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Trust in government is low and has been decreasing

® Percentage point change 2007 - 2012 (left axis) 40 % in 2012 (right axis)
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Transparency in policymaking is a lever for trust in government

Correlation between public trust in politicians and transparency in
government policymaking (2013)

Transparency of government policymaking, 1-7 (best), WEF

Public trust in politicians, 1-7 (best), WEF

Source: World Economic Forum — Global Competitiveness Report (2013-2014)



Transparency drives lobby
reforms
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Regulation of lobbying is accelerating

16 countries have regulated lobbying
8 in the past 5 years, including Ireland in 2015
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Implementation: How to make it
effective?

Raising awareness with tailored measures

Most effective ways to learn about lobbying rules/guidelines according to legislators; and integrity standards
and transparency tools according to lobbyists
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Implementation
What measures are considered effective?
Incentives for compliance

There are generally no effective rewards for agreeing to comply with lobbyist codes of conduct
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Implementation
What measures are considered effective?
Sanctions

Are there compelling sanctions for breaching the lobbyist code of conduct?
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Areas of Concern 1: Revolving doors
Are there restrictions on public officials engaging in
lobbying activities after they leave the government?

Yes, for public officials in the legislative branch 29%

Yes, for public officials in the executive branch 42%

Yes, for senior public officials in the legislative branch 33%

Yes, for senior public officials in the executive branch 50%
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Generally no restrictions are in place (e.g. a "cooling-off" period)
to restrict legislators from engaging in lobbying activities after
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Pre-public employment: OECD countries’ restrictions on
lobbyists to fill regulatory or advisory posts in government

Yes 71%




Pre-public employment: lobbyists’ view on restrictions
to fill regulatory or advisory posts in government
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Areas of Concern 2: Advisory-expert groups
A balanced composition of interests?

Corporate executives are allowed to sit in advisory/expert
groups in personal capacity

Lobbyists are allowed to sit in advisory/expert groups in
personal capacity

There is an obligation to have a balanced composition
(between for example private-sector and civil society
representatives) of advisory/expert groups
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Lobbyists are sitting on advisory groups in a personal
capacity
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Availability of information on
advisory-expert groups

33%

Publically available online or in print

71%

Publically available upon request

Not publically available 29%

| I T I I T I I I I 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



The way forward

* Compliance by incentives and enforcement remain a

challenge

Intensify efforts in addressing lobbying concerns and
risks in order to foster confidence in policy making

* Limited measurement of costs and benefits

|dentify relevant data, benchmarks, and indicators in
relation to transparency in lobbying

* The broader integrity framework remains vital

Establish a whole-of-government 21st-century integrity
framework



Types of information that stakeholders believed
should be made publicly available

names (of individuals or organisations)

contact details

whether the lobbyist was previously a public official
the names of clients

the name of the lobbyist employer

the name of parent or subsidiary company that would benefit...

the specific subject matters lobbied

the name or description of specific legislative proposals, bills, ...

the name of the national/federal departments or agencies...

the source and amounts of any government funding received...

lobbying expenses

turnover from lobbying activity

the communication techniques used such as meetings, ...

lobbying activities below certain thresholds (e.g. in terms of...

lobbying activities that are not remunerated
contributions to political campaigns

no information should be made publically available
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Actors & types of communication that stakeholders believe
should be covered by lobbying rules

Communication where all elements of the consultative process are a
matter of public record, e.g. Parliamentary Committee hearings.

Communications made in response to a request by a public official

Communications made in response to a public official strictly
requesting factual information

Information related to the decision-making process that is published
in the public domain

Communications taking place outside of buildings where public
decisions are made (e.g. National Assembly, Senate, Congress)

Lobbying activities below certain thresholds (e.g. in terms of time or
money spent on lobbying)

Lobbying activities that are not remunerated
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What incentives?

Easy registration
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INSTITUTIONAL &
CONSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS OF
SPECIAL INTEREST
REPRESENTATION

DIRECTORATE GENERAL FOR INTERNAL POLICIES
POLICY DEPARTMENT C: CITIZENS' RIGHTS AND
CONSTITUTIONAL AFFAIRS

Presentation September 2015.
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Accredited Individuals across committees; 2012-2014
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m Professional consultancies/law firms/self-employed consultants
® In-house lobbyists and trade/professional associations

= Non-governmental organisations



Interest groups contact during different phases of
the policymaking cycle (Q6).
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Member State
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® Commission Proposal Preparation ® Commission Proposal
= European Parliament Committee Amendments ®m Trialogue Negotiations

® Plenary Amendments = Plenary Vote



Interest groups’ influence (Q4)
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MEPs Perceptions regarding the TR
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Conclusions/ Recommendations

The EP could consider further augmenting the activity of public interests that surround it,
especially in committees with less activity.

Further enhance the European Parliament Research Service & expand resources provided
to committee secretariats to support rapporteurs and MEPs directly.

The EP could further incentivize administrators across EU institutions and levels to
communicate primarily with special interests registered on the TR.

The EP could make information regarding special interests entering the Institution and
meeting with specific MEPs and administrative staff publicly available.

The EP could further increase its transparency & legitimacy by making information on
accreditations (and registrations) more easily available to the public.

Special interests, both those registering as well as those with accreditations, could be
given options to indicate clearly which committees and DGs they are most interested in
lobbying.

The inclusion of the Council of the EU in the TR would considerably assist the mapping
and understanding of EU inter-institutional lobbying.



Scrutiny of declarations

of financial interests

(Policy Department study for
AFCO)

ROLAND
BLOMEYER,

Blomeyer & Sanz

(oL POLICYDEPARTMENTONCITIZENS'
“SEBB  RIGHTS AND CONSTITUTIONAL AFFAIRS

European Parliament



blOmeyer ™y
SaNZ guropean value(s) ﬁ M']T ﬁ'm'?

J”i%' 210K9, 5}
Lo\
AR "Nj\w

Scrutiny of declarations of financial interests
In national legislatures

Roland Blomeyer, 22 September 2015
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(1) Context

« Code of Conduct adopted in December 2011 / Implementing
Measures in April 2013

« Accordance with relevant moral values and norms

* Rules versus values



(1) Context

Asset disclosure

No GRECO
recommendation

not applicable
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(1) Context L |

Codes of Conduct .

Code > 10 years /

not applicable e
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(2) Conclusions

*Why? More integrity / transparency?
*\What? Review existing experience / practices.
*How? Exchange with Member State parliaments.

*\WWhen? Proactive / ongoing reform.
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(3) Recommendations - rule

|dentification of debts (map)

Actual income / detailed income brackets @

Revolving doors Q e - e %

Family members (map)
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(3)
Recommendations:
debts

applicable
not applicable
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(3)
Recommendations:
family

applicable
not applicable
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(3) Recommendations - guide
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Strategy m

40



"

(3) Recommendations - monitor
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(3) Recommendations

Publication of declarations r

Database

Individual documents
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(3) Recommendations - monitor

Resources for monitoring (members per 1 monitor)
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(3) Recommendations - sanction

* Integrity issues affecting the President or a member of the
Advisory Committee @

« Judging by peers versus external independent assessment éﬁ
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(3) Recommendations - report
« Evaluation of performance @ m
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Thank you

Roland Blomeyer, rblomeyer@blomeyer.eu / www.blomeyer.eu
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