nations in drawing up agreed proposals for a code of conduct. Other leading countries took unilateral action to respond to domestic political concern.

The G7 Finance ministers in 2008 called on the OECD to prepare a guidance report on recipient country policies towards investment from SWF.
  The IMF is also engaged in a dialogue aimed at identifying best practices for SWF.
  The European Commission published recommendations for a global code of conduct in March 2008.
 The United States of America amended its regulations governing its Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS). 
,
 This amendment largely limits the national security grounds upon which a Foreign Direct Investment can be blocked, whilst simultaneously strengthening oversight of such investments. 

The IMF set up an International Working Group of Sovereign Wealth Funds comprising 25 member countries.
 The OECD published a report by its Investment Committee
 which has been endorsed by the OECD Ministerial Council Meeting on June 4th 2008.  For its part, the European Union has been participating in the various international fora on behalf of Union members. As noted above, the European Commission produced a common position paper
, which member states have endorsed. This aims to support and contribute to ongoing work by the IMF and the OECD. 

European Union Response: A consistent feature of the European Commission’s response to SWF has been its commitment to maintaining open, fair and free flows of capital to its internal market. It welcomes the “positive and important role on global markets”
 that SWF can play. They “benefit the functioning of the global capital market…and can also contribute to stability in the international financial system.”
 

In its recommendations for a global code of conduct
  the Commission reaffirms that “the commitment to openness to investment and free movement of capital has been a long standing principle of the EU and is key to success in an increasingly globalised international system”.

This report sets out the principles EU states should consider in their treatment of SWF as investors

· Commitment to an open investment environment

· Support of multilateral work, in particular the IMF and OECD

· Respect of EC Treaty obligations and international commitment 

· Use of existing instruments in dealing with security issues

· Proportionality and Transparency when invoking restriction on FDI

The policy also outlines the contribution SWF and their sponsor countries can play in building confidence among European and International recipient countries.

The common approach also recognises the public order and national security concerns that SWF investment can engender. It argues against the need for a Committee on Foreign Investment-style review or any other new EU wide screening mechanism. It warns of the potential misleading signal to FDI that this would send. It argues that existing International, EU and National legal frameworks exist to deal with national security issues.

The position of the European Commission and its member states aims to welcome SWF as a means of significant FDI into Europe and to foster a balanced transparent investment environment for SWF. The EU’s common approach to dealing with the question of SWF is in line with its Treaty principles and the renewed Lisbon Strategy. It aims to encourage best international practice on the part of the SWF in line with long standing IMF and OECD codes
.

6. IMPLICATIONS FOR IRELAND
Policy implications exist for Ireland, both as a recipient of Foreign Direct Investment and as a location of a leading Sovereign Wealth Fund.

Ireland’s economy is wholly integrated into the common European market and is a substantial recipient of FDI, from both within and outside the EU. Its economic success has been predicated on an open and encouraging policy towards FDI. According to the National Irish Bank / OCO Investment Performance Monitor for 2008, Ireland attracted 1.9% of mobile Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in 2008 despite the fact that Irish GDP is only worth 0.5% of global production.

The need to recapitalise leading Irish banks and the reliance on the tax payer to provide this funding demonstrates the domestic effect of the ‘credit crunch’.  Efforts to deal with this capital shortage are likely to be one of the key policy issues facing our country across the medium term.

It is therefore vital that Ireland strongly resists any attempts to restrict the cross border flow of SWF investment. This view must be articulated within the EU and Ireland should play a leadership role in ensuring that European institutions resist the development of any ‘protectionist’ sentiment or policy development in that direction. The evolving EU consensus, based on increased transparency and minimum cross border restrictions, is in Ireland’s national interest and should continue to be supported.

This policy direction is also advantageous to the National Pension Reserve Fund. It is clear that this fund acts in accordance with current best practice. Any developments that increase transparency and international investment opportunities will be to the long term benefit of the NPRF. 
7. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Ireland must support the free flow and operation of SWF flows across national borders. A cornerstone of recent Irish economic success has been our integration into a globalised economy. This has allowed Ireland to ‘punch’ above it’s weight in attracting FDI. The Irish stance on SWF flows must reflect the positive effect of these capital flows into our own country.

Ireland should support the EU as the lead player for the development of regional policy. Some European countries have expressed concern regarding the development of SWF activity and potential political consequences. The development of policy at regional level should allow greater awareness of the benefits of cross border capital flows and the risks of the development of any ‘protectionist’ measures. 

Ireland should continue to support all measures to increase the transparency and autonomy of SWF funds from political influence.  The Irish National Pension Reserve Fund has acted according to these principles since it’s inception. This has led to a high regard for this fund with no accusation, ever, of political bias or of the existence of priorities beyond delivering sustainable long term investment returns. The adoption of these principles by every SWF would increase their political acceptance and further normalise their existence. This policy can be implemented in all of the international fora and organisations in which Ireland plays a leading role eg the EU, World Bank and OECD.

Ireland should develop a ‘value proposition’ to maximise SWF investment in our domestic economy. It is highly possible that lack of financial capital will continue to be a defining issue for the Irish economy across the medium term. This could be particularly acute within leading Irish banks. Additional capital has been provided by the government up to this point. However this reliance on state provided capital is unlikely to continue due to domestic financial and political pressures.  Ireland should put in place plans to attract SWF investment to provide additional capital. This will diversify the funding sources for this vital investment and reduce reliance on tax payer provided funding.  
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Appendix b

	Dáil Éireann on 23 October 2007 ordered: 



	“(1)
	(a)
	That a Select Committee, which shall be called the Select Committee on European Affairs, consisting of 11 Members of Dáil Éireann (of whom four shall constitute a quorum), be appointed to consider—

	
	
	(i)
	such Bills the statute law in respect of which is dealt with by the Department of Foreign Affairs; 

	
	
	(ii)


	such proposals contained in any motion, including any motion within the meaning of Standing Order 159 concerning the approval by the Dáil of international agreements involving a charge on public funds; and

	
	
	(iii)
	such other matters

	
	
	as shall be referred to it by Dáil Éireann from time to time.



	
	(b)
	For the purpose of its consideration of matters under paragraphs (1)(a)(i), (ii) and (iii), the Select Committee shall have the powers defined in Standing Order 83(1), (2) and (3).

	
	(c)
	For the avoidance of doubt, by virtue of his or her ex officio membership of the Select Committee in accordance with Standing Order 92(1), the Minister for Foreign Affairs (or a Minister or Minister of State nominated in his or her stead) shall be entitled to vote.



	(2)
	(a)
	The Select Committee shall be joined with a Select Committee to be appointed by Seanad Éireann to form the Joint Committee on European Affairs to—

	
	
	(i)
	consider such matters arising from Ireland’s membership of the European Communities and its adherence to the Treaty on European Union, as it may select;

	
	
	(ii)
	consider such—

	
	
	
	(I)
	programmes and guidelines prepared by the Commission of the European Communities as a basis for possible legislative action,

	
	
	
	(II)
	non legislative documents published by any Union Institution in relation to EU policy matters, 

	
	
	
	(III)
	acts of the institutions of the European Communities,

	
	
	
	(IV)
	regulations under the European Communities Acts 1972 to 2007, 

	
	
	
	(V)
	other instruments made under statute and necessitated by the obligations of membership of the European Communities, and

	
	
	
	(VI) 
	any other document relating to European Union matters deposited in both Houses of the Oireachtas by a Member of the Government or Minister of State, 

	
	
	
	as it may select;



	
	
	(iii)
	consider such other matters as may be referred to it from time to time by both Houses of the Oireachtas; and

	
	
	(iv)
	represent both Houses of the Oireachtas at the Conference of Community and European Affairs Committees of Parliaments of the European Union (COSAC) jointly with the Joint Committee on European Scrutiny;

	
	
	and shall report thereon to both Houses of the Oireachtas in consultation with the Joint Committee on European Scrutiny.



	
	(b)
	The Joint Committee shall have:

	
	
	(i)
	the powers defined in Standing Order 83(1) to (9) inclusive;

	
	
	(ii)
	the power to refer a proposal for EU legislation which has been considered by it (and which has been concluded to be of sufficient importance to require additional scrutiny) to a Joint Committee on which has been conferred the power defined in Standing Order 83(4) to consider such proposals; 

	
	
	(iii)
	the power to request the attendance of Members of the Government (or Ministers of State nominated in their stead) (or, in the case of the European Council, the Taoiseach or Minister for Foreign Affairs) before the Joint Committee and provide, in private session if so desired by the Member of the Government or Minister of State, oral briefings in advance of Council meetings to enable the Joint Committee to make known its views; and

	
	
	(iv)
	the power to make recommendations to the Minister for Foreign Affairs (or Minister of State) on European Union matters.



	
	(c)
	The following persons may attend meetings of the Joint Committee and may take part in proceedings without having a right to vote or to move motions and amendments—

	
	
	(i)
	Members of the European Parliament elected from constituencies in Ireland (including Northern Ireland);

	(b) 
	
	(ii)
	members of the Irish delegation to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe; and

	
	
	(iii)
	at the invitation of the Joint Committee, other Members of the European Parliament.

	
	(d)
	The quorum of the Joint Committee shall be five, of whom at least one shall be a Member of Dáil Éireann and one a Member of Seanad Éireann.

	(3)
	The Chairman of the Joint Committee, who shall be a Member of Dáil Éireann, shall also be Chairman of the Select Committee.”.

	Dáil Éireann on 2 October 2008 ordered: 



	That the Orders of Reference of the Select Committee on European Affairs be amended in paragraph (1)(a) by the deletion of ‘11 members’ and the substitution therefor of ‘13 members’.


	Seanad Éireann on 24 October 2007 ordered: 



	“(1)
	(a)
	That a Select Committee consisting of 6 members of Seanad Éireann shall be appointed to be joined with a Select Committee of Dáil Éireann to form the Joint Committee on European Affairs to—

	
	
	(i)
	consider such matters arising from Ireland’s membership of the European Communities and its adherence to the Treaty on European Union, as it may select;

	
	
	(ii)
	consider such—

	
	
	
	(I)
	programmes and guidelines prepared by the Commission of the European Communities as a basis for possible legislative action,

	
	
	
	(II)
	non legislative documents published by any Union Institution in relation to EU policy matters, 

	
	
	
	(III)
	acts of the institutions of the European Communities,

	
	
	
	(IV)
	regulations under the European Communities Acts 1972 to 2007, 

	
	
	
	(V)
	other instruments made under statute and necessitated by the obligations of membership of the European Communities,

	
	
	
	
	and

	
	
	
	(VI) 
	any other document relating to European Union matters deposited in both Houses of the Oireachtas by a Member of the Government or Minister of State, 

	
	
	
	as it may select;



	
	
	(iii)
	consider such other matters as may be referred to it from time to time by both Houses of the Oireachtas; and

	
	
	(iv)
	represent both Houses of the Oireachtas at the Conference of Community and European Affairs Committees of Parliaments of the European Union (COSAC) jointly with the Joint Committee on European Scrutiny;

	
	
	and shall report thereon to both Houses of the Oireachtas in consultation with the Joint Committee on European Scrutiny.



	
	(b)
	The Joint Committee shall have:

	
	
	(i)
	the powers defined in Standing Order 70(1) to (9) inclusive;

	
	
	(ii)
	the power to refer a proposal for EU legislation which has been considered by it (and which has been concluded to be of sufficient importance to require additional scrutiny) to a Joint Committee on which has been conferred the power defined in Standing Order 70(4) to consider such proposals; 

	
	
	(iii)
	the power to request the attendance of Members of the Government (or Ministers of State nominated in their stead) (or, in the case of the European Council, the Taoiseach or Minister for Foreign Affairs) before the Joint Committee and provide, in private session if so desired by the Member of the Government or Minister of State, oral briefings in advance of Council meetings to enable the Joint Committee to make known its views; and

	
	
	(iv)
	the power to make recommendations to the Minister for Foreign Affairs (or Minister of State) on European Union matters.



	
	(c)
	The following persons may attend meetings of the Joint Committee and may take part in proceedings without having a right to vote or to move motions and amendments—

	
	
	(i)
	Members of the European Parliament elected from constituencies in Ireland (including Northern Ireland);

	(c) 
	
	(ii)
	members of the Irish delegation to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe; and

	
	
	(iii)
	at the invitation of the Joint Committee, other Members of the European Parliament.

	
	(d)
	The quorum of the Joint Committee shall be five, of whom at least one shall be a Member of Dáil Éireann and one a Member of Seanad Éireann.

	(2)
	The Chairman of the Joint Committee, shall be a Member of Dáil Éireann.”.

	Seanad Éireann on 7 October 2008 ordered: 

	That the Orders of Reference of the Select Committee on European Affairs be amended in paragraph (1)(a) by the deletion of ‘6 members’ and the substitution therefor of ‘9 members’.
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� The 2001 IMF Guidelines for foreign Exchange Reserve Management 


� Deputy Thomas Byrne (FF)  replaced Deputy Barry Andrews (FF) (on appointment as Minister of State at the Department of Health and Children), by Order of Dail Eireann  on 26 June 2008


� Deputy Sean Power replaced Deputy Michael McGrath by Order of Dáil Eireann 10 July 2009


� Senator Paschal Donohoe (FG)  replaced Senator Maurice Cummins (FG) by way of report laid before Seanad Eireann by the Committee on Selection on 5th December 2007


*by way of report laid before Seanad Eireann by the Committee on Selection on  7 October 2008


** Members appointed to the Committee by Order of Dail Eireann 2 October 2008
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