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Executive Summary

The evaluation reporfTransparency Register, work in progress answes the research
guestion to what extent is the transparency register, after almost two years of operations, effective?.
Hence,itai ms t o be a s tfon BueopearoRublic Adfairs practiiianérs amah
comes beforethe second anniversary and the review of the jaoheme for lobbying
regulation of the European Parlianh@md European CommissioThis studyevaluates the
effectiveness of the register i n achieving
number, the improvement ttie quality ofits content, the extension of its use by the staff of
the Parliament rad Commission. Suchmeasurements arearried out using a mix of
guantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data are colleagdy from two reports
on the registerpublished respectivelyoy the Joint Transparency Register Secretariat
composedp members of both instituti amiéltekEWd, c har g
a civil society platformset up after the launch of the European Transparency Initiative
Senior people from thesbodies were interviewed, together with the chair of EPACA
(European Public Affairs Consultanaiesssociation) and MrSchmidt, who had a key role
in the launch of the European Transparency Initiafive the policy framework of the
registej and the register predecessor: the Register of Interest Representaitivbe
Commission

This studyfinds that the register had not advanced to a satisfactory degredamsd
not possessome necessary features for the achievement of the dbede consideredand
assessethe policy tools only partially effective. Rgrding the first goal, crosgferencing
exercises between the register &d b | i c difettdriesismoahatthe category of law
firms and numerous lobbyists in other subcategories did not register yet. As for the quality of
content, first of all theegisterlackssome disclosure requirements in place in similarBbn
schemes, such as aggregated({or specific) lobbying spendirand a precise declaration of
the file and contacts lobbied. Secondly, the exceptionalities in financial disclosure
requiements for thinkanks and NGOslemonstrate disparity of treatmentpreventingto
level the playing fieldor registrantsThirdly, samplinga list of ten entries in three categories
and analying the data of quality checks carried out by the JTRS detratasthe high
incidence of inaccurate information submitted (with no commpdating deadline) by
registrants.

The identification of the room for improvement leads to the proposition of feasible
recommendationdirected to the JTRS in the reviewhe analysis of the decisiemaking

procesghat shaped the voluntary schest®ws the difficulties of a contingent changeto
\Y



amandatory registration. Hence theportsuggestgiving political momentumpy enquiring

the (legal and institutional) possiliéis for such progressipas a clear message of political

will. To expand the registration, as the EP accreditation revealed not &osb#icient

incentive, the Commission staff should stop to meet unregistered labbhgistinvite the
Parliamentarian rgpups to do the same. To increase the quality of content, the repors argue

that the JTRS should tighten the requirements on financial declaration, introduce a list of
legislative files to be crossed by registrants,thsknto update the information oncemmon

deadline, and work for thestablishmenof a legislative footprintRegardinghe extension of

the use of the r e gthesepodaprovithesfor soltmris that wauld atthe 6 st &
same time fostaihe achievement of such gaaild mak it measurableas itis not now) The

JTRS could do sbyi mpl ement i ng statistical tools that
visitorso of the registerds website and of
recommendations, placing positive intiges on the registrants and users of the voluntary

register, would increase tlowerall effectiveness of the tool.



Introduction

This reportevaluates theffectivenessof the Transparencydgjister(TR, the register)The registeis

the voluntay scheme to regulate lobbying activitiesthe EU It is supported by an online toohere

nal l 0 r g a nselsemployen imdviduals) dtrespective of their legal status, engaged in

activities falling within the scope of the register are in prirciple x p e c t e 8 The iegistramtg i st e r «
are expected to Aprovide the most essenti al i nf
monitored, estimate of their financial effort mobilised in this field, head office, persons involved,
membership oclients, as well as the ammat of EU funding they receivédJTRS,2012, p.4).This

policy toolwas launched on the 23th of June 2011, and it is a joined scheme of the Comr(i&S)jon

and the Parliamer{EP), establishedvith aninter-institutional agreemd (11A). The TRi s &étdie sono
a previous tooket upby the Commissionthe samealay three years before, in 200Be Register of

Interest Representatives (ROIR). TROIR was part of theEuropean Transparency InitiativésTl),

which was launched by th@abinet of Mr. Kallas, Commissioner of Administrative Affairs between
2004and2009. The new joint register is noweaching the end dfs secondyear of operatios. As

foreseen in the llAan annual reporton the operations of the TRas presemd by theJoint
Transparency Ryster SecretarigtI TRS)in October(a, 2012)anda review of the scheme is nam

its wayfor June 2013Hence before its second anniversary the register is to be considesad af

construction site, with work in progress.

Aiming to be a practitionérontribution for the debatpreparatory to the reviewthis
evaluationreportanswers to the research questitinwhat extent is the transparency register, after
almost two years of operations, effective?. More precisely, theeport evaluates the effectiveness of the
register with regard to the achievementh@three goaldaid downin the annual report of the JTRS
the expansion of number of registrants, the improvement of the quality of content and the extension of
the use othe TR by staff and Members of the EC and H#is evaluatiorreportis divided intofour
chapers. After this introduction, Kapterl Research design and methodology displaysthe motivation,
relevance, design (and also limitations) of the stulliapter I, The Transparency Register,
contextualize the register in the European Transparency Initiative, redapgalicy process that
shaped the tochnd analyses the question of the voluntary vs. mandatory registration. Chigpter |
Evaluation of the register’s effectiveness, deals with the bulk of the evaluation: a preliminary section
defines the effectivenesscriterion explairs the choice of goals and setip a benchmark. The
following threesectionsof Chapter Illanalyse the data collected ieeasure thachievement othe
three goals and are closed with sadmclsion, in blue boxes. Finally the repdrawsthe conclusions

of the evaluatiorand offers motivatececommendations.

! The explanation of the evaluation criterion of effectiveness used in this report is made explicit in thapter |

Eval uation of the registerés effectiveneghe, section 1
evaluation

2 Such definition is the one provided in theansparency Register websiavhois expected to registeht the

link: http://europa.eu/transparey-register/yoworganisation/whaegister/index_en.htm
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I. Research design and methodology

The EU Alives, b r e aot(Mss Thiel petsonfl enteiview, Februwam 28, 20p3u t s
Thes inputsare often provided from the interest representatives, also called lobbyisesregister
responds tahe need of regulating lobbying, whichtige interaction between interest represevdati
and institutions (as foreseen in the Art. 11 of the TFEU). Heinee developments of lobbying
regulation are of the utmost importance for everydealing with EU institutionsThe author of this
reportfalls in the scope of thpeopleinterestedn such developmentsas European Public Affairs
student and practitionenn addition,an insightful lecture from a renowned expert of the mafteof.
Greenwood, further stimulated the inter@stthe register. As a consequendae teport takes the
perspetive of a practitioner and is tgeted to the enforcers anders of the registefhe aim of this
studyis to evaluatdo what extent the register achieved some of the gyl which it was set up
Ad mi t twhat hag beBn achievddy the TR]does notc | ai m p eJTRS 2012, 8)n o
Thereforethis evaluatiorreportaspirego be a humble contribution tbe orgoing reviewof the tool,
by identifying the room for improvement and prawigifeasible recommendatien

Few studiedavefocusedspecifially on theTR. Two key reportswere published in 2012n
June The Alliance for Lobbying Transparency and Ethics Regula#dier-EU, a coalition of about
200 civil society groups, trade unions, academics and public affairs fiurbEshedthe criticalreport
Dodgy data Time to fix the EU’s Transparency Register. In Octobey the Annual report on the
operations of the Transparency Register, written by the JTRS, wapresented bythe Secretaries
General of the E and EC to the Vice presidestof the two institutions, Raines Wieland ada r o ¢
Ge f |.while Alter-E U &eportquestiors the reliability of infomationand the ddacto mandatory
characternof the TR the annual report of the JTRS anatyshe first year of operation, showing the
achievement of limited and techniggalsand outlining more ambitiougjoals Whenextending the
focustotheT R6 s pr etlikdR@IR and the ETI more in general, several studesbe added to
the list Reports wergublishedby Alter-EU and @rporateEuropeObservatorya small Dutch NGO
with abig role in the ETlanda communication was presented by the EC in 2009, one yeatheter
ROIR launch.Other authors, such #&reenwood2011) or Cini(2008), deal witlthe launch of the
ETI and the registeror compare the lobbying reform in the EUthvsimilar reformsoverseasd.g.
Craig Holman 2008; 2012)0n the topic of transparenayore in general there are several other
contributions especiallyfrom key stakeholders, sucas Transparency International and the OECD.
This study insteadconcentrées specifically on the registér&ffectiveness, and usehe literature
mentioned abovéo draw a holistic picture of the development and featafehe register. Lacking
the time and data availability of the two evaluations coretlioy Alter-EU and tle JTRS, thiseport
aims tobuild uponthemandcomplement therwith a morecomprehensivand impartial evaluation

It is a factthatthosetwo evaluators havparticularinterests in the register he JTRS O6r uns
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and AlterEU was in fact establifed to campaign for lobbying regulations. Therefottee
diversification of sources and indicators for measurerapdthe consideration ahe policy process

andcomplexities of lobbying regulatioraye therelevance and added valokthis study.

The stidy is designed tarswerthe questionto what extent is the transparency register, after
almost two years of operations, effective?. The reportevaluats the effectiveness of the registgith
regard tothe achievement othe three aforementionedgjoals The definition of effectivenesand
explanation of the choice of the goals will be displagkethe beginning of Rapter Il, Evaluation of
the register’s effectiveness. For the measurement the achievement of the goatbereportuses a
mix of quantitéive and qualitative datdhe formerarethe policy documents and tHeur interviews
conductedthe latter ompriseprincipally the datamade available by th&TRS7 on the TR website
and in the annual reperand the ones collected by AREX. The poligy documents aranalysed in
chapterll to explainthe decisionmaking process that shaped thegister. As for the interviewshe
reportcould gather the insights of four key actame,Mr. Schmidt (former DirectoGGeneral of the
Cabinet Kallas)had acrucial rolein the launch of th&uropean Transparency Initiative and ROIR
The other intervieweesrepresentat the highest levethree different sides (even thouglsimilar
positionsoften emerged, as the report shpweiched by the register and engageds review: Ms.
Thiel, member of theJTRS from the ER Mr. Isaksson, Chair of European Public Affairs
Consultancied Association(EPACA) and Mr. Hoedemanieseacher atCEO andAlter-EU, (co-
author ofDodgy data). As for the quantitative datahey wee collectedrom the annual report of the
JTRS, the report of AltelEU, the Dod$  Public Affairs directory(2011) theTR website

The bulk of theevaluation the measurementf the effectiveness of the TR achiewng the
three goals is carried outin Chapter Il. First of all, a benchmark giving an overview similar
lobbying regulationin 5 EU Member Statethe US and Canada set upas a term of comparison for
the assessmentl(l1). Then aubevaluatiodis conductedor eachgoalin threedifferent sectiors.
The achievement of the first ggak. Number of registrants, 111.2) is measuredisingasindicators the
number of registrantsgrossreferencedwith estimate and figures in D o d diréctay, a list of
companies and lobby firmmissingin the register updated from AlteEU J u n eegearch The
evaluationof the second godi.e. Quality of content, 111.3) is operationalize@stablishinga specific
benchmark focused on disclosure requiremearmdatinga sample 080 entrieqi.e. the 10 registrants
with the highest financial declaration for three categopeg)ointedby Alter-EU with the currenTR
entriesandextrapolating on the data bfh e  JgTaRySchecksThe third subevaluation(lll.4 Use
of the register by institutions’ szaff) lacks availabledatafor the analysis consequentlythe report
builds upon the information equired by the JTRS, the nt e r v insigghtse and Proposes two
solutionsto measurgand stimulate, the achievemaritsuch goalTo differentiate the sourseand
make the evaluation more relevant for the revigng, qualitative datare constantlyacked with the
guantitative data of the interviews. Eaiubevaluatiodis closed withsubconclusiongin the blue

boxes).



This study doeshot claim perection It aspires to provide aavidencebasedassessment
identify the room for improvement and accordingly suggest recommendalti@vitably, several
jigsaws of the puzzlestill remain outside thiseport For instanceselecting three specific goathe
reportonly mentionssomeother goalsof the registei(e.g. Code of conduct, Council participation,
userfriendliness) Secondlythe interviews daiot voice some important categories of stakeholders,
such as law firms, think tankgompanies etc. Finallyas it studies an unexploredrritory ithe
definition of lobbying itselfbeing already controversial the research motivates its choices for
measurement, making explicit thpossibility of other choicessuch as the directories, estimates,
categories of sikkeholdersgountriesusedin the crossreferencing exerciseindthe benchmark



Il1. The Transparency Register

This sectionfirstly introduces the reader to the register by contextualizing this policy tool in the
framework of the Hropean Transparency InitiativeSecondly to pave the way for a balartte
assessmentf recays the policy process that shap&dand investigatesthe crucial question of its

voluntary character throughout the policy documents and the insights gained wittethiews.

1. The register, tool of the European Transparency Initiative

The Transprency Register isthe policy toolof lobbying regulationyhich is oneof the threestrands
of the European Transparency Initiatiidhne othersare respectivelyfifeedback o application of the
minimum standards of consultativand fidisclosure of beneficiaries of community fouad&C,
2006 pp. 1112). The ETI was mentioned for the first tinwn the 3 of March 2005in the
Nottingham speech d@ommissioner Siim Kallagn charge of the Administrative Affairs portfolio
20042009) In his speech Mr. Kallaemenedt h e a b sneandatay regéilatidh on reporting or
registering lobby activitigs (Kallas, 2005, p.6) The Nottingham speech surprised tii®iropean
public even though it washe result of a series of events a matter of fact,mly threedays before
the speechMIr. Kallas, togethewith Jens NymandChristensen (EC Director for Relations with Civil
Society) and Mr. Schmidt, had mgto researchers of Corpordiirope Observatoryr. Wesselius
and Mr. Hoedemanto discuss options for EU lobbying regulation. CEO sanit an open letter the
EC PresidenBarroso calling for lobbying regulaticaiready in October 2004, giving start to a lively
debate on lobbym regulationOverall, as referred byir. Schmidtthe ETIcould be considered as
fivery per son alKallasmhavihg agitdirv evG na@f infddnmalc@peratioh metwden
the Commission and NGOs, such as AU a n d (plBEeGnerview, 2February, 2013)

2. The shaping of the register and the voluntary vs. mandatory issue

As indicated in the chronology iAnnex | the first relevant policy document related to B¥ is the
Communication to the Commission from the President, Ms Wallstrom, Mr Kallas, Ms Hiibner and Ms
Fischer Boel: Proposing the launch of a European Transparency Initiative (9 November2005).This
communicatiompresents the options for lobbying regulation suggestékimeport prepared dnter
departmental Working Groupyhich was set up after the questions raised by the College in the

Orientation debate on 18 May 20@%ccording to this Communication

One option would be to transform the existi
registration system for all interest greupand lobbyists, including public affairs
practitioners, trade unions etc. Another option is for the Commission to give new

momentum to the seftegulatory approact{2005, pp.67)



Six months later (3 May 200&) the Green Paper European Transparency Initiative, the choiceor a

voluntary registrationvasalreadymade

The Commission does not consider that a compulsory registration system would be an
appropriate option. A tighter system of sedfjulation would appear more appropriate.
However, after a ¢tain period, a review should be conducted to examine whetier
regulationhas worked. If not, consideration could be given to a system of compulsory
measure$ a compulsory code of conduct plus compulsory registrafié@, 2006, p.10)

The choie for avoluntary registration caesl oppositions which wereexpressed in the consultation

(3 Mayi 31 August 2006)in particular from thédriving force®of the tool,namelyCEOand Alter

EU (which had beeriormalisedin response to the ETIEvenEPACA, desfie its initial reluctarceto

the new regulationclaimed forstronger incentives to registratios,h o wi ng t vableanwd our a
fair manda o r® gydtem if the members of the EC would not stop to meet unregistered lobbyists
Despite the oppositionthe EC announcedn the follow-up communication to the Greétaperthat it

woul d ficreate and | aunch in spring 20008,( 2a0 Onfew
p.8). Moreover the ECreactingto the consultation calls, invitatie EP to engagin the debateAs a

response, the EP adoptedVvay a resolution calling fofi a n -institatienal agreement between the
Council, the Commission and Par (2008 pBe Imterestingly a c¢ o mr
enoughthe EP als@laimedtole fAaware of the | egal basis for a
Treaty o(.2 aihaughwvithdut any further specificatiorilfo elucidatethe choicefor a

voluntary schemeahe Director Generalof the CabinetKallas explained they had looked tite
mandatorymechanism in place in the U.8hich had passed the Honest Leadership and Open
Government Act (HLOGA)n September 200However asthe ECmissed thenecessaryvatchdog

powers andreferreda nonrestrictivedefinition of lobbying, the volatary option wagudged more
appropriateNeverthelessMr. Schmidtcommented thaguch option wasonsideredy the Cabineas

afirst step,to befollowed by asecondone,makingthe ROIRde-facto mandatorwith the link to the

EP accreditationand athird step of a mandatory regiation. As for the legal aspect of this three
stepsprogression, Mr. Schmidti scl osed that the Cabinet was enqgu
| egal alas$ ing o Gommissionfidgdl ervice can be verycreatie e n it (pha@t s t 00
interview, 27 February, 2013Jhis saidthe ROIR, thedirect predecessor of the current registexs

launched on the 23th of June 2008.

In a Communicatiorevaluating the ROIR one year afigs launchthe ECexpressd that
taking into accounfit he r esul t s od+gang overal trend obsewad, (it he. t he
registrants growth patterrthe only problens of the tools weréhe low registration of law firms and
think-tanksand concluded that o ver al | , appnoach i wdrking @and shyuld therefore be

% Consultation of stakeholders on the Green Paper on the European Transparency Initiativie33 Magust
2006; the responses can be found at the following link on the EC website:
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/eti/contributions_en.htm
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mai nt aEC)20090p.3. In the meantimeafter the European elections ofink 2009 the

Parliament set up jointly with the EC a new working group, which in November 2010 adopted a draft
agreement on the edllishment of a common Transparency Registierthe discussion othe
Constitutional AffairsCommitte€' a majority (1622) of the MEPs called for a mandatory registration,

and some of thermproposedhe introduction of a legislative footpritd reportthe meeting between

the MEPs and lobbyists on a certain dossikResponding to the MEPs questprthe new
Commissioner of Intemstituti o n a | relations and Admi nstdedr ati ve
AThe problem is that [naessarylegalb & g1 sv@l aliordewihtthensaete it h
agreement of Parliament, we are ac(@@rCOICltee,10 ur ni nc¢
May 2011) Subsequentlythe Committee voted unanimously (22/22) for the conclusion of an inter
institutioral agreement with the Commission on a common Transparency Register, with voluntary
registration. Inthe relativedecision the Parliameriirepeats, however, its call for the mandatory
registration of all lobbyists on the Transparency Register and callsfarecessary steps to be taken

in the framework of the forthcoming review process in order to prepare for a transition to mandatory
regi s t(EPAXLL p2n Subsequentlyhe 1A was signedy the EP and EC presidencias the

23th of June 2011 anddemew registewaslaunched.

* Constitutional Affairs Committee, European Parliament Debate of 10 May 2011, Strash6uttA on a
common TR- Amendment of the Rulesflowing the establishment of a common TR:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=CRE&reference=201105d0&4Bef=ITEM
016&language=EN&ring=A720110173
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I11.  Evaluation of the register’s effectiveness

This chapteranalyses the data collectetb evaluate the regisiers e f f e lo the fwstseatian s

(I.1), the effectivenessriterion will be defined, the seléion of thegoalsto be evaluate will be
explainedand a benchmark withamv er vi ew of | ob bipsevegcounteegwillbat i on 6
establisked as a point of reference for the assessmértie following threesectiors (1.2, 111.3 and

11l .4) meaare the achievemenf the threegoak, and eaclone ha sub-conclusiosin blueboxes.

1. Criterion, selection of goals and benchmark for the evaluation

As explainedin the introduction, thiseportusesthe criterion of effectiveness$o evaluateheregiger
afteralmosttwo years of operatiaTo do sothe following definition ofthe effectivenesgriterionis

u s e The dedree to which the chosen policy instrum#mtmselves contribute to attainment of the

policy goal® (BemelmansVidec et al., 2007p.131).Accordingly, this evaluatiorreportenquiresto

which extent the Transparency Regisiecontributing (with its features and operations) to reach the
establishedjoals The foundingpolicy document of the register being the IlAis natural to onsider

it first when looking for thegoalsof the register. Thérticle 1 of the IIA statesthatthe EP and EC

agreelon t he est abl ifosthemegisttatioroand mohiteringloRjanizationsand self

employed individuals engaged in EU polimaking and policy implementation{EP and EC, 2011

p.1.) Thi s gener al aim is followed by more concrete
registration systends(Art. 2) dor treaf all operators engaged in similar activities in a similar
manrer, and to allow for a level playidigeld for the registration of organisatiansArf. 6). However,

because otheir characteristicshesegoals are not the oseelected by tis report the firstis very

general, the second rather obvious and the tkiah objective for the enforceSoncretegoalsfor

the first year of operation were establisloedy ca-posteriorg in theannualreport the JTRPublished

in October 2012. In such document the JTgR&sa list ofgoalsi d e | i b er a tandtafloredr a g ma't
to the r es o (ergcassooth svatchbver bronetbe previous dual EP and EC scheme,
providing guidelines, handling complaires:). It conclugesthat suclgoak havei b een achi eved
sat i sf ac tandthgrefateesatfifletleedobje t i ves for the sedlBHd year
2012, p.3) The latter ones reflectthe aim of the ETI better and eventually materialize the goals
outlinedin the Article 1 of the lIA. Hence this reportevaluats the effectivemess of the registén

achieving thegoak, asformulated in thennualreport:

1. fseek continuing expansion of the number of reqgistraiions

2. fAlmprove the quality of the content of the @R
3. fiExtend use of the scheme by staff and Members in both instita(i®hRS 2012, p.3)




Theselecton of these goalss due to their clear and explicit mentionraain subjecs of the ongoing

review. Among the goals thiseportdoes notstudy is the Council grticipation to the registethe
userfriendliness of the TR webpage, the enforcement ofoibe of ConductAs for the Counciljts
nonparticipation makethe goalclearlynot achievedNonethelesan o bser ver desi gnat e
GSC has attended the weekly meetings 202p2he JTRSE
andi accordingto Ms. Thieli the issue is being discussed in the General Affairs Grattip the Irish

Presidency very much in favor of joining the TR, thus opening the possibility for a Council
participation already in April or May 201(ersonal interview, Februar822013) Regarding the

goal of making the egistermore userfriendly, the readewould be the best evaluatby simply

navigating the websitéAs far asthe Code of Condugds concerned, the measuremaruld require

extensive enquiry in lobbyistbehavors and a separate analysis.

Oncehavingmotivatedthe selection of théhreegoals a benchmark needs to be established
asa standard forany assessment his evaluatiorjudgesthe effectiveness of thegistertaking into
accountthe fact bat ithas feenoperativesinceless thartwo yearsandit eracts in a field, lobbying
regulation which is largely unexplored. Hencthe evaluatodoes notconsidersthe registerto be
effective to a satisfactory degredhenall the threegoak arefully achieved, it when theregister
shows to havedvanced significantly towarthem andto posses thefeaturesto do so.To enable
suchassessmenthe benchmark ifig.1 compareghe registed $eatures radvant forthe threegoak
with similar tools regulating lobbyimg in comparable systemsivé EU Member StatesFrance,
Lithuania, Poland, Austria, Slovakithe US and Canaddt is worth noticing at this stage that,
although the benchmark is reliable and necessary for the judgment, the field of lobbying, by its own
nature, doegot permit to have clear definitisrand terms o o mp ar i son. 6 Vihmatt i s a
easy to define, and often the connotation of the world change from country to cdimgyis
reflected in the regulatory systems, leadingh® situaibn where:fiOnly a quarter of OECD members
have introduced government regulations and legislation. Many OECD countries rely on self
regulation of lobbyist®.(OECD, 2010, p.2)



Fig.1 — Benchmark oflobbying regulations in 5 EU MSs (France, Lithuania, Poland, Austria
and Slovenia), the EU, US and Canada
Overview of the lobbying | FR LT PL AT SL EU us CA
regulations 2009 | 2001 | 1992 | 2012 | 2011 | 2011 | 1995 | 2008
1) Voluntary/Mandatory \ M M M M \ M M
Lobbyist X X X X X X* X X
name
2) Specific X X X X X - X X
Information | issue
Disclosure lobbied
Required Lobbying - X - X X X* X -
income
per client
Specific - - - - - - X -
issue
lobbying
spending
Lobbying - - X X X - - X
contacts
3) Sanctioning - X X X X - X X
enforcement
Basedon JTRS (2012, p.16)and Holman, Luneburg (2012, pp.86-95)
*the exceptionalities of disclosure requirements will be analyzed in the paragraph II1.3: Quality
of content

The table takes into account the mandat@ryoluntarynatureof lobbyistregulatory schemesvhich
makes it is necessarnp evaluate the number of registrants in the. Hbis first feature largely
determines the third one, the enforcemdntfact compulsory systems require enforcers to have
sanctioning powers (i.e. fines or pmisonment). The second categdngteadcorresponds to the
secondgoal evaluatedthe content of the registefhe benchmark allowsor some preliminary
speculation. Fst of all, the uniguenes®f the US systenis evident mentionedas areferencen all

the fourinterviewsconductedthe US regulation is based on the Lobbying Disclosure Act of,1995
which wasenhanced by the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007. TegidiuSis
mandatory and has strict disclosure requirements due tdSheculiar issue opolitical financing,
which madeit necessary to set up regulatory schemaimedto avoid corruption. Suclim is not
shared by th&U register, and this differenégto be borne in minvhen comparing thavo systems.

A second deduiin from the benchmark is the absence of many disclosure requirementsTiR the
compared to similar instruments in Eurapecountriesand, nore evidently, in Canada, whetige
subject matters and evélme names of thpublic officials contacted as part ttie lobbying efford to

be disclosed(Holman, Luneburg, 2012)Vith this paradjm in mind the next sectiorevaluate the

degree ohchievement of the three goals.
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2. Number of registrants

Thegoalof ficontinuing expansi on thefcentehoteth€oummi esrs i cofn 6rse
attentionwith the ROIR,and seems to be vital also for the JTRS a matter of facthe only statistis

availableon theTransparency Registarebsiteis the weekly evolution of the registratiorseé Anex

I11). This staistics clearly indicate constantgrowth pattern of registration, which reached tfs9%

registrants by thd3/01/13 However, the registratigmpattern alone is not sufficient to indicate the
achievement of thgoal Knowing that 559®ntities are registed does natecessarilynean thathe

register covesevery lobbyist. Hergethe difficulty of the definition ofa whiat islobbyi splays akey

role. To be effective the register should inclugleentities and individualengaged in all activities

ficaried out with the objective of directly or indirectly influencing the formulation or implementation

of policy and the decisieoma ki ng processes (P antelCe201ER2, Artn8s t i t ut i
The definition was made very broadd vague at include everystakeholdemilling to engage in

the interaction with institutics) thus leavinga lot of arbitrainessto the expected registranto

assess the achievementluf goal,thefig. 2 belowcomparsthe number ofegistantsper categories

to thefiguresofthe2011Dod s 6 Publ i ¢ @nfl theatotabfsegisrdiansncthe @ Rtosthe

oftenused estimate of 1800 lobbyists (Graziano, 2010). In additicghe sectiorreflects upon the

insights gained from the interviews.
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Fig.2 Comparisorb et ween regi ster, figerast i mat e and directory

|(5ub}Categuries according to the register || TR || Directory |
On 13/03/13, there were 5599 registrants in the register. 5559 15000
Thev are from the following (sub)categories: Lobbyists*
|I - Professional consultancieslaw firms/self-employved consultants || 615 " |
| Professional consultancies || 410 || 200 |
| Law firms | 45 | 125 |
| Self-emploved consultants | 160 | |
|]I - In-house lobbyists and trade/professional associations ||2,T1 0 || |
| Companies & groups | 778 | 313 |
| Trade, business & professional associations ||1=|524 || 823 |
| Trade unions || 118 || 23 |
| Other similar organisations || 120 || 36 |
|]I[—qu—gm‘emmentalurgimisatiuus || 1560 || |
| NGOs, platforms and networks and similar 1560 | 372 |
|R'- Think tanks, research and academic institutions || 308 || |
| Think tanks and research institations 283 | 51 |
| Academic institutions | 115 | |
|Y - Organisations representing churches and religious communities || 40 " |
|  Organisations representing churches and religious communities | 40 | |
VI - Organisations representing local, regional and municipal 276 226
authorities, other public or mixed entities, etc.

| Local, regional and mmicipal authorities (at sub-national level) || 125 || |
| Other public or mixed entities, etc. | 151 | |

Based on the register, Dods’ PA directory, 2011 and *the estimate from Graziano, 2010

Several inferences can be drawn from this table. First pfitab necessary to mention that the

estimate of 1®00Ilobbyistsin Brussels relies more on its wide popularity than on fédicts in reality

impossible to count the lobbyists for a number of reasiithe endeavour raises definitional issues
(6what is a |l obbyist?6) and methodol ogi cal i ssu
undertaken?d) of suchl tmagoi tpude/i tbata iftiguse dof
(Greenwood, 2011p.13. In fact, if Graziano talksof 15,000 lobbyiss, Coen estimatethat fi20,000

to 30,000 lobbyists are currently working in Brussels with EU institudi@809).Neverthelesshese

figuresallow the reader to speculate on tmember of registrantd-or instance, one could make the
hypothesis of everyegistranthaving on average 4r 5 lobbyistsand compare the number of
registrantgime the average lobbyish the estimateavailable More reliablefor the measurement is

the data of the subategories. The first deduction from the table is that there are significantly higher
figures among the registrants than in the directory. This discrepancy can lte dueumber of

reasons: the arbitiaess of thelefinition of 6 | o b buged bythesrégisterggainst the limited scope

of directories),the occurrence of double registrationsr registration for 6ad

(Greenwood, 2011}he fact the directory used is dated, etc.
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This sdd it is even morestriking to notice thenly figure in countertestency: the number of
law firms. The quantitative data here are backed by the qualitativeofldkee interviews. The law
firms were described as o0 n e chenfealtehadgin theaRORMDYMri e s
Schmidt, together withhink-tanks andchurches(phone interview, 27 February, 2013}he low
participation of thinkanks and law firmsvas mentioned asmpediment to thechievement ofthis
goal in every interview. Mr. Hedeman, contributed with an anecdotal analggglayingthat think
tanks are now registered in a reasonable percentage. The same cannot be said for laswfifinmss
still use theargument ofclientconfidentiality to remain outside theegister andretain their
ccompetitive advantag@elf daw firmsdis themost problematicub-categorythe othersub-categories
are not free from missing regisita In June 2012 AlteEU crossreferenced the TR with the
directory Stakeholders.eu and pointed at 120ngamies and 68 Lobby firms engaged in lobbying
activities and missing from the register. This report, not having at its disposal a 2012 PA directory,
updates the AlteEU list of the missing companies and lobbying firms. Greserencing the Alter
EU list with the register reveals that, by the 13th of March 2013, 108 of those 120 companies and 57
of the 68 lobbying firms identified as lobbyist by AHEl remain outside the register. The same
crossreferencing exercise was not possible for other-caibgeies (such as NGOs, trade
associations, thinkanks etc.) as it is rather impossible to have a comprehensive list of those players.
The same reason was given to motivate the choice of-Blteresearch by Mr. Hoedeman (phone
interview, March 8, 2013} owever, considering theelevantnumbers ofunregisteredompanies and
lobbying firms it is reasonable to assurttee same probleraxists alsdn the other categorie¥hese

assumptionsirematched by thawarenessf Ms. Thiel who, then againstressed thsignificance of

t he regi dghpattarnt svthi ghows Ast il | going up slightly

(personal interview, February 28, 2013)

In theannualreport the JTRS$leclares thaim to achievahisgoalit hr ough flurt her

information and c(2002mu3nSuch approacimas adbpfed alsb Bydl@abinet

Kall as: the Commi ssioner, according to Mr. Schm

st a k e h (phodeeintesview, February 27, 2013)he same sort of communicativetrategyis
adopted nowadays by the JTRS: Msiel talkedin particularabout ongoing negotiations with the
Council of Bas and Law Societies of Europe make them recommend their membersegiste.
More in generalsherevealed the attempt to approach the-plgyers still holding out the register to
understandheir choiceandfind accordinglya solutionin the ongoing reviewpersonal interview,
February 28, 2013)Both Mr. Isaksson(personal interview, February 26, 2018)d Mr. Hoedeman
(phone interview, March 8, 20138ygued thatto reach this goathe incentives now in place are not
sufficient. The chair of EPACA mentioned that the EP accreditation is not the only wiaplgists
to enter the parliamerdsthey canbe invited by insiders, antlis necessary only for thosecated in
BrusselsBoth the interviewed explaindfiat a real incentive for the unregistered wouldvbenthe

members of the EC and the EP stop to attend events and meetings organized lsfetedegi
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lobbyists.The stakholders consultation on the Tield from the 8 June to 31 aug@éxl2 indicated

the EP accreditatioas a reason for registeg onlydin the fifth place by 66% of the respondent, the
first reason being the positivenage eféct mentioned by 93% of theespondent$JTRS, 2012, pp
11-13). Concluding tfs section,the evidence of missing law firms, companies and consultancies, the

data of theconsultationresponses and the intervigws i n shiovg thatthe incentives in placare

not enough to effectively achieve the extension of numbexgiétrants

3. Quality of content

The second goal considered by théport the quality of the content of the registerthis one listed
firstint he JTRS r e p oqudlity of thel canpent ofthe TRy lerdorcing strict compliance
with the rules by registraris(2012, p.3) While the JTRSonly consides compliance with the
disclosure requirements, thisportextends the analysis the quality of the requirements theeles.
To do sgthe benchmark difig. 2 is used in a version focused on disclosure requirennefits 3.
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Fig. 3: Benchmark of disclosurerequirements in 5 EU MSs (France, Lithuania, Poland.

Austria and Slovenia), the EU, US and Canada

Disclosure FR |LT PL AT SL EU us CA
requirements 2009 | 2001 | 1992 | 2012 | 2011 | 2011 | 1995 | 2008
Lobbyist name X X X X X X* X X
Lobbyist client X X X X X X X X
General issue - - - X - X X X
lobbied

Specific issue X X X X X - X X
lobbied

Aggregate lobbying - X - X X X* X -
income

Lobbying income - X - X X X* X -
per client

Aggregate lobbying - X - X - - X -
spending

Specific issue - - - - - - X -
lobbying spending

Lobbying contacts - - X X X - - X
Based on JTRS (2012, p.16) and Holman, Luneburg (2012, pp.86-95)

*the exceptionalities of these disclosure requirements are analysed below

The informationthatregistrants are required to disclose in the registerescribedn the Annex Il of

the llIA (seeEP and EC, 2011 p.? and has been specifiedwith three editions of compliance
guidelines the last inOctober 2012In the annual report the JTRS claims ththe"TR ranks among
those [obbying regulatiorsystems] offering the widest range of information to citiz&®1'2, p.15.

The benchmark in fig3 shows a differenpicturehowever First of all, the register is the only, among
the systemsconsideredwhich does not provide information on the specific legislative files lobbied.
Thelast guidelinesequirethe registrants tindicate in theambiguouslycalled section ofactivities”

the legislative file they follow ffom its early preparation (GreenWhite papes), including the
Commission preparatory work, up to the legislative process (Directives and Regulations) aral the f
adoption of the texts by the legislative bodi€3TRS, Guidelines,Ed.3, 2012, p.4) Nevertheless,
observing the entries for several registrat@sionstratethatthere is still a high neoompliancewith
these guidelinefAlter-EU, 2012, pp.d). In the interviewMs. Thiel(February 28, 201 3tressed the
misconceptiorof the label “activities”, confirmetthat this points under review and anticipated that a
solution will be propsed in the next month#ir. IsakssorexpressedE P A C Adnsernaboutthe
burdenthatthe introduction of such specific requiremevtduld imply for consultancyfirms, as they
regularlyfollow new dossiersyet, he alsocommented thaEPACA would favora fair solution such

asa list of legislative filego be crossed by regfrants.Secondly, the aggregate lobbying spending is

missing in the registes u ¢ h

in Brussels. In the view of Mr. Isakssdhis requirement will not be introduced in the reviescause
it would lead to double accounting proble(psrsonal interview, February 26, 201Rglated tadhese

first two points, the specific spending for each legislative dossier is also missing in the.régisher

nf ormati on
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other handit is worth noticing thathe US & the only system considerddat hasthis requirement.

Thirdly, the benchmark shathat theTR joins thehalf of the systemsonsideredvhich do notask to

disclose lobbying contés. The introduction of degislative footprint for an interpredtion of the tool
seeObholzer, 2011) waproposedby some MEPs in the debate preceding the, Itd keep track of

the contacts betweeMEPs and lobbyistson a certain dossietnterestingly enough, when talking

about the mandatory character as policyessube discussdd the review Ms. Thiel mentioned that

the legislative footprint would be at the moment a more appropriate tool for the EU to regulate
lobbying (personal interview, February 28, 20Mile the three interviewees mentioned the need to
introduce or specify further requirements, the consultation responses add some controversy to this
aspect

In general, 84% of respondents do not consider it useful to disclose more information than is
already required in the TR. This sentiment seems toirryvarallel however, to a general
feeling that reporting requirements could be tightened in order to allow for comparisons
between categories and registrai$RS, 2012, p.13)

When it comes to thenformation that are alreadyrequired to be disclosely the registrantsthis
reportshowstwo setsof problems a disparity of treatment in the disclosure requiresiant the low
guality of information providedFor bothtypesof problemsroom for improvement was identifiday
thethree inteviewees: Ms. Thiel, Mr. Isaksson antllr. HoedemanSuchcritical assessmeris largely
reflectedalso inthe consultations respon&eStarting from thedisclosure requirementthis report
identifiesglitchesthatfall into the scopef anotheaforementionedyoal ofthe registerthe creation

of a level paying field. In the IIA the EP and EC establisththe goal to treat every category of
registrants in the same w§®011,p.11,Art. 6). When looking at the disclosure requirements of the
register,it is evident thathis goal is not achievedn fact, in the field of financial disclosure two
categories are treatetifferently: the thinktanks are asked to disclosesithbudgetwithout naming

the sources and the NGOs are not askgecify ther budgetdedicated to Ibbying The former
disparity oftreatmentmakes the declaration of fundimgtherirrelevant, as it fag to reveal who
financesthe activities of thinkanks(andthus whichinterests areepresented The latterproduce
misleading entries, withfor insance development NGOs declaring a budget to a large extent
unrelatedwith lobbyingactivities.

Regardingthe quality of the informatiosubmittedin the registerthe scene becomesuch
more crowdedAlter-E U @Dsdgy data pinpointed a series of lacks the quality of informationlts
co-author, Mr. Hoedemarstresseaneissuein particular: the ovestimdion and underestiman in

financial disclosurgthathe definedfipretty deadly for the reliability of the registgphone interview,

® See footnote 2

® Consultations of stakeholders on the TR operations (08.06.2012 to 31.08.2012); the responses can be found at
the following link on the EC website:
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/civil_society/consultation/contributions_en.htm
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March 8, 2013) In the AlterEU reportsuch claim issubstantiatedvith a list of (24) companies
declaring less than 3 euros expenses in lobby, a list of (54) consultancies, consultants and law firms
declaring 61 euros expenses in lobbyingnd three lists of the ten biggest spenderamong
companies, consultancy and law firnasd business associatio®r these last three lists AKER

proves the fallacy of the financial declaratioihsome of the registrantsy anecdotal evidence$his
evaluation reporelaborate on thoselists by verifying the anecdotal inferences withe current

entries of those thirtyegistrants that were ranked as biggest sperdéngir category, in order to see

if thosewereindeedwrong financial declarationsee fig. 4 below).

Fig. 4: Updated entries of Alter-EU lists of biggest spenders in three registrants’ sub-categories

10 biggest spenders among companies Entries up to 15 March 2013

Alter-EU list, June 2012

Fanavision Europe Ltd 35 000 000 3.000 € in 2011

Ericsson 8 875 000 9000000 € -9250000 € in 2012

Accenture International SARL 8 375 000 800 000 € -900 000 € in 2010

Schneider Electric 5 875 000 500 000 € -600 000 € in 2011

DEKRAgV. 5125 000 500 000 € -600 000 € in 2011

ExxonMobil Petroleum & Chemical 4 875 000 4750 000 €-5000000 € in 2011

Microsoft Corporation 4 625 000 4 500000 € -4750000 € until 62012

Siemens AG 3 888 241 4729533 € until 912012

Shell Companies 3 875 000 3750000 € - 4000000 in 2011

GDF Suez 3 875000 3750000 € - 4000000 in 2012

10 biggest spenders ameng censultancies and law Entries up te 15 March 2013

firms Alter-EU list, June 2012

Mr Georgios Stililangu 100 000 000 not in the register anymore

Gowex 50 000 000 8,000 in 2011

Ayudantia Gip S Coop 18 000 000 not in the register anymore

Mainstream Renewable Power Limited 11 593 000 not in the register anymore

Fleishman-Hillard 9915 957 11,932,433 in 2012

Burson-Marsteller 8 755 000 8,755,000 in 2011

Landmark Public Policy Advisers EU Itd 7 625 000 1000000 €-1250 000 €  until 42011

Green Business Lk Limited 5 875 000 not in the register anymore

Med Ingegneria S.r.L 5 875 000 5 750 000_€ - 6000000 in 2011

Social Finance Ltd 5125 000 5000000 € - 5250000 €

10 biggest spenders among business associations Entries up te 15 March 2013

Alter-EU list, June 2012

European Seeds Association (ESA) 8 375 000 | notin the register anymaore

European Chemical Industry Council (CEFIC) 6 000 000 | 8000 00O until 9/2012

BusinessEurope 4125 000 | 4000000 € -4250000 € in 2012

Association de l'Aviculture, de Industrie et du Commerce 3750000 € -4000000 € in 2011

de Volailles dans les Pays de IUE 3875 000

Hauptverband der Deutschen Bauindustrie 3 625000 [ 300000 € -350000 in 2011

Verband der chemischen Industrie e V. (VCI) 3 500 000 | 3,570,000 € until 10/2012

Bundesverband der Deutschen Indusirie. (BDI) 3 100 000 [ 3,100,000 £€ until 11/2012

European Union of the Natural Gas Industry 3007 500 | 3112350 £ in 2012

Federazione Nazionale delllndustria Chimica italiana 450000_€ - 500000 € in 2011
2 875 000

Bundes verband der Energie- und Wasserwirtschaft e. V. 2500000 € -2750000 € in 2011

(BDEW) 2 375 000

Based on Alter-EU, (2012, pp.10, 11) and Transparency Register (retrieved March 15, 2013)

This analysis, although takingto accounta sample ofonly 30 registrard, demonstrates a high
incidenceof inaccuratefinancial overestimatesin fact 13 out of 30 entries éee red fontwere
correctecby the registrantafter the AlterEU reportor led tothar exclusionfrom the registerOne of
them, the financial eclarationof Social Finance Ltd (B000 0 0- 5,2600 0 O is giil) inaccurateas
the only client discloskis Big Lottery Fund, witha turnover below 5@ 0 0 Thé& most logical
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explanationfor these cases woulde a mistake during the registratiowhile some of the wrong
entries seemto be unconsciouserrors it is also worth noticing thaa majority of consultation

respondentsxpressedo faceproblemsn providing the information requide

Almost 70% of registered respondents had difficulties with providing the information required
for registration. Of those experiencing such difficulties, the two major problems were:
-Evaluating financial data (40%, or 29% of all registerecespondents).
-Assessing the number of relevant staff for representation activities (29% or 20.5% of all
registered respondents. (JTRS, 2012, p13)

Commenting on the financial disclosure, Ms. Thiel acknowledged thalTtR& will have to try to
make clearer guidelines tbhelp registrants in the financial declarationn @e other sideshe
displayed the complexity offinding one formulathat fits every category andhus claimed
stakeholders should commit themselves to ereiplicit their financial calculation systenfpersonal
interview, February 28, 2013)

As for the second point lamented in the consultation, Atdrresearch confirms this issue
showingthe problem of undereporting the number of lobbyists (Al&tJ, 2012, p.14). Once more,
to reduce the margin of (daonscious error of the registrants, the JTRS could narrow the definition
of lobbying, specifying time engaged in lobbying activities as a threshold for staff to be listed in the
TR (asit is the case ithe US and Canada)Another problem of the quality of information that was
mentioned in the interviews doth the stakeholder representatif@sEPACA and AlterEU) is the
date of the information submitteBig.4, eventhoughit is only asmall samplealso showshe high
discrepancy of the datof financial declarationsThe problem here lies in the fact that there is no
commondeadlineestablishedor the registrants to update the informatiorhis lead to the non-

comparability of the contentyaking more difficult for the JTRS to carry othte quality checks

The data of the quality checkse possibly the most revelatory quantitative evidesfcade
low quality of t h e GoRténs The JTRS is composedf the Transparency Unit of the DG
Presidencyof the Parliament (headed by Mr. Rufas) and Thensparency Unity of the Secretariat
General of the Commission (headed by Mr. Légiife staff of these two units works on the register
the time equivalent to four full time people. Aeferredby Ms. Thel, the quality checks start with a
Avery si mpwhehrandomlpselectsadsample of registrations. Subsequertthg staff of
the JTRS chedkthe informationsubmittedwith theinformation available in open sources. In addition
to random checkshe JTRSconductschecls on alerts, coming both from insidend outsidethe
institutions. As thenumber ofJTRSstaff did not change and neithehanged the system, Ms. Thiels
concluded that the datan quality checks in thenrual report could be duplicateas another semester

haspassed (personal interview, February 28, 2013)
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Fig. 5: Data on quality checks, March-September 2012

Quality Checks Total Compliant Non-compliant
Random Checks 289 172 60% | 40% 117
Checks on Alerts 115 17 15% | 85% 08
Total checks 404 189 53% | 47% 215

Based on JTRS, 2012, p.10

Even if the data offig. 5 are somehow evidenit is crucial to notice that the 40% of the random

checks and th&3% of the total checks identified inaccugahformation. Thigs referred in the table

as a norcompliance with the paragraph (d) of the CodeCas nduct si gned&nsltey r egi ¢
that, to the best of their knowledge, information which they projideis complete, ugio-date and

not misleading (EP andEC, 2011 p.8, Annex lll). When an inaccurate entry is found by the JTRS,

the regstrant is contacted and has 2 weeks to reply; in case of nothephgegistrant is suspended

from the TR, notified and then deleted after 4 weeks. Howédfvéing registrants replyhé quality

check can take mhdonger.For this reason and thienited financial and human resourcéise JTRS

could check so fatonlyd around 800registrants and therefore largelyelies on external checks

alerts, and complain®s. Thiel,personal intrview, February 28, 2013 ertainly he enforcement is

correlated tocompliance, as the formulation tife goalitselfc | ear |l y demonstr ates:
guality of the content of the TR, by edfR8rcing
2012, p.3)Hence when identifying the faults ohe content of the register the stakeholgeiated at

the enforcerglaiming they shouldightenthe enforcementNeverthelessthe JTRS alone haweither

the capacityhor the powers of a watchdoghich makes the formulation of the gaislef inadequate

To sum upthe data of the quality chegklearly indicatehat the information provideith the register

is only partially reliable. Thisalong with the unleveled playing field created by the aligp in

disclosure equirements in place, and the arguradnt missing requirements showed in théction

leads to conclude that the gaamlii mpr ove the quality of teme cont

achiewed.
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4. Use of the register by institutions’ staff

The previoudwo sectiondocused on the compliance of the lgfsts in registering and entering the
TR up to date and accueatnformation.This sectionnsteadlooks at the side of thiastitutions by
evaluatingto what extentthe goalto extenduse of the scheme bieir staff is achieved The
achievement of suchoal is hardly measurableln fact, there are no data available on the lugse
MEPs and Commissidnsivil servants of the register. Therefotkis reportbuilds on the insights
gained in the interviews and pages feasiblesolutiors for the futureaimedat the samdime to
measure aneéncourage the achievement of this goal. In the annual répdTRSexpresss the
intentionfiTo extend use of the scheme by staff Members in both institutions, by providing them
with guidelines on the TR, as well as training schemes and encourage other E|) difidess and
agencies to used(JTRS, 2012, p.3)

When looking at the outpsibf this goal,Ms. Thiel revealed that tbe workshop were held
for MEPs assistantss they are the ones booking the agenda of the MER®12 on: 3105, 21/06
and 8/11 with an attendancerofe s pecti vel y 50, 3.Bhealsodaddddthttbt&E Ps 6 a's
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is theobjectiveto hold anothefbigger) workshop in June 2013\t any rate,Ms. Thiel commented

that the attitude toward the registeremains a personal choice of tMEP (personal interview,
February 28, 2013Regar di ng the wuse (or not ) comst@ltabhbhse TR &
responsesxpressed acleabncernby t he st akehol der s: Ailt would al
current registrants is that noagistered entities get the same treatmentawvis the EU institutions,

as those who are registered on the TR, the by r emovi ng some of the in
(JTRS, 2012, p.12)The chair of EPACA confirmed thiglarmand, together with the researcher of

Alter-EU, claimed that rambers of the institutionshould not attend meetings and events with
unregisteed entities or individual{Mr. Isaksson, personal intervievsebruary 28, 2013; Mr.
Hoedemanphone interview, March 8, 2013Jhis reportrelieson the insidersnsights wherarguing

the low use of the register by the member of the institutions

Moreover, thereportrecommend two feasible solutioato measure the use of the register by
the members of the institutions, and encourageyit means of prea&mi pg e&.ssulmr@miam
First of all the web access statistics could be useel JTRS annowealtherggi st er has fAan a
of 7UB0@Qué pei monthor(s28 1 A ,breagdovin) of such figurendicating the
provenience or the identity of the visisgpwould stimulate a extension of theusby i nstituti o
staff and measure the pnags in achieving such go&8econdly, the JTRS receives both internal and
external alerts: displaying how many alerts are internal and who they fcomevould be another
way to measurand at the same timduel the use of the register by MEPs, civihngnts and staff of
the two institutions When proposedsuch solutions, Ms. Thiel commented that the IT tools are

unfortunately not in place yebut such improvements will be taken into account in the review

(personal interview, February 28, 2013)

" As the request for such information has not been answeméstfunatelythis report could not gather the
corresponderinformationfor the European Commission
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Theselast paragraphgdraw the conclusions of thesportin the first part and givesomefeasible
recommendatiogin the secondAfter the introduction theeportrecapped the shaping of the register
from the Europeanrénsparency Initiative to the launch of tR®IR, which paved thevay for the
register. The analysisf the policy process clearlidentifies the cooperation between the Kallas
CabinetandCEOas driving forceThereportdemonstratethatthe choicefor avoluntary registration
was motivated by the decisionaking difficulties caused by the absence of a legal Ina@sisssaryor

a mandatory scheme and the intention to lethnee definition of lobbyingbroad A three steps
progression toward the mandatorgistration was however planned by the Cabinet Kallas, whose
mandate finished before makiagy steps forward. The political momentum, fueled by the Cabinet
and stakeholders led to a high pattern of registration, which was the indicator used by the @ommissi
to claim the success of the voluntaapproach Such attitude was adaat also by the Cabinet
Ge f | wher ih charge, and the question of the mandatsryoluntary registrationhas therefore
beenre-definedas a plicy issue to be discussed in tlengterm. The change to a mandatory
registration would requiréhe Council to agree uporit either by a qualified majority voting (Mr.
(Hoedemanphone interview, 27February, 2013pr by unanimity with the consultation procedure
(Ms.Thiel, personal interview, February 28, 2013 helegalconplexities, and uncertaimes, must be
considered carefullwhen evaluang the effectiveness of thegisterand proposing solutions

This reportrespnds to the research questiom:what extent is the transparency register, after
almost two years of operations, effective? by looking at theorogress madand the featusethe register
possesasto achieve the three godlse Joint TransparencyRegisterSecretariatstated after one year
of operations Frstly, the expansion of the number of registratjiogecondly the improvement the
guality of the content of the TRandthirdly, the extension of the use of the scheme by staff and
Members in both institutionsThe collection and analysis of quantitative data from the register, the
JTRS annual report, the research of AE&f, directories and estimatespmplementedwith
guantitative data drawn by the policy documents and, more nothblyinterviews with four main
actors (from the Cabinet Kallas, the JTRS, AlE&i and EPACA) led to the following conclusions

1) Is the register effective in expanding the number of registrations?

The register could be considered effective wloeking atthe registrationdgrowth pattern.However,

even if it is not possible to calculate a percentageldyistsregistered because there cannot be a
certainty on the total numben crossreference of the TR with public affairs directories shows that a
significant number of lobbyists are missing in the regis&o me 6bi g pl ayer séo,
amountof law firms continue to shows reluctanceragister preventing the achievement of the goal
Negotiations are carried out in the current revieviatee those players on boartleverthelessthis

soft approach has unforeseeable resiiltés produces theationalefor the introduction of stronger
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incentives for the registration, whighlinkedto the third goal considered by treport the use of the

regster by the policymakers of the EP and EC.
2) Is the register effective in improving the quality of its content?

This reportrespondgo this question considering three strands: the information (not) required to be
disclosed, the fairness of the requiremseim place, and the quality of information provided. The
comparison of the disclosure requirements with similar pdboys in five EU Member State§lS

and Canada demonstratéhat the registelacks some requiremesatthat would give a more
comprehensi® picture of lobbying, such as the aggtegand specific)lobbying expenditure, the
precise legislative file lobbied, and the contacts of interaction. As for the disclosure requirements in
place, thereportdemonstrated that the goal tfe level playingfield for registrants, treating them
equally, is notachieved because two categories have uneven requirements: theathliskare not
asked to indicate the sources of their funding and NGOs do not specify the portion of their budget
dedicated to lobby. fie findings on the quality of the information provided in the TR indi@atew
effectiveness of the tool. By using the sample of the ten registratiiee categoriewhich declared

the highest expenditure, theportdemonstrates that almost half oéth were in fact overestimates,
corrected or eliminated from the register after A&F pointed at thenn June 2012The data of
guality checks carried out by the T9®engthens thanferencesof the sample, while showing that
more than half of the registt checked had providedhaccurate information. This analysis
demonstratea nonsatisfactory effectiveness of the TR in improving the quality of the register. The
interviews also confirmed problems in the thesmlyzedstrands The norachievement ofhis goal

leads to problems of comparability of the information in the registakingthe enforcemeninore
difficult.

3) Is the register effective in extending of the use of the scheme by staff and Members in both

institutions?

The operationalizatiorof this evaluation is complex as no data are available to indicate to which
extent staff of the EP and EC use the regi$derihe side of the parliamentthe outputs of the efforts

to achieve suchoalso fararethreeworkshops, with an attendancesf,35and 30 MEPs® assi
Hence the evaluation relies othe interviewsinsights, whichreportedan opaquepicture indicating

that the use (or not) of the TWidely depends on theersonal choice dfIEPs and civil servantsis a
consequencehereportproposes a solution to measure atimulatethe achievement of this goal,

such as publishing the number eventhe names, of people inthe institutionsaccessing the registers

websiteor giving alerts to the JTRS

The report after evaluating the extemf achievement of each of the three goals draws the
conclusios that the register can be considered only partially effective, that the progression toward the

full achievement of the three goals has stiibiag way ahead and the tool lax&ome of the feates
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enabling it to achieve the goals analyzAadter the analysis of the datnd the identificatiorof the
roomfor improvemenm thereportsuggestsaccordingly somefeasiblerecommendationfor the work

in progress

U The evolutionto a mandatory regisition should be pursued as overarching policy goal,

narrowing the scope of the definition@dbbyistas a preparatory step.

Ms. Thiel clearly displayed the difficulties of the introduction of a mandatory registrattom
foresawthe possibility of sub a great leap forward in the next EU Convention, possibly in 2015. The
reportdoes not underestimate the complexitieghe decisionmaking but believes the mandatory
registrations could be built on the Article 15 of TFEU (ex Article 255 TEC) modt d all, streses

the importance opursung a debate for mandatory registratiovhich would be a strong political
message anan incentive for lobbyists to registdio progress towardshe report considers necessary
to narrow the definition of lobbyisend lobbying activities.

U The Commission should establish internal rules preventing its stafééd anchttend events
with unregistered lobbyists. The political groups of the Parliament could then follow the

6good exampl eb.

The form of and timeto enact his recommendation wouldepend on the politicalill of the
Commission. Even a softer approashch aswarning unregistered that they would be akbolto
interact with the E®@nly once before tharegistering, would make the TR really-deto mandatory
for any lobbyistsLess straightforward would be the adoption of sudbs in the Parliament, due to
the different political investitwe of MEPs In the EP the driving force to introduce such a strong
incentive for lobbyist to register,could be the potical groups by establishing internal rules

encourage the independent decision of MEPs.

U The JTRS should level the disclosure requirements and integrate them with a list of legislative
files to be crossed and requirements for a more indicative filaedkaration, ® improve the
content of the register.

This report showsthat to provide a comprehensive picture of lobbying activittes, registrants
should be asked to disclosich issustheylobby, how much moneyheysperd for themand where
the money come from. If theirbt could be asked by the JTRS providingthe registrantdist of
legislative files (or dossiey to be crossedfor the other requirementsevery category should be
required to indicate the source and #ims of the expenditte, along with an explanation of the

calculation methosl

24



U The JTRSshould ask to updat¢he information on a common deadlinegy tncrease He

comparability of information.

This recommendation could be implemented with a guidelinanoendingthe de of conduct. It
would directly make the entries more comparable to each other, allowing the quality checks to be
carried outmore easilyby enforcers and user$his would improve the overall effectiveness of the

voluntary register.

U The JTRS should publishagistics indicating which portion of th@nique visitoréof the TR
website and received alerts come from the institutions, to measure and stimulate the

extension of usef the register by instituticdstaff

This recommendation would onlgequire the improvement of IT tools. By making this figure

available to the public, political and peer pressure is placed on the institution staff, even more if the
names are also published, incentivizing them to use the red@steh. statistics would also be clear
evidences enabling constant evaluation of the regi
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Annex I: Chronology of the Transparency Register

A) Chronology after the IIA on the common TR
B) Chronology until the 1lIA on the common TR

A) Chronology after the 1A on the common TR

e On 23 June 2011, the Inter Institutional Agreement (IIA) between the EP and the EC on
a common Transparency Register, was signed in the EP plenary by EP President, Jerzy
Buzek and EC Vice President Maro§ Seféovi€. At the signing, the Council - through the
Hungarian Presidency - made a unilateral statement declaring that it was ready to consider
having a role in the TR. For the first time, these three EU institutions were united in their
public pledge to improve the transparency of EU legislation via a joint register for interest
representatives.

e On 1 July 2011, the JTRS started its work.

e In March 2012, a new electronic system for requesting EP accreditation was made available
through the TR and the Transparency Register Back Office (TRBO) application. This
replaced the previous paper-based accreditation request procedure and ensures that only those
registered in the TR can request access rights to EP buildings.

e As of 7 June 2012 an observer from the General Secretariat of the Council (GSC) has
participated in the JTRS' weekly meetings with a view to familiarize the GSC with the
management of the operations of the TR system.

e 8 June-3]August 2012 a public consultation on the operations of the TR was held on the EC
website "Your Voice i Europe" for registrants and non-registrants. Altogether, 253
participations were recorded.

e On 23 June 2012, the former EC register for interest representatives (set up i 2008) was
closed, after a one-year transition period. Nearly all registrants chose to be included in the
new TR, which celebrated its 1st birthday with 5,150 registrants.

e In October 2012, the 1st annual report of the operations of the TR is submitted by the
Secretaries-General of the EP and the EC to the responsible Vice-Presidents of both
mstitutions.

e By June 2013 a review process of the TR will be engaged. as a two-vear follow up to its
entry into operation (Art 30 of the ITA).

From the first annual report of the operations of the TR (JTRS, pH)2,
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B) Chronology until the 1A on the common TR

European Parliament - European Commission joint

23 June 2011
transparency register launched

Press release — "Commission and European Parliament
launch Joint Transparency Register to shed light on all those
seeking to influence European policy”

Press release — Hungarian presidency of the Council

Agreement between the European Parliament and the
European Commission on the establishment of a transparency
register for organisations and self-employed individuals
engaged in EU policy-making and policy implementation (OJ L
191/29 of 22 July 2011)

European Parliament decision of 11 May 2011 on conclusion
of an interinstitutional agreement between the European
Parliament and the Commission on a common Transparency
Register (2010/2291(ACI))

11 May 2011

Press release — European Parliament

Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament and the Council European - Transparency
Initiative: the Register of Interest Representatives, one year
after — COM(2009) 612 final (*)

28 October 2009

High-level interinstitutional working group holds 1st meeting

16 December 2008 on a joint register and code of conduct for lobbyists

European Commission's Register for Interest Representatives

23 June 2008 launched (*)

Communication from the Commission -  European
transparency initiative - A framework for relations with interest
representatives (Register and Code of Conduct) - COM{2008)
323 final (*)

27 May 2008

Based on JTRS, Key events; this table can be found, with hyperlinks of the documents on the TR

website, at the linkhttp://europa.eu/transparenmgister/pdf/key events en.pdf
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8 May 2008

10 December 2007
- 15 February 2008

21 March 2007

3 May to 31 August
2006

3 May 2008

9 November 2005

13 May 1997

T July 1896

1992

@

Commission staff working document: results of the
consultation on the Code of Conduct — SEC(2008) 1926 (%)

European Parliament resolution of 8 May 2008 on the
development of the framework for the activities of interest
representatives (lobbyists) in the European institutions — OJ C
271E of 12.11.2009, p. 48 (*)

Consultation on a Code of Conduct for Interest
Representatives (*)

Communication from the Commission — Follow-up to the
Green Paper 'European Transparency Initiative' — COM(2007)
127 final (%)

Commission staff working document: results of the
consultation on the Green Paper "European Transparency
Initiative" — SEC(2007) 360 (%)

Consultation on the Green Paper on the European
Transparency Initiative (*)

Results of the consultation on the Green Paper on the
European Transparency Initiative (*)

Green Paper — European Transparency Initiative (presented
by the Commission) — COM(2008) 194 final (*)

Communication to the Commission from the President, Ms
Wallstrom, Mr Kallas, Ms Hubner and Ms Fischer Boel:
Proposing the launch of a European Transparency Initiative —
SEC(2005) 1300 final (*)

Annex to the Communication to the Commission from the
President, Ms Wallstrom, Mr Kallas, Ms Huabner and Ms
Fischer Boel proposing the launch of a European
Transparency Initiative (*)

Decision of the European Parliament on the amendment of its
Rules of Procedure (Code of Conduct governing lobbyists)(*)

Decision of the European Parliament on the amendment of its
Rules of Procedure (lobbying in Parliament)(™)

An open and structured dialogue between the Commission
and special interest groups (*)

(*) Document of historical significance, but content no longer reflects current context.
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Annex Il: Lists of companies and lobby firms missing in the register

The list is obtained crogeferencing the list from AlteEU with the current list of registrants up to
March 13, 2013. AlteE U ¢ o mp i | wesbhg dirdcteried of cerporafe Edffairs offices and
looking at lists of participantsinE&)t akeh ol der consuD)t ationso (2012,

A) List of companies

Abbott SA/NV http://www.abbott.com

ABN-Amro Bank http://www.abnamro.com

Ageas http://www.ageas.com

Agilent Technologies http://www.dgnt.com

Aisin Europe SA http://www.be.aisi@urope.com

Alfa Laval Benelux SA/NV http://www.alfalaval.be

Alitalia http://www.alitalia.com

Amazon.Com http://www.amazon.com

Andlinger & Company cvba http://www.andlinger.be

10. Apple Computer http://www.apple.com

11. Atos Worldwide http://www.atosworldline.com

12. Austrian Airlines Brussels http://www.austrian.com

13. Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria SA/NV http://www.bbva.be
14. Bank of TokyeMitsubishi Ltd. http://www.bk.mufg.jp

15. BBC - British Broadcasting Corporation http://wwvadco.uk
16. Belgacom SA http://www.belgacom.be

17. Besix Group http://www.besix.com

18. BioWanze S.A. http://www.biowanze.be

19. Boehringer Ingelheim http://www.boehringeigelheim.be

20. Bridgestone Europe N.V./S.A. http://www.bridgestone.eu
21. British Energy http://www.brish-energy.com

22. Brussels Airlines http://www.brusselsairlines.com

23. Bull SAS http://www.bull.com

24. Cabot Corporation http://www.cabobrp.com

25. Caixa Geral de Depositos http://www.cgd.pt

26. Canfor Pulp an®Reporthttp://www.canfor.com

27. Canon http://www.canon.be

28. Carlson Wagonlit Travel SA/NV http://www.carlsonwagonlit.be
29. Chemviron Carbon http://www.chemvironcarbon.com

30. Cytec Industries Inc. http://www.cytec.com

31. Delhaize Group http://www.delhaizegroup.com

32. Deutsche Bank AG http://www.db.com

33. Dexia Banque Belgique S.A. htffiwww.dexia.com

34. DHB Bank- Demir Halk Bank (Nederland) N.V. http://www.dhbbank.com
35. Dresser Europe http://www.dresser.com

36. DSV http://lwww.dsv.com/be

37. Dynamic Parcel Distribution http://www.dpd.com/be

38. Edeka EULiaison Office http://www.edeka.de

39. Electrabel ht://www.electrabel.be

40. Electrawinds Eastern Europe http://www.electrawinds.be
41. Eurojobsites Ltd. http://www.eurojobsites.com

42. European Life Insurance http://www.europeanlifeinsurance.be
43. Freudenberg Co. KG http://www.freudenberg.de

44. GAZ-SYSTEM S.A. http://lwww.gzsystem.pl

45. GE Betz, Inc. http://www.gewater.com

46. Generali Group Assicurazioni Generali S.p.A. http://www.generali.com
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47

54

68

89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.

97

. Globalfair.net http://www.globalfair.net
48.
49,
50.
51.
52.
53.

Gorenje gospodinjski aparati, d.d. http://www.gorenjegroup.com
Groupon Sprl. http://works.grgon.be

Huntsman International LLC http://www.huntsman.com
HVB-Group http://www.hypovereinsbank.de

International Post Corporation http://www.ipc.be

Janssen Pharmaceutica N.V. http://www.janssenpharmaceutica.be

. Knauf Insulation Sprl http://www.knaufinsulaticcom
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

Komatsu Europe International N.V. http://www.komatsu.eu
Koninklijke Ahold N.V. http://www.ahold.com

Lagardere Group http://www.lagardere.com

Lot Polish Airlines http://www.lot.com

Messe Frankfurt http://www.messefrankfurt.com

Mizuho Corporate Bank tg://www.mizuhocbk.com

Monsanto Europe http://www.monsanto.com

MWH Global, Inc. http://www.mwhglobal.com

NCR Corp. http://www.ncr.com

NIIT Technologies Ltd. http://www.nktech.com

Nissan EU Representation Office http://www.nisganoemission.com
Northrgo Grumman International Corp. http://www.northgrum.com
Novitech A.S. http://www.novitech.sk

. Novus Europe http://www.novusint.com
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.

NV Bekaert SA http://www.bekaert.com

OcéBelgium http://www.oce.be

Oxiteno Europe http://www.oxiteno.com.br

PDC Europe http://ww.pdceurope.com

Philips Medical Systems N.V. http://www.medical.philips.com

Pioneer HiBred International, Du Pont http://www.pioneer.com

Polish Post, Representation Office http://www.poqaiéska.pl

Porsche AG http://www.porsche.com

Rag Beteiligungs\g http://www.rag.de

Raytheon International Inc. Europe http://www.raytheon.com
R®seau de transport dffaficeeomtri ci t® SA
Rewe http://www.rewe.de

Rhodia S.A. http://www.rhodia.com

Rio Tinto plc http://www.riotinto.com

S.A. Cimenteries CR http://www.cbr.be

Satellic Traffic Management GmbH {3ystems) http://www.satellic.com
Schlumberger Limited http://www.slb.com

Shanks Group plc http://www.shanks.be

Sharp Corporation http://www.shawporld.com

Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial [BeommunicationSWIFT SCRL
http://www.swift.com

SPELuminus N.V. http://www.spe.be

St. Jude Medical Indttp://www.sjm.com

Subaru http://www.subaru.be

Sumika Chemical Analysis Service http://www.seasbe

Sumitomo Mitsli Banking Cooperation http://www.smbc.co.jp

T-Systems Belgium SA http://wwwdystems.be

Telekomunikacja Polskac/o Orange Groupe France Telecom http://www.tp.pl
Tenneco Europe http://www.tenneco.com

. Teollisuuden Voima Oyj http://www.tvo.fi
98.
99.

Time Warnemttp://www.timewarner.com
TNS opinion http://www.tng®pinion.com

100. TUV Rheinland http://www.eu.tuv.com
101. TUV SUD AG http://www.tuevsued.de
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http://www.sjm.com/

102. TYROLIT Schleifmittelwerke Swarovski K.G. http://www.tyrolit.com

103. Ucb http://www.uch.com

104. Unisys Corp. http://www.unisyseb

105. ViroPharma http://www.viropharma.com

106. Walt Disney Company Inc. http://www.dishey.com

107. Wirtschafts und Infrastrukturbank Hessen http://www.wibank.de
108. Wirth Group http://www.wuerth.com

List of lobby firms

2M Public Affairs http:/www.2mpublicaffairs.be

. Action-Europe- Cabinet de Conseil en Lobbying et Affaires Publiques
http://www.actioneurope.org

3. Affaires Publiques Consultants http://www.affairespubliquesconsultants.fr

4. Akkanto http://www.akkanto.com

5. Ampersand European Union Affairs http://www.ampersaord.cy

6. Barabino & Partners Europe (B&P EUROPE) http://www.barabinoeurope.com

7

8

9

N

Barbara J. Goldsmith and Company http://www.bjgco.com
Business Environment Europe (BEE SA) http://www.bee.be
. KLIFOVET BVD http://www.klifovet.com

10. CGP Europe http://www.cgpeuropento

11. Chelgate Europe http://www.chelgate.com

12. Concilius http://www.concilius.com

13. Congrex http://www.congrex.be

14. DL International http://www.dlinternational.be

15. Energs http://www.energs.com

16. Equality Consulting Ltd. http://www.equality.hu

17. Euro P.A. Consulting httffwww.eurepaonline.com

18. Euro2C http://www.euro2c.fr

19. Eurofacts OY http://www.eurofacts.fi

20. Eurokent http://www.eurokent.eu

21. EuroMédiations http://www.euromediations.org

22. European Advisory Services (EAS) http://www.eas.be

23. European Communications http://wwwrepeancommunications.eu/

24. European Consulting Company (ECCO SPRL) http://www etcoom

25. EUTOP http://www.eutop.com

26. Freshwater http://www.freshwatak.com/publicaffairs/europe

27. GBat Beckenham Management and Public Affairs Consultants
http://www.gbatbeckemam.co.uk

28. Hinicio http://www.hinicio.com

29. ON EUROPE Public Affairs http://www.ioneurope.eu

30. ICODA European Affairs http://www.icoda.eu

31. Impact Brussels http://www.impactbrussels.com

32.INTEC Strategic Advice GmbH http://www.intecnet.com

33. JKL Group http://www.jklse

34. Karl Jurka Politik und Marketingberatung http://www.karljurka.com

35. Ketchum Pleon http://www.ketchum.com

36. Lobby&Com http://www.lobbycom.fr

37. MacBrien Cuper Isnard http://www.macbriencuperisnard.com

38. Media Consulting Group (MCG) http://www.mediacg.tv

39. Métaphore Press & Public Relations http://www.metaphore.be

40. Origami PR Consultant http://www.origami.be

41. PACT European Affairs http://www.pacteurope.eu
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42.
43.
44,
45,
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

Parodi & Partners SPRL http://parodi.be

PBA (PragueBrussels Advisory Group) / Josef Zieleniec & Partners httpmjzp.cz
PDC EU Affairs http://www.pdceuaffairs.eu

Polit Bureau http://www.politbureau.be

Portcullis Public Affairs http://www.portcullispublicaffairs.com
prime http://www.primegroup.com

Public Relations Partners (PRP) http://www.prp.eu

PvanL http://www.panl.eu

Quadrant Communications http://www.quadrant.uk.com
Sovereign Strategy http://www.sovereignstrategy.com
SPEM Communication Group http://www.speroup.com

Spin Partners http://www.spinpartners.fr

Stenstréom Consulting http://www.stenstromconsultiognc
TGG and Partners http://www.tgg.hu

Wider EU, Advocacy & Projects http://www.widereu.eu
Zenab http://www.zenab.be
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Annex I11:

Statistics available on the TR website

Fromthe TR websiteTransparency Register Statistics, 4 Februafyd28ccessed February
20, 2013.

Number of registrants
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Professionnal consultancies/Law fims/self-
employed consultants

= = = |n-house lobbyisis and trade/professional
associations

Mon-governmental organisations

s Think tanks, research and academic insfitutions

= = = (rganisations representing churches and
religious communiies

=== = (rganisations representing local, regional and
municipal autherities, other public or mixed
entifies, ete.

—T nf]




TRANSPARENCY REGISTER

Statistics - Weekly evolution

Organisations
e Think tanks, | CrEanisalions | o onal
consultancies/L . HNon- representing 4
lobbyists and research and and municipal
Date aw firms/self- - governmental _ churches and - Total
employed trade/professio organisations academic religious authorities,
nal associations institutions - other public or
consultants communities . -
mixed entities,
atc.

2011 0 1] 0 1] 0 1]
2011 33 133 55 12 1 10
2011 EL] 180 75 14 2 18
2011 51 244 103 22 3 21
2011 60 240 133 30 3 29
2011 B6 228 51 T 44
2011 H 241 55 B 47
2011 102 281 80 g 51
2011 125 313 87 10 ]
2011 145 363 a0 10 80
2011 168 403 a8 10 ]
2011 170 437 a3 11 73
2011-1 1B5 463 100 12 a0
2011-1 202 485 111 14 a7
2011-1 210 518 114 15 EE
2011-1 222 548 117 15 28
2011-11 236 =] 122 17 103
2011-11 243 502 123 18 105
2011-11-1 258 623 130 1B 113
2011-11 271 G660 134 18 122
2011-11 283 702 158 20 127
2011-12 300 750 173 20 137
2011-12 308 TED 175 20 141
201 333 Be1 183 20 180
20120108 362 028 202 21 188
2012-01-16 370 BER 210 23 178
2012401-23 384 1001 222 23 183
201201-30 306 1038 223 25 193
201240206 408 1075 235 25 197
201202-13 428 1124 244 25 202
2012402-20 437 1160 254 26 205
2012402-27 445 1177 55 26 209
20120305 464 1207 280 26 212
201240312 4TH 1236 288 26 212
201240318 480 1254 287 26 219
20120326 480 1266 270 26 222
20120402 488 1283 277 27 223
2012416 520 1320 283 27 232
2012-04-23 534 1347 288 a7 239
201240502 541 1370 2 28 248
20120507 544 1378 202 28 248
2012-05-14 555 1384 294 33 251
20120521 563 1407 301 35 54
20120520 566 1417 305 36 257
2012-05-04 574 1425 310 36 281
20120611 577 1448 310 38 284
2012-05-18 554 1462 315 38 270
2012-406-23 504 1472 35 ar 289
20120702 ] 147H) 318 Enl 287
201207-16 585 1485 322 =nl 289
201207-23 BBA 14BB) 320 ar 274
201207-30 502 1486 an 36 278
201240806 506 1483 320 36 274
20120814 f04 1488 323 36 278
2012-08-20 587 14E7] 324 35 278
201240827 605 1607 a7 a5 275
20120203 G608 1507 EFD 36 77
20120210 611 1508 328 36 279
20120097 B11 1617 323 ar 27a
2012-02-24 618 1514 33z 36 230
2012-10-01 G614 1518 334 3 282
2012-10-08 811 1623 337 4 280
2012-10-15 615 1520 350 4 284
2012-10-22 817 1540 373 Ea 282
2012-10-28 620 1548 375 M 283
2012-1105 G622 1550 3a0 34 232
2012-11-12 g21 1662 333 3 278
2012-11-18 G618 1546 334 36 278
2012-11-26 621 1651 333 3 277
2012-1203 610 1656 388 36 275
2012-12-10 612 1551 3a2 36 277
20121297 620 1540 347 ar 277
20121221 620 1564 399 =l 278
20130107 618 1662 384 ar 275
2013-01-14 618 1663 402 ar 275
2013-01-21 620 1558 323 36 274
2013-01-28 506 1564 400 36 273
20130204 60B 1561 394 36 288
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