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Executive Summary
The evaluation report Transparency Register, work in progress answers the research
question: to what extent is the transparency register, after almost two years of operations, effective?.
Hence, it aims to be a student’s contribution for European Public Affairs practitioners and
comes before the second anniversary and the review of the joint scheme for lobbying
regulation of the European Parliament and European Commission. This study evaluates the
effectiveness of the register in achieving three objectives: the expansion of registrants’
number, the improvement of the quality of its content, the extension of its use by the staff of
the Parliament and Commission. Such measurements are carried out using a mix of
quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data are collected mainly from two reports
on the register published respectively by the Joint Transparency Register Secretariat,
composed by members of both institutions in charge of the register’s operation and Alter-EU,
a civil society platform set up after the launch of the European Transparency Initiative.
Senior people from these bodies were interviewed, together with the chair of EPACA
(European Public Affairs Consultancies’ Association) and Mr. Schmidt, who had a key role
in the launch of the European Transparency Initiative (i.e. the policy framework of the
register) and the register predecessor: the Register of Interest Representatives of the
Commission.
This study finds that the register had not advanced to a satisfactory degree and does
not possess some necessary features for the achievement of the three goals considered, and
assesses the policy tool as only partially effective. Regarding the first goal, cross-referencing
exercises between the register and Public Affairs’ directories show that the category of law
firms and numerous lobbyists in other subcategories did not register yet. As for the quality of
content, first of all the register lacks some disclosure requirements in place in similar non-EU
schemes, such as aggregate (and/or specific) lobbying spending and a precise declaration of
the file and contacts lobbied. Secondly, the exceptionalities in financial disclosure
requirements for think-tanks and NGOs demonstrate a disparity of treatment, preventing to
level the playing field for registrants. Thirdly, sampling a list of ten entries in three categories
and analyzing the data of quality checks carried out by the JTRS demonstrate the high
incidence of inaccurate information submitted (with no common updating deadline) by
registrants.
The identification of the room for improvement leads to the proposition of feasible
recommendations, directed to the JTRS in the review. The analysis of the decision-making
process that shaped the voluntary scheme shows the difficulties of a contingent change-up to
IV

a mandatory registration. Hence the report suggests giving political momentum, by enquiring
the (legal and institutional) possibilities for such progression, as a clear message of political
will. To expand the registration, as the EP accreditation revealed not to be a sufficient
incentive, the Commission staff should stop to meet unregistered lobbyists and invite the
Parliamentarian groups to do the same. To increase the quality of content, the report argues
that the JTRS should tighten the requirements on financial declaration, introduce a list of
legislative files to be crossed by registrants, ask them to update the information on a common
deadline, and work for the establishment of a legislative footprint. Regarding the extension of
the use of the register by institutions’ staff, the report provides for solutions that would at the
same time foster the achievement of such goal and make it measurable (as it is not now). The
JTRS could do so by implementing statistical tools that show which portion of the ‘unique
visitors’ of the register’s website and of the alerts come from the institutions. These
recommendations, placing positive incentives on the registrants and users of the voluntary
register, would increase the overall effectiveness of the tool.
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Introduction
This report evaluates the effectiveness1 of the Transparency Register (TR, the register). The register is
the voluntary scheme to regulate lobbying activities in the EU. It is supported by an online tool where
“all organisations and self-employed individuals, irrespective of their legal status, engaged in
activities falling within the scope of the register are in principle expected to register”2. The registrants
are expected to “provide the most essential information about themselves: relevant EU legislation
monitored, estimate of their financial effort mobilised in this field, head office, persons involved,
membership or clients, as well as the amount of EU funding they received” (JTRS, 2012, p.4). This
policy tool was launched on the 23th of June 2011, and it is a joined scheme of the Commission (EC)
and the Parliament (EP), established with an inter-institutional agreement (IIA). The TR is ‘the son’ of
a previous tool set up by the Commission the same day three years before, in 2008: the Register of
Interest Representatives (ROIR). The ROIR was part of the European Transparency Initiatives (ETI),
which was launched by the Cabinet of Mr. Kallas, Commissioner of Administrative Affairs between
2004 and 2009. The new joint register is now reaching the end of its second year of operations. As
foreseen in the IIA, an annual report on the operations of the TR was presented by the Joint
Transparency Register Secretariat (JTRS) in October (a, 2012) and a review of the scheme is now on
its way for June 2013. Hence, before its second anniversary the register is to be considered a sort of
construction site, with work in progress.
Aiming to be a practitioner’s contribution for the debate preparatory to the review, this
evaluation report answers to the research question: to what extent is the transparency register, after
almost two years of operations, effective?. More precisely, the report evaluates the effectiveness of the
register with regard to the achievement of the three goals laid down in 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 of the TR by staff and Members of the EC and EP. This evaluation report is divided into four
chapters. After this introduction, Chapter I Research design and methodology displays the motivation,
relevance, design (and also limitations) of the study. Chapter II, The Transparency Register,
contextualizes the register in the European Transparency Initiative, recaps the policy process that
shaped the tool and analyses the question of the voluntary vs. mandatory registration. Chapter III,
Evaluation of the register’s effectiveness, deals with the bulk of the evaluation: a preliminary section
defines the effectiveness criterion, explains the choice of goals and sets up a benchmark. The
following three sections of Chapter III analyse the data collected to measure the achievement of the
three goals and are closed with sub-conclusion, in blue boxes. Finally the report draws the conclusions
of the evaluation and offers motivated recommendations.
1

The explanation of the evaluation criterion of effectiveness used in this report is made explicit in chapter III,
Evaluation of the register’s effectiveness, section 1: Criterion, selection of goals and benchmark for the
evaluation
2
Such definition is the one provided in the Transparency Register website > who is expected to register. At the
link: http://europa.eu/transparency-register/your-organisation/who-register/index_en.htm
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I. Research design and methodology
The EU “lives, breaths and feeds from inputs” (Ms. Thiel, personal interview, February 28, 2013).
These inputs are often provided from the interest representatives, also called lobbyists. The register
responds to the need of regulating lobbying, which is the interaction between interest representatives
and institutions (as foreseen in the Art. 11 of the TFEU). Hence, the developments of lobbying
regulation are of the utmost importance for everyone dealing with EU institutions. The author of this
report falls in the scope of the people interested in such developments, as European Public Affairs
student and practitioner. In addition, an insightful lecture from a renowned expert of the matter, Prof.
Greenwood, further stimulated the interest in the register. As a consequence, the report takes the
perspective of a practitioner and is targeted to the enforcers and users of the register. The aim of this
study is to evaluate to what extent the register achieved some of the goals for which it was set up.
Admittedly “what has been achieved [by the TR] does not claim perfection” (JTRS, 2012, p.8).
Therefore this evaluation report aspires to be a humble contribution to the on-going review of the tool,
by identifying the room for improvement and providing feasible recommendations.
Few studies have focused specifically on the TR. Two key reports were published in 2012. In
June, The Alliance for Lobbying Transparency and Ethics Regulation (Alter-EU, a coalition of about
200 civil society groups, trade unions, academics and public affairs firms) published the critical report
Dodgy data Time to fix the EU’s Transparency Register. In October, the Annual report on the
operations of the Transparency Register, written by the JTRS, was presented by the Secretaries
General of the EP and EC to the Vice presidents of the two institutions, Raines Wieland and Maroš
Šefčovič. While Alter-EU’s report questions the reliability of information and the de-facto mandatory
character of the TR, the annual report of the JTRS analyses the first year of operation, showing the
achievement of limited and technical goals and outlining more ambitious goals. When extending the
focus to the TR’s predecessor, the ROIR, and the ETI more in general, several studies can be added to
the list. Reports were published by Alter-EU and Corporate Europe Observatory, a small Dutch NGO
with a big role in the ETI, and a communication was presented by the EC in 2009, one year after the
ROIR launch. Other authors, such as Greenwood (2011) or Cini (2008), deal with the launch of the
ETI and the register, or compare the lobbying reform in the EU with similar reforms overseas (e.g.
Craig Holman, 2008; 2012). On the topic of transparency more in general there are several other
contributions, especially from key stakeholders, such as Transparency International and the OECD.
This study instead concentrates specifically on the register’s effectiveness, and uses the literature
mentioned above to draw a holistic picture of the development and features of the register. Lacking
the time and data availability of the two evaluations conducted by Alter-EU and the JTRS, this report
aims to build upon them and complement them with a more comprehensive and impartial evaluation.
It is a fact that those two evaluators have particular interests in the register: the JTRS ‘runs the tool’
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and Alter-EU was in fact established to campaign for lobbying regulations. Therefore, the
diversification of sources and indicators for measurement and the consideration of the policy process
and complexities of lobbying regulations are the relevance and added value of this study.
The study is designed to answer the question: to what extent is the transparency register, after
almost two years of operations, effective?. The report evaluates the effectiveness of the register with
regard to the achievement of the three aforementioned goals. The definition of effectiveness and
explanation of the choice of the goals will be displayed at the beginning of Chapter III, Evaluation of
the register’s effectiveness. For the measurement of the achievement of the goals, the report uses a
mix of quantitative and qualitative data. The former are the policy documents and the four interviews
conducted, the latter comprise principally the data made available by the JTRS –on the TR website
and in the annual report- and the ones collected by Alter-EU. The policy documents are analysed in
chapter II to explain the decision-making process that shaped the register. As for the interviews, the
report could gather the insights of four key actors. One, Mr. Schmidt (former Director General of the
Cabinet Kallas), had a crucial role in the launch of the European Transparency Initiative and ROIR.
The other interviewees represent at the highest level three different sides (even though similar
positions often emerged, as the report shows) touched by the register and engaged in its review: Ms.
Thiel, member of the JTRS from the EP, Mr. Isaksson, Chair of European Public Affairs
Consultancies’ Association (EPACA) and Mr. Hoedeman, researcher at CEO and Alter-EU, (coauthor of Dodgy data). As for the quantitative data, they were collected from the annual report of the
JTRS, the report of Alter-EU, the Dods’ EU Public Affairs directory (2011), the TR website.
The bulk of the evaluation, the measurement of the effectiveness of the TR in achieving the
three goals, is carried out in Chapter III. First of all, a benchmark giving an overview of similar
lobbying regulations in 5 EU Member States, the US and Canada is set up as a term of comparison for
the assessment (III.1). Then a ‘sub-evaluation’ is conducted for each goal in three different sections.
The achievement of the first goal (i.e. Number of registrants, III.2) is measured using as indicators the
number of registrants, cross-referenced with estimates and figures in Dods’ directory, a list of
companies and lobby firms missing in the register, updated from Alter-EU June’s research. The
evaluation of the second goal (i.e. Quality of content, III.3) is operationalized establishing a specific
benchmark focused on disclosure requirements, updating a sample of 30 entries (i.e. the 10 registrants
with the highest financial declaration for three categories) pinpointed by Alter-EU with the current TR
entries and extrapolating on the data of the JTRS’ quality checks. The third sub-evaluation (III.4 Use
of the register by institutions’ staff) lacks available data for the analysis; consequently the report
builds upon the information acquired by the JTRS, the interviewees’ insights and proposes two
solutions to measure, and stimulate, the achievement of such goal. To differentiate the sources and
make the evaluation more relevant for the review, the qualitative data are constantly backed with the
quantitative data of the interviews. Each ‘sub-evaluation’ is closed with sub-conclusions (in the blue
boxes).
3

This study does not claim perfection. It aspires to provide an evidence-based assessment,
identify the room for improvement and accordingly suggest recommendations. Inevitably, several
jigsaws of the puzzle still remain outside this report. For instance, selecting three specific goals, the
report only mentions some other goals of the register (e.g. Code of conduct, Council participation,
user-friendliness). Secondly, the interviews do not voice some important categories of stakeholders,
such as law firms, think tanks, companies etc. Finally, as it studies an unexplored territory –the
definition of lobbying itself being already controversial– the research motivates its choices for
measurement, making explicit the possibility of other choices, such as the directories, estimates,
categories of stakeholders, countries used in the cross-referencing exercises and the benchmarks.
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II. The Transparency Register
This section firstly introduces the reader to the register by contextualizing this policy tool in the
framework of the European Transparency Initiative. Secondly, to pave the way for a balanced
assessment, it recaps the policy process that shaped it and investigates the crucial question of its
voluntary character throughout the policy documents and the insights gained with the interviews.

1. The register, tool of the European Transparency Initiative
The Transparency Register is the policy tool of lobbying regulation, which is one of the three strands
of the European Transparency Initiative. The others are respectively “feedback on application of the
minimum standards of consultation” and “disclosure of beneficiaries of community founds” (EC,
2006, pp. 11-12). The ETI was mentioned for the first time on the 3rd of March 2005 in the
Nottingham speech of Commissioner Siim Kallas (in charge of the Administrative Affairs portfolio,
2004-2009). In his speech Mr. Kallas lamented the absence of “mandatory regulation on reporting or
registering lobby activities” (Kallas, 2005, p.6). The Nottingham speech surprised the ‘European
public’, even though it was the result of a series of events. As a matter of fact, only three days before
the speech, Mr. Kallas, together with Jens Nymand-Christensen (EC Director for Relations with Civil
Society) and Mr. Schmidt, had met two researchers of Corporate Europe Observatory, Mr. Wesselius
and Mr. Hoedeman, to discuss options for EU lobbying regulation. CEO had sent an open letter to the
EC President Barroso calling for lobbying regulation already in October 2004, giving start to a lively
debate on lobbying regulation. Overall, as referred by Mr. Schmidt the ETI could be considered as a
“very personal initiative” of Mr. Kallas having as “driving force” the “informal cooperation between
the Commission and NGOs, such as Alter-EU and CEO” (phone interview, 27 February, 2013).

2. The shaping of the register and the voluntary vs. mandatory issue
As indicated in the chronology in Annex I, the first relevant policy document related to the ETI is the
Communication to the Commission from the President, Ms Wallström, Mr Kallas, Ms Hübner and Ms
Fischer Boel: Proposing the launch of a European Transparency Initiative (9 November 2005). This
communication presents the options for lobbying regulation suggested in the report prepared by Interdepartmental Working Group, which was set up after the questions raised by the College in the
Orientation debate on 18 May 2005. According to this Communication:
One option would be to transform the existing “CONECCS database” into a compulsory
registration system for all interest groups and lobbyists, including public affairs
practitioners, trade unions etc. Another option is for the Commission to give new
momentum to the self-regulatory approach. (2005, pp.6-7)
5

Six months later (3 May 2006) in the Green Paper European Transparency Initiative, the choice for a
voluntary registration was already made:
The Commission does not consider that a compulsory registration system would be an
appropriate option. A tighter system of self-regulation would appear more appropriate.
However, after a certain period, a review should be conducted to examine whether selfregulation has worked. If not, consideration could be given to a system of compulsory
measures – a compulsory code of conduct plus compulsory registration. (EC, 2006, p.10)
The choice for a voluntary registration caused oppositions, which were expressed in the consultation
(3 May – 31 August 2006), in particular from the ‘driving forces’ of the tool, namely CEO and AlterEU (which had been formalised in response to the ETI). Even EPACA, despite its initial reluctance to
the new regulation, claimed for stronger incentives to registration, showing to favour a “viable and
fair mandatory” 3 system if the members of the EC would not stop to meet unregistered lobbyists.
Despite the opposition, the EC announced in the follow-up communication to the Green Paper that it
would “create and launch in spring 2008, a new voluntary register for interest representatives” (2007,
p.8). Moreover the EC, reacting to the consultation calls, invited the EP to engage in the debate. As a
response, the EP adopted in May a resolution calling for “an inter-institutional agreement between the
Council, the Commission and Parliament on a common mandatory register” (2008, p.5). Interestingly
enough, the EP also claimed to be “aware of the legal basis for a mandatory register provided by the
Treaty of Lisbon” (p.2), although without any further specification. To elucidate the choice for a
voluntary scheme the Director General of the Cabinet Kallas explained they had looked at the
mandatory mechanism in place in the U.S. which had passed the Honest Leadership and Open
Government Act (HLOGA) in September 2007. However, as the EC missed the necessary watchdog
powers and preferred a non-restrictive definition of lobbying, the voluntary option was judged more
appropriate. Nevertheless, Mr. Schmidt commented that such option was considered by the Cabinet as
a first step, to be followed by a second one, making the ROIR de-facto mandatory with the link to the
EP accreditation, and a third step of a mandatory registration. As for the legal aspect of this threesteps-progression, Mr. Schmidt disclosed that the Cabinet was enquiring “the possibility of an IIA as a
legal basis”, adding that “the Commission legal service can be very creative when it wants to” (phone
interview, 27 February, 2013). This said, the ROIR, the direct predecessor of the current register, was
launched on the 23th of June 2008.
In a Communication evaluating the ROIR one year after its launch the EC expressed that,
taking into account “the results obtained so far, the on-going overall trend observed” (i.e. the
registrants growth pattern), the only problems of the tools were the low registration of law firms and
think-tanks and concluded that “overall, the voluntary approach is working and should therefore be
3

Consultation of stakeholders on the Green Paper on the European Transparency Initiative 3 May – 31 August
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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maintained” (EC, 2009, p.3). In the meantime, after the European elections of June 2009, the
Parliament set up jointly with the EC a new working group, which in November 2010 adopted a draft
agreement on the establishment of a common Transparency Register. In the discussion of the
Constitutional Affairs Committee4 a majority (16/22) of the MEPs called for a mandatory registration,
and some of them proposed the introduction of a legislative footprint to report the meetings between
the MEPs and lobbyists on a certain dossier. Responding to the MEPs questions, the new
Commissioner of Inter-institutional relations and Administrative Affairs, Maroš Šefčovič, stated:
“The problem is that currently we do not see the [necessary] legal basis” and claimed that “with the
agreement of Parliament, we are actually turning this system into a mandatory one” (AFCO C.ttee, 10
May 2011). Subsequently, the Committee voted unanimously (22/22) for the conclusion of an interinstitutional agreement with the Commission on a common Transparency Register, with voluntary
registration. In the relative decision the Parliament “repeats, however, its call for the mandatory
registration of all lobbyists on the Transparency Register and calls for the necessary steps to be taken
in the framework of the forthcoming review process in order to prepare for a transition to mandatory
registration” (EP,2011, p.2). Subsequently the IIA was signed by the EP and EC presidencies on the
23th of June 2011 and the new register was launched.

4

Constitutional Affairs Committee, European Parliament Debate of 10 May 2011, Strasbourg - 16. IIA on a
common TR - Amendment of the Rules following the establishment of a common TR:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=CRE&reference=20110510&secondRef=ITEM016&language=EN&ring=A7-2011-0173

7

III.

Evaluation of the register’s effectiveness

This chapter analyses the data collected to evaluate the register’s effectiveness. In the first section
(III.1), the effectiveness criterion will be defined, the selection of the goals to be evaluated will be
explained and a benchmark with an overview of lobbying regulation’ tools in seven countries will be
established as a point of reference for the assessment. The following three sections (III.2, III.3 and
III.4) measure the achievement of the three goals, and each one has sub-conclusions in blue boxes.

1. Criterion, selection of goals and benchmark for the evaluation
As explained in the introduction, this report uses the criterion of effectiveness to evaluate the register
after almost two years of operations. To do so, the following definition of the effectiveness criterion is
used: “The degree to which the chosen policy instruments themselves contribute to attainment of the
policy goals” (Bemelmans-Videc et al., 2007, p.131). Accordingly, this evaluation report enquires to
which extent the Transparency Register is contributing (with its features and operations) to reach the
established goals. The founding policy document of the register being the IIA, it is natural to consider
it first when looking for the goals of the register. The Article 1 of the IIA states that the EP and EC
agreed on the establishment of the TR “for the registration and monitoring of organizations and selfemployed individuals engaged in EU policy-making and policy implementation” (EP and EC, 2011,
p.1). This general aim is followed by more concrete intentions, such as to “build upon the existing
registration systems” (Art. 2) or “to treat all operators engaged in similar activities in a similar
manner, and to allow for a level playing-field for the registration of organisations” (Art. 6). However,
because of their characteristics these goals are not the ones selected by this report: the first is very
general, the second rather obvious and the third is an objective for the enforcers. Concrete goals for
the first year of operation were established only ‘a-posteriori’, in the annual report the JTRS published
in October 2012. In such document the JTRS gives a list of goals “deliberately pragmatic and tailored
to the resources available” (e.g. a smooth switchover from the previous dual EP and EC scheme,
providing guidelines, handling complaints etc.). It concludes that such goals have “been achieved to a
satisfactory degree” and therefore sets “further objectives for the second year of operation” (JTRS,
2012, p.3). The latter ones reflect the aim of the ETI better and eventually materialize the goals
outlined in the Article 1 of the IIA. Hence, this report evaluates the effectiveness of the register in
achieving the goals, as formulated in the annual report:
1. “seek continuing expansion of the number of registrations”
2. “Improve the quality of the content of the TR”
3. “Extend use of the scheme by staff and Members in both institutions” (JTRS, 2012, p.3)
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The selection of these goals is due to their clear and explicit mention as main subjects of the ongoing
review. Among the goals this report does not study is: the Council participation to the register, the
user-friendliness of the TR webpage, the enforcement of the Code of Conduct. As for the Council, its
non-participation makes the goal clearly not achieved. Nonetheless an observer designated within “the
GSC has attended the weekly meetings of the JTRS since 7 June 2012” (Council of the EU, 2012, p.2)
and –according to Ms. Thiel – the issue is being discussed in the General Affairs Group, with the Irish
Presidency very much in favor of joining the TR, thus opening the possibility for a Council
participation already in April or May 2013 (personal interview, February 28, 2013). Regarding the
goal of making the register more user-friendly, the reader would be the best evaluator by simply
navigating the website. As far as the Code of Conduct is concerned, the measurement would require
extensive enquiry in lobbyists’ behaviors and a separate analysis.
Once having motivated the selection of the three goals, a benchmark needs to be established
as a standard for any assessment. This evaluation judges the effectiveness of the register taking into
account the fact that it has been operative since less than two years and it enacts in a field, lobbying
regulation, which is largely unexplored. Hence, the evaluator does not considers the register to be
effective to a satisfactory degree when all the three goals are fully achieved, but when the register
shows to have advanced significantly toward them and to possess the features to do so. To enable
such assessment, the benchmark in fig.1 compares the register’s features relevant for the three goals
with similar tools regulating lobbying in comparable systems: five EU Member States -France,
Lithuania, Poland, Austria, Slovakia- the US and Canada. It 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, does not permit to have clear definitions and terms of comparison. ‘What is a lobbyist’ is not
easy to define, and often the connotation of the world change from country to country. This is
reflected in the regulatory systems, leading to the situation where: “Only a quarter of OECD members
have introduced government regulations and legislation. Many OECD countries rely on selfregulation of lobbyists.” (OECD, 2010, p.2).

9

The table takes into account the mandatory vs. voluntary nature of lobbyist regulatory schemes, which
makes it is necessary to evaluate the number of registrants in the EU. This first feature largely
determines the third one, the enforcement. In fact compulsory systems require enforcers to have
sanctioning powers (i.e. fines or imprisonment). The second category instead corresponds to the
second goal evaluated: the content of the register. The benchmark allows for some preliminary
speculation. First of all, the uniqueness of the US system is evident: mentioned as a reference in all
the four interviews conducted, the US regulation is based on the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995,
which was enhanced by the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007. The US register is
mandatory and has strict disclosure requirements due to the US’ peculiar issue of political financing,
which made it necessary to set up a regulatory scheme aimed to avoid corruption. Such aim is not
shared by the EU register, and this difference is to be borne in mind when comparing the two systems.
A second deduction from the benchmark is the absence of many disclosure requirements in the TR
compared to similar instruments in European countries and, more evidently, in Canada, where the
subject matters and even the names of the public officials contacted as part of the lobbying efforts to
be disclosed (Holman, Luneburg, 2012). With this paradigm in mind the next sections evaluate the
degree of achievement of the three goals.
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2.

Number of registrants

The goal of “continuing expansion of the number of registrations” was the center of the Commission’s
attention with the ROIR, and seems to be vital also for the JTRS: as a matter of fact, the only statistics
available on the Transparency Register website is the weekly evolution of the registrations (see Annex
III). This statistics clearly indicate a constant growth pattern of registration, which reached the 5599
registrants by the 13/01/13. However, the registrations pattern alone is not sufficient to indicate the
achievement of the goal. Knowing that 5599 entities are registered does not necessarily mean that the
register covers every lobbyist. Here, the difficulty of the definition of a ‘what is lobbyist’ plays a key
role. To be effective the register should include all entities and individuals engaged in all activities
“carried out with the objective of directly or indirectly influencing the formulation or implementation
of policy and the decision-making processes of the EU institutions” (EP and EC, 2011, p.2, Art. 8).
The definition was made very broad and vague as to include every stakeholder willing to engage in
the interaction with institutions, thus leaving a lot of arbitrariness to the expected registrants. To
assess the achievement of this goal, the fig. 2 below compares the number of registrants per categories
to the figures of the 2011 Dods’ Public Affairs Directory, and the total of registrations in the TR to the
often-used estimate of 15,000 lobbyists (Graziano, 2010). In addition, the section reflects upon the
insights gained from the interviews.
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Fig.2: Comparison between register, estimate and directory’s figures

Several inferences can be drawn from this table. First of all, it is necessary to mention that the
estimate of 15,000 lobbyists in Brussels relies more on its wide popularity than on facts. It is in reality
impossible to count the lobbyists for a number of reasons: “the endeavour raises definitional issues
(‘what is a lobbyist?’) and methodological issues (‘how can a head count of which type of staff be
undertaken?’) of such magnitude that it is difficult to provide a figure of much value at all”
(Greenwood, 2011, p.13). In fact, if Graziano talks of 15,000 lobbyists, Coen estimates that “20,000
to 30,000 lobbyists are currently working in Brussels with EU institutions” (2009). Nevertheless these
figures allow the reader to speculate on the number of registrants. For instance, one could make the
hypothesis of every registrant having on average 4 or 5 lobbyists and compare the number of
registrants time the average lobbyist to the estimates available. More reliable for the measurement is
the data of the sub-categories. The first deduction from the table is that there are significantly higher
figures among the registrants than in the directory. This discrepancy can be due to a number of
reasons: the arbitrariness of the definition of ‘lobbyists’ used by the register (against the limited scope
of directories), the occurrence of double registrations or registration for ‘advertising reasons’
(Greenwood, 2011), the fact the directory used is dated, etc.
12

This said it is even more striking to notice the only figure in countertendency: the number of
law firms. The quantitative data here are backed by the qualitative data of the interviews. The law
firms were described as one of the categories “holding out” of the scheme already in the ROIR by Mr.
Schmidt, together with think-tanks and churches (phone interview, 27 February, 2013). The low
participation of think-tanks and law firms was mentioned as impediment to the achievement of this
goal in every interview. Mr. Hoedeman, contributed with an anecdotal analysis displaying that thinktanks are now registered in a reasonable percentage. The same cannot be said for law firms. Law firms
still use the argument of client-confidentiality to remain outside the register and retain their
‘competitive advantage’. If ‘law firms’ is the most problematic sub-category, the other sub-categories
are not free from missing registrants. In June 2012 Alter-EU cross-referenced the TR with the
directory Stakeholders.eu and pointed at 120 Companies 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 Alter-EU list of the missing companies and lobbying firms. Cross-referencing the AlterEU 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 Alter-EU remain outside the register. The same
cross-referencing exercise was not possible for other sub-categories (such as NGOs, trade
associations, think-tanks etc.) as it is rather impossible to have a comprehensive list of those players.
The same reason was given to motivate the choice of Alter-EU research by Mr. Hoedeman (phone
interview, March 8, 2013). However, considering the relevant numbers of unregistered companies and
lobbying firms, it is reasonable to assume the same problem exists also in the other categories. These
assumptions are matched by the awareness of Ms. Thiel who, then again, stressed the significance of
the registrants’ growth pattern, which is “still going up slightly and almost hitting a sort of platform”
(personal interview, February 28, 2013).
In the annual report the JTRS declares the aim to achieve this goal “through further external
information and communication efforts” (2012, p.3). Such approach was adopted also by the Cabinet
Kallas: the Commissioner, according to Mr. Schmidt, “went quite far in putting political pressure on
stakeholders” (phone interview, February 27, 2013). The same sort of communicative strategy is
adopted nowadays by the JTRS: Ms. Thiel talked in particular about ongoing negotiations with the
Council of Bars and Law Societies of Europe to make them recommend their members to register.
More in general, she revealed the attempt to approach the big-players still holding out the register to
understand their choice and find accordingly a solution in the ongoing review (personal interview,
February 28, 2013). Both Mr. Isaksson (personal interview, February 26, 2013) and Mr. Hoedeman
(phone interview, March 8, 2013) argued that, to reach this goal, the incentives now in place are not
sufficient. The chair of EPACA mentioned that the EP accreditation is not the only way for lobbyists
to enter the parliament, as they can be invited by insiders, and it is necessary only for those located in
Brussels. Both the interviewed explained that a real incentive for the unregistered would be when the
members of the EC and the EP stop to attend events and meetings organized by unregistered
13

lobbyists. The stakeholders consultation on the TR, held from the 8 June to 31 august 2012, indicated
the EP accreditation as a reason for registering ‘only’ in the fifth place, by 66% of the respondent, the
first reason being the positive image effect, mentioned by 93% of the respondents (JTRS, 2012, pp.
11-13). Concluding this section, the evidence of missing law firms, companies and consultancies, the
data of the consultation responses and the interviews’ insights show that the incentives in place are
not enough to effectively achieve the extension of number of registrants.

2. Number of registrants

Sub-conclusions:

 It is impossible to measure the percentage of lobbyists included in the register;
 The objective of “extension of number of registrants” could be considered as
achieved to a satisfactory degree when looking at the growth pattern;
 The significant absence of law firms and lobbyists in other categories ‘tell a
different story’: it demonstrates that the register is not effective to achieve the
goal;
 The communication approach and the current incentives for registration are not
sufficient.

3. Quality of content
The second goal considered by this report, the quality of the content of the register, is the one listed
first in the JTRS report: “Improve the quality of the content of the TR, by enforcing strict compliance
with the rules by registrants” (2012, p.3). While the JTRS only considers compliance with the
disclosure requirements, this report extends the analysis to the quality of the requirements themselves.
To do so, the benchmark of fig. 2 is used in a version focused on disclosure requirements in fig.3.
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The information that registrants are required to disclose in the register is prescribed in the Annex II of
the IIA (see EP and EC, 2011, p.7) and has been specified with three editions of compliance
guidelines, the last in October 2012. In the annual report the JTRS claims that "the TR ranks among
those [lobbying regulation systems] offering the widest range of information to citizens"(2012, p.15).
The benchmark in fig. 3 shows a different picture however. First of all, the register is the only, among
the systems considered, which does not provide information on the specific legislative files lobbied.
The last guidelines require the registrants to indicate in the ambiguously-called section of `activities´
the legislative file they follow "from its early preparation (Green - White papers), including the
Commission preparatory work, up to the legislative process (Directives and Regulations) and the final
adoption of the texts by the legislative bodies" (JTRS, Guidelines, Ed.3, 2012, p.4). Nevertheless,
observing the entries for several registrants demonstrates that there is still a high non-compliance with
these guidelines (Alter-EU, 2012, pp.8-9). In the interview, Ms. Thiel (February 28, 2013) stressed the
misconception of the label `activities´, confirmed that this point is under review and anticipated that a
solution will be proposed in the next months. Mr. Isaksson expressed EPACA’s concern about the
burden that the introduction of such specific requirement would imply for consultancy firms, as they
regularly follow new dossiers. Yet, he also commented that EPACA would favor a fair solution, such
as a list of legislative files to be crossed by registrants. Secondly, the aggregate lobbying spending is
missing in the register: such information is crucial to ‘map the battleground’ of interest representation
in Brussels. In the view of Mr. Isaksson, this requirement will not be introduced in the review because
it would lead to double accounting problems (personal interview, February 26, 2013). Related to these
first two points, the specific spending for each legislative dossier is also missing in the register. On the
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other hand, it is worth noticing that the US is the only system considered that has this requirement.
Thirdly, the benchmark shows that the TR joins the half of the systems considered which do not ask to
disclose lobbying contacts. The introduction of a legislative footprint (for an interpretation of the tool
see Obholzer, 2011) was proposed by some MEPs in the debate preceding the IIA5, to keep track of
the contacts between MEPs and lobbyists on a certain dossier. Interestingly enough, when talking
about the mandatory character as policy issue to be discussed in 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, 2013). While 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 to run in parallel however, to a general
feeling that reporting requirements could be tightened in order to allow for comparisons
between categories and registrants. (JTRS, 2012, p.13)
When it comes to the information that are already required to be disclosed by the registrants, this
report shows two sets of problems: a disparity of treatment in the disclosure requirements and the low
quality of information provided. For both types of problems room for improvement was identified by
the three interviewees: Ms. Thiel, Mr. Isaksson and Mr. Hoedeman. Such critical assessment is largely
reflected also in the consultations responses6. Starting from the disclosure requirements, this report
identifies glitches that fall into the scope of another (aforementioned) goal of the register: the creation
of a level playing field. In the IIA, the EP and EC established the goal to treat every category of
registrants in the same way (2011, p.11, Art. 6). When looking at the disclosure requirements of the
register, it is evident that this goal is not achieved. In fact, in the field of financial disclosure two
categories are treated differently: the think-tanks are asked to disclose their budget without naming
the sources and the NGOs are not asked specify their budget dedicated to lobbying. The former
disparity of treatment makes the declaration of funding rather irrelevant, as it fails to reveal who
finances the activities of think-tanks (and thus which interests are represented). The latter produces
misleading entries, with, for instance, development NGOs declaring a budget to a large extent
unrelated with lobbying activities.
Regarding the quality of the information submitted in the register, the scene becomes much
more crowded. Alter-EU’s Dodgy data pinpointed a series of lacks in the quality of information. Its
co-author, Mr. Hoedeman, stressed one issue in particular: the overestimation and underestimation in
financial disclosure, that he defined “pretty deadly for the reliability of the register” (phone interview,

5

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
6
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March 8, 2013). In the Alter-EU report such claim is substantiated with a list of (24) companies
declaring less than 3 euros expenses in lobby, a list of (54) consultancies, consultants and law firms
declaring 0-1 euros expenses in lobbying, and three lists of the ten biggest spenders among
companies, consultancy and law firms, and business associations. For these last three lists Alter-EU
proves the fallacy of the financial declaration of some of the registrants by anecdotal evidences. This
evaluation report elaborates on those lists by verifying the anecdotal inferences with the current
entries of those thirty registrants that were ranked as biggest spenders in their category, in order to see
if those were indeed wrong financial declarations (see fig. 4 below).

This analysis, although taking into account a sample of only 30 registrants, demonstrates a high
incidence of inaccurate financial overestimates. In fact 13 out of 30 entries (see red font) were
corrected by the registrants after the Alter-EU report or led to their exclusion from the register. One of
them, the financial declaration of Social Finance Ltd (5,000,000 € - 5,250,000 €) is still inaccurate, as
the only client disclosed is Big Lottery Fund, with a turnover below 50,000 €. The most logical
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explanation for these cases would be a mistake during the registration. While some of the wrong
entries seem to be unconscious errors, it is also worth noticing that a majority of consultation
respondents expressed to face problems in providing the information required:
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

registered

respondents).

-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 that the JTRS will have to try to
make clearer guidelines to help registrants in the financial declaration. On the other side, she
displayed the complexity of finding one formula that fits every category and thus claimed
stakeholders should commit themselves to make explicit their financial calculation system (personal
interview, February 28, 2013).
As for the second point lamented in the consultation, Alter-EU research confirms this issue
showing the problem of under-reporting the number of lobbyists (Alter-EU, 2012, p.14). Once more,
to reduce the margin of (un-)conscious error of the registrants, the JTRS could narrow the definition
of lobbying, specifying a time engaged in lobbying activities as a threshold for staff to be listed in the
TR (as it is the case in the US and Canada). Another problem of the quality of information that was
mentioned in the interviews of both the stakeholder representatives (of EPACA and Alter-EU) is the
date of the information submitted. Fig.4, even though it is only a small sample, also shows the high
discrepancy of the date of financial declarations. The problem here lies in the fact that there is no
common deadline established for the registrants to update the information. This leads to the noncomparability of the content, making more difficult for the JTRS to carry out the quality checks.
The data of the quality checks are possibly the most revelatory quantitative evidence of the
low quality of the TR’s content. The JTRS is composed of the Transparency Unit of the DG
Presidency of the Parliament (headed by Mr. Rufas) and the Transparency Unity of the Secretariat
General of the Commission (headed by Mr. Legris). The staff of these two units works on the register
the time equivalent to four full time people. As referred by Ms. Thiel, the quality checks start with a
“very simple machine” which randomly selects a sample of registrations. Subsequently, the staff of
the JTRS checks the information submitted with the information available in open sources. In addition
to random checks, the JTRS conducts checks on alerts, coming both from inside and outside the
institutions. As the number of JTRS staff did not change and neither changed the system, Ms. Thiels
concluded that the data on quality checks in the annual report could be duplicated, as another semester
has passed (personal interview, February 28, 2013).
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Even if the data of fig. 5 are somehow evident, it is crucial to notice that the 40% of the random
checks and the 53% of the total checks identified inaccurate information. This is referred in the table
as a non-compliance with the paragraph (d) of the Code of Conduct signed by registrants: “Ensure
that, to the best of their knowledge, information which they provide […] is complete, up-to-date and
not misleading” (EP and EC, 2011, p.8, Annex III). When an inaccurate entry is found by the JTRS,
the registrant is contacted and has 2 weeks to reply; in case of no reply the registrant is suspended
from the TR, notified and then deleted after 4 weeks. However, if the registrants reply, the quality
check can take much longer. For this reason and the limited financial and human resources, the JTRS
could check so far ‘only’ around 800 registrants, and therefore largely relies on external checks,
alerts, and complains (Ms. Thiel, personal interview, February 28, 2013). Certainly the enforcement is
correlated to compliance, as the formulation of the goal itself clearly demonstrates: to improve “the
quality of the content of the TR, by enforcing strict compliance with the rules by registrants” (JTRS,
2012, p.3). Hence, when identifying the faults of the content of the register the stakeholders pointed at
the enforcers claiming they should tighten the enforcement. Nevertheless, the JTRS alone has neither
the capacity nor the powers of a watchdog, which makes the formulation of the goal itself inadequate.
To sum up, the data of the quality checks clearly indicate that the information provided in the register
is only partially reliable. This, along with the unleveled playing field created by the disparity in
disclosure requirements in place, and the arguments for missing requirements showed in this section,
leads to conclude that the goal to “improve the quality of the content of the TR” has not been
achieved.
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3. Quality of content

Sub-conclusions:

 Some disclosure requirements that would increase transparency are missing in the
register, such as aggregate and specific lobbying spending, the declaration of the
legislative file and/or contacts lobbied;
 The financial disclosure requirements for think-tanks and NGOs do not allow for
the achievement of the ‘level playing field goal’;
 The high incidence of unconscious overestimates in financial declaration
undermines the credibility of the register;
 The data on quality checks demonstrate the low compliance of registrants with
information accuracy;
 Low quality and no common updating deadline do not allow for comparison of the
information in the TR;
 For the above reasons the goal to “improve the quality of content of the register”
is not achieved.

4. Use of the register by institutions’ staff
The previous two sections focused on the compliance of the lobbyists in registering and entering the
TR up to date and accurate information. This section instead looks at the side of the institutions, by
evaluating to what extent the goal to extend use of the scheme by their staff is achieved. The
achievement of such goal is hardly measurable. In fact, there are no data available on the use by
MEPs and Commission’s civil servants of the register. Therefore, this report builds on the insights
gained in the interviews and proposes feasible solutions for the future aimed at the same time to
measure and encourage the achievement of this goal. In the annual report the JTRS expresses the
intention:“To extend use of the scheme by staff and Members in both institutions, by providing them
with guidelines on the TR, as well as training schemes and encourage other EU bodies, offices and
agencies to use it” (JTRS, 2012, p.3).
When looking at the outputs of this goal, Ms. Thiel revealed that three workshops were held
for MEPs assistants -as they are the ones booking the agenda of the MEPs- in 2012 on: 31/05, 21/06
and 8/11 with an attendance of respectively 50, 35 and 30 MEPs’ assistants. She also added that there
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is the objective to hold another (bigger) workshop in June 20137. At any rate, Ms. Thiel commented
that the attitude toward the register remains a personal choice of the MEP (personal interview,
February 28, 2013). Regarding the use (or not) of the TR by institutions’ staff the consultation’s
responses expressed a clear concern by the stakeholders: “It would also seem that a major concern for
current registrants is that non-registered entities get the same treatment, vis-à-vis the EU institutions,
as those who are registered on the TR, thereby removing some of the incentive for registration”
(JTRS, 2012, p.12). The chair of EPACA confirmed this alarm and, together with the researcher of
Alter-EU, claimed that members of the institutions should not attend meetings and events with
unregistered entities or individuals (Mr. Isaksson, personal interview, February 28, 2013; Mr.
Hoedeman, phone interview, March 8, 2013). This report relies on the insiders-insights when arguing
the low use of the register by the member of the institutions.
Moreover, the report recommends two feasible solutions to measure the use of the register by
the members of the institutions, and encourage it by means of peer pressure and ‘naming & shaming’.
First of all, the web access statistics could be used: the JTRS announced the register has “an average
of 7,000 ‘unique visitors’ per month” (2012, p.5). A breakdown of such figure, indicating the
provenience or the identity of the visitors, would stimulate an extension of the use by institutions’
staff and measure the progress in achieving such goal. Secondly, the JTRS receives both internal and
external alerts: displaying how many alerts are internal and who they come from would be another
way to measure and, at the same time, fuel the use of the register by MEPs, civil servants and staff of
the two institutions. When proposed such solutions, Ms. Thiel commented that the IT tools are
unfortunately not in place yet, but such improvements will be taken into account in the review
(personal interview, February 28, 2013).

4. Use of the register by institutions’ staff

Sub-conclusions:

 The achievement of the goal “to extend the use of the TR by members of the
institutions” is hardly measurable;
)
 The outputs of this goal for Parliament are workshops directed to MEPs’
assistants;
 The qualitative data show the use (or not) of the TR is at the end a personal
choice, but is overall perceived as low;
 A way to measure the achievement of such goal, and at the same time to foster it,
would be to publish which portion of the unique visitors of the TR website and
alerts come from the institutions.

7

As the request for such information has not been answered, unfortunately this report could not gather the
correspondent information for the European Commission.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
These last paragraphs draw the conclusions of the report in the first part and give some feasible
recommendations in the second. After the introduction the report recapped the shaping of the register
from the European Transparency Initiative to the launch of the ROIR, which paved the way for the
register. The analysis of the policy process clearly identifies the cooperation between the Kallas
Cabinet and CEO as driving force. The report demonstrates that the choice for a voluntary registration
was motivated by the decision-making difficulties caused by the absence of a legal basis necessary for
a mandatory scheme and the intention to leave the definition of lobbying broad. A three steps
progression toward the mandatory registration was however planned by the Cabinet Kallas, whose
mandate finished before making any 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 Commission
to claim the success of the voluntary approach. Such attitude was adopted also by the Cabinet
Šefčovič when in charge, and the question of the mandatory vs. voluntary registration has therefore
been re-defined as a policy issue to be discussed in the long-term. The change to a mandatory
registration would require the Council to agree upon it either by a qualified majority voting (Mr.
(Hoedeman, phone interview, 27 February, 2013) or by unanimity with the consultation procedure
(Ms.Thiel, personal interview, February 28, 2013). The legal complexities, and uncertainties, must be
considered carefully when evaluating the effectiveness of the register and proposing solutions.
This report responds to the research question: to what extent is the transparency register, after
almost two years of operations, effective? by looking at the progress made and the features the register
possesses to achieve the three goals the Joint Transparency Register Secretariat stated after one year
of operations. Firstly, the expansion of the number of registrations; secondly, the improvement the
quality of the content of the TR; and thirdly, the extension of the use of the scheme by staff and
Members in both institutions. The collection and analysis of quantitative data from the register, the
JTRS annual report, the research of Alter-EU, directories and estimates; complemented with
quantitative data drawn by the policy documents and, more notably, the interviews with four main
actors (from the Cabinet Kallas, the JTRS, Alter-EU and EPACA) led to the following conclusions:

1) Is the register effective in expanding the number of registrations?
The register could be considered effective when looking at the registrations’ growth pattern. However,
even if it is not possible to calculate a percentage of lobbyists registered –because there cannot be a
certainty on the total number– a cross-reference of the TR with public affairs directories shows that a
significant number of lobbyists are missing in the register. Some ‘big players’, and a consistent
amount of law firms continue to shows reluctance to register, preventing the achievement of the goal.
Negotiations are carried out in the current review to take those players on board. Nevertheless, this
soft approach has unforeseeable results. This produces the rationale for the introduction of stronger
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incentives for the registration, which is linked to the third goal considered by the report, the use of the
register by the policy-makers of the EP and EC.
2) Is the register effective in improving the quality of its content?
This report responds to this question considering three strands: the information (not) required to be
disclosed, the fairness of the requirements in place, and the quality of information provided. The
comparison of the disclosure requirements with similar policy tools in five EU Member States, US
and Canada demonstrates that the register lacks some requirements that would give a more
comprehensive picture of lobbying, such as the aggregate (and specific) lobbying expenditure, the
precise legislative file lobbied, and the contacts of interaction. As for the disclosure requirements in
place, the report demonstrated that the goal of the level playing field for registrants, treating them
equally, is not achieved because two categories have uneven requirements: the think-tanks are not
asked to indicate the sources of their funding and NGOs do not specify the portion of their budget
dedicated to lobby. The findings on the quality of the information provided in the TR indicate a low
effectiveness of the tool. By using the sample of the ten registrants in three categories which declared
the highest expenditure, the report demonstrates that almost half of them were in fact overestimates,
corrected or eliminated from the register after Alter-EU pointed at them in June 2012. The data of
quality checks carried out by the TR strengthens the inferences of the sample, while showing that
more than half of the registrant checked had provided inaccurate information. This analysis
demonstrates a non-satisfactory effectiveness of the TR in improving the quality of the register. The
interviews also confirmed problems in the three analyzed strands. The non-achievement of this goal
leads to problems of comparability of the information in the register, making the enforcement more
difficult.
3) Is the register effective in extending of the use of the scheme by staff and Members in both
institutions?
The operationalization of this evaluation is complex as no data are available to indicate to which
extent staff of the EP and EC use the register. On the side of the parliament, the outputs of the efforts
to achieve such goal so far are three workshops, with an attendance of 50, 35 and 30 MEPs’ assistants.
Hence, the evaluation relies on the interviews’ insights, which reported an opaque picture indicating
that the use (or not) of the TR widely depends on the personal choice of MEPs and civil servants. As a
consequence, the report proposes a solution to measure and stimulate the achievement of this goal,
such as publishing the number, or even the names, of people in the institutions accessing the register’s
website or giving alerts to the JTRS.

The report, after evaluating the extent of achievement of each of the three goals draws the
conclusions that the register can be considered only partially effective, that the progression toward the
full achievement of the three goals has still a long way ahead and the tool lacks some of the features
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enabling it to achieve the goals analyzed. After the analysis of the data and the identification of the
room for improvement the report suggests, accordingly, some feasible recommendations for the work
in progress:

 The evolution to a mandatory registration should be pursued as overarching policy goal,
narrowing the scope of the definition of ‘lobbyist’ as a preparatory step.
Ms. Thiel clearly displayed the difficulties of the introduction of a mandatory registration, and
foresaw the possibility of such a great leap forward in the next EU Convention, possibly in 2015. The
report does not underestimate the complexities in the decision-making but believes the mandatory
registrations could be built on the Article 15 of TFEU (ex Article 255 TEC) and, most of all, stresses
the importance of pursuing a debate for mandatory registration, which would be a strong political
message and an incentive for lobbyists to register. To progress towards, the report considers necessary
to narrow the definition of lobbyists and lobbying activities.
 The Commission should establish internal rules preventing its staff to meet and attend events
with unregistered lobbyists. The political groups of the Parliament could then follow the
‘good example’.
The form of and time to enact this recommendation would depend on the political will of the
Commission. Even a softer approach, such as warning unregistered that they would be allowed to
interact with the EC only once before than registering, would make the TR really de-facto mandatory
for any lobbyists. Less straightforward would be the adoption of such rules in the Parliament, due to
the different political investiture of MEPs. In the EP the driving force to introduce such a strong
incentive for lobbyists to register, could be the political groups, by establishing internal rules to
encourage the independent decision of MEPs.
 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 financial declaration, to improve the
content of the register.
This report shows that, to provide a comprehensive picture of lobbying activities, the registrants
should be asked to disclose which issues they lobby, how much money they spend for them and where
the money come from. If the first could be asked by the JTRS by providing the registrants list of
legislative files (or dossiers) to be crossed, for the other requirements, every category should be
required to indicate the source and the aims of the expenditure, along with an explanation of the
calculation methods.
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 The JTRS should ask to update the information on a common deadline, to increase the
comparability of information.
This recommendation could be implemented with a guideline or amending the Code of conduct. It
would directly make the entries more comparable to each other, allowing the quality checks to be
carried out more easily by enforcers and users. This would improve the overall effectiveness of the
voluntary register.
 The JTRS should publish statistics indicating which portion of the ‘unique visitors’ of the TR
website and received alerts come from the institutions, to measure and stimulate the
extension of use of the register by institutions’ staff
This recommendation would only require 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 register. Such statistics would also be clear
evidences enabling constant evaluation of the register’s effectiveness.
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Annex I: Chronology of the Transparency Register
A) Chronology after the IIA on the common TR
B) Chronology until the IIA on the common TR

A) Chronology after the IIA on the common TR

From the first annual report of the operations of the TR (JTRS, 2012, p.5)
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B) Chronology until the IIA on the common TR

Based on JTRS, Key events; this table can be found, with hyperlinks of the documents on the TR
website, at the link: http://europa.eu/transparency-register/pdf/key_events_en.pdf
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Annex II: Lists of companies and lobby firms missing in the register
The list is obtained cross-referencing the list from Alter-EU with the current list of registrants up to
March 13, 2013. Alter-EU compiled the list “using directories of corporate EU affairs offices and
looking at lists of participants in EU stakeholder consultations” (2012, pp. 18-20).

A) List of companies
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

Abbott SA/NV http://www.abbott.com
ABN-Amro Bank http://www.abnamro.com
Ageas http://www.ageas.com
Agilent Technologies http://www.agilent.com
Aisin Europe SA http://www.be.aisin-europe.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
Apple Computer http://www.apple.com
Atos Worldwide http://www.atosworldline.com
Austrian Airlines Brussels http://www.austrian.com
Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria SA/NV http://www.bbva.be
Bank of Tokyo-Mitsubishi Ltd. http://www.bk.mufg.jp
BBC - British Broadcasting Corporation http://www.bbc.co.uk
Belgacom SA http://www.belgacom.be
Besix Group http://www.besix.com
BioWanze S.A. http://www.biowanze.be
Boehringer Ingelheim http://www.boehringer-ingelheim.be
Bridgestone Europe N.V./S.A. http://www.bridgestone.eu
British Energy http://www.british-energy.com
Brussels Airlines http://www.brusselsairlines.com
Bull SAS http://www.bull.com
Cabot Corporation http://www.cabot-corp.com
Caixa Geral de Depósitos http://www.cgd.pt
Canfor Pulp and Report http://www.canfor.com
Canon http://www.canon.be
Carlson Wagonlit Travel SA/NV http://www.carlsonwagonlit.be
Chemviron Carbon http://www.chemvironcarbon.com
Cytec Industries Inc. http://www.cytec.com
Delhaize Group http://www.delhaizegroup.com
Deutsche Bank AG http://www.db.com
Dexia Banque Belgique S.A. http://www.dexia.com
DHB Bank - Demir Halk Bank (Nederland) N.V. http://www.dhbbank.com
Dresser Europe http://www.dresser.com
DSV http://www.dsv.com/be
Dynamic Parcel Distribution http://www.dpd.com/be
Edeka EU-Liaison Office http://www.edeka.de
Electrabel http://www.electrabel.be
Electrawinds Eastern Europe http://www.electrawinds.be
Eurojobsites Ltd. http://www.eurojobsites.com
European Life Insurance http://www.europeanlifeinsurance.be
Freudenberg Co. KG http://www.freudenberg.de
GAZ-SYSTEM S.A. http://www.gaz-system.pl
GE Betz, Inc. http://www.gewater.com
Generali Group - Assicurazioni Generali S.p.A. http://www.generali.com
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47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.

Globalfair.net http://www.globalfair.net
Gorenje gospodinjski aparati, d.d. http://www.gorenjegroup.com
Groupon Sprl. http://works.groupon.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.knaufinsulation.com
Komatsu Europe International N.V. http://www.komatsu.eu
Koninklijke Ahold N.V. http://www.ahold.com
Lagardère Group http://www.lagardere.com
Lot Polish Airlines http://www.lot.com
Messe Frankfurt http://www.messefrankfurt.com
Mizuho Corporate Bank http://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.niit-tech.com
Nissan EU Representation Office http://www.nissan-zeroemission.com
Northrop Grumman International Corp. http://www.northgrum.com
Novitech A.S. http://www.novitech.sk
Novus Europe http://www.novusint.com
NV Bekaert SA http://www.bekaert.com
Océ-Belgium http://www.oce.be
Oxiteno Europe http://www.oxiteno.com.br
PDC Europe http://www.pdc-europe.com
Philips Medical Systems N.V. http://www.medical.philips.com
Pioneer Hi-Bred International, Du Pont http://www.pioneer.com
Polish Post, Representation Office http://www.poczta-polska.pl
Porsche AG http://www.porsche.com
Rag Beteiligungs-Ag http://www.rag.de
Raytheon International Inc. Europe http://www.raytheon.com
Réseau de transport d’électricité SA http://www.rte-france.com
Rewe http://www.rewe.de
Rhodia S.A. http://www.rhodia.com
Rio Tinto plc http://www.riotinto.com
S.A. Cimenteries CBR http://www.cbr.be
Satellic Traffic Management GmbH (T-Systems) http://www.satellic.com
Schlumberger Limited http://www.slb.com
Shanks Group plc http://www.shanks.be
Sharp Corporation http://www.sharp-world.com
Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunication- SWIFT SCRL
http://www.swift.com
89. SPE-Luminus N.V. http://www.spe.be
90. St. Jude Medical Inc. http://www.sjm.com
91. Subaru http://www.subaru.be
92. Sumika Chemical Analysis Service http://www.scas-eu.be
93. Sumitomo Mitsui Banking Cooperation http://www.smbc.co.jp
94. T-Systems Belgium SA http://www.t-systems.be
95. Telekomunikacja Polska - c/o Orange Groupe France Telecom http://www.tp.pl
96. Tenneco Europe http://www.tenneco.com
97. Teollisuuden Voima Oyj http://www.tvo.fi
98. Time Warner http://www.timewarner.com
99. TNS opinion http://www.tns-opinion.com
100.
TÜV Rheinland http://www.eu.tuv.com
101.
TÜV SÜD AG http://www.tuev-sued.de
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102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.

TYROLIT Schleifmittelwerke Swarovski K.G. http://www.tyrolit.com
Ucb http://www.ucb.com
Unisys Corp. http://www.unisys.be
ViroPharma http://www.viropharma.com
Walt Disney Company Inc. http://www.disney.com
Wirtschafts- und Infrastrukturbank Hessen http://www.wibank.de
Würth Group http://www.wuerth.com

B) List of lobby firms
1. 2M Public Affairs http://www.2mpublicaffairs.be
2. 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.ampersand.com.cy
6. Barabino & Partners Europe (B&P EUROPE) http://www.barabinoeurope.com
7. Barbara J. Goldsmith and Company http://www.bjgco.com
8. Business Environment Europe (BEE SA) http://www.bee.be
9. KLIFOVET BVD http://www.klifovet.com
10. CGP Europe http://www.cgpeurope.com
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 http://www.euro-pa-online.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://www.european-communications.eu/
24. European Consulting Company (ECCO SPRL) http://www.ecco-eu.com
25. EUTOP http://www.eutop.com
26. Freshwater http://www.freshwater-uk.com/public-affairs/europe
27. GBat Beckenham Management and Public Affairs Consultants
http://www.gbatbeckenham.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.jkl.se
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 (Prague-Brussels Advisory Group) / Josef Zieleniec & Partners http://www.jzp.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.pvanl.eu
Quadrant Communications http://www.quadrant.uk.com
Sovereign Strategy http://www.sovereignstrategy.com
SPEM Communication Group http://www.spem-group.com
Spin Partners http://www.spinpartners.fr
Stenström Consulting http://www.stenstromconsulting.com
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 III: Statistics available on the TR website
From the TR website, Transparency Register Statistics, 4 February 2013. Accessed February
20, 2013.
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