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1. INTRODUCTION

OMPARED TO INTERPARLIAMENTARY cooperation between members of

parliament (MPs), there is limited knowledge on interparliamentary cooperation at

the administrative level, ie, cooperation between administrators or the un-elected
officials working in parliament.! Parliamentary administrators have played a role in inter-
parliamentary cooperation already in the 1950s, when the European Parliament (EP) was
known as the Common Assembly of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).
Even before the ECSC Common Assembly was set up, the parliamentary Secretaries Gen-
eral of the EU founding member states supported the ECSC in devising an independent
parliamentary administration. For the first two decades of European integration, national
parliaments (NPs) seconded a number of their officials to the ECSC to technically run the
plenary session of the Common Assembly (eg, stenographic assistance).> National parlia-
ments had even offices at the premises of the EP4 This can be considered an eatly exam-
ple of administrative cooperation between national parliaments and the EP—a long time
before interparliamentary contacts between members of national parliaments and the EP
were regularised in the 1990s (eg, through the Conference of the European Affairs Commit-
tees, COSAC) and institutionalised with the Maastricht, Amsterdam and Lisbon Treaties.

' For exceptions see A-L Hogenauer and C Neuhold, ‘National Parliaments after Lisbon: Administrations
on the Rise’ (2015) 38 West Ewropean Politics 335, 354 and A-L Hogenaver and T Christiansen, ‘Parliamentary
Administration in the Scrutiny of EU Decision-Making' in C Heffler, C Neuhold, O Rozenberg and J Smith (eds),
[ If:! Palgrave Handbook of National Parliaments and the European Union (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2015).

° A Pegan, ‘An Analysis of Legislative Assistance in the European Parliament (DPhil thesis, University of
Lll}«:mbullrg, 2015).

* S Guerrieri, ‘Lamministrazione parlamentare dell’Assemblea comune della Ceca all’Assemblea delle tre

mmunita’ (2000) 8 Storia amministrazione costituzione—Annale ISAP 134, 156.

Interview with Guy Vanhaeverbeke, Honorary Director of the EP, 14/10/2012 and 11/11/2012.
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Therefore, it is not surprising that scholars and practitioners agree that administrative
contacts are one of the most successful forms of interparliamentary cooperation.’ Away
from the political spotlight, administrative contacts occur in confidence. Administrators
are able to communicate the perspective of their parliament and pass on informal messages,
which can ease the political dialogue between parliamentary chambers. Hence, this chapter
seeks to address the question to what extent interparliamentary cooperation takes place on
the administrative level.

For this purpose, the chapter provides an overview of administrative interparliamentary
cooperation in the EU between parliaments of the EU’s 28 Member States and the EP. In this
chapter, ‘administrative parliamentary cooperation’is understood as the support parliamen-
tary administrators provide to members of parliament in interparliamentary cooperation
(eg, COSAC, interparliamentary meetings, etc), but also contacts between administrators
per se. The chapter is structured in the following way. The first section is about administra-
tive actors and structures in parliament that are involved in interparliamentary coopera-
tion or that have resulted from this cooperation. These consist mainly of the network of
parliamentary officials, also known as national parliamentary representatives or NPRs, the
staff of the Conference of the European Affairs Committees (COSAC) and the EP’s Direc-
torate for Relations with National Parliaments. The second section is about the activities of
administrative actors in interparliamentary cooperation. Here the focus is on the support
that administrators provide for interparliamentary cooperation on the political level. The
chapter also deals with interparliamentary relations aimed at administrative cooperation
(eg, EU Interparliamentary Exchange). Finally, it describes the added value of interparlia-
mentary cooperation in the Early Warning System (EWS) and the scrutiny of EU legisla-
tion. The chapter shows that intensive parliamentary administrative activity has developed
around the EU. Some of the activities are based on established practices that exist also
outside the European context, such as support for delegations of parliamentarians. Others
are exclusive to EU Integration, such as the COSAC Secretariat and the liaison officers of
national parliaments in Brussels.

II. THE ORGANISATION OF COOPERATION BETWEEN
PARLIAMENTARY ADMINISTRATIONS

The activities of members of parliament in interparliamentary cooperation are mainly
organised by the EP and the national parliament holding the Presidency (‘Presidency
Parliament’) with support from the other two parliaments, which take part in the 18-months
Presidency of the EU Council (‘Parliamentary Troika’ or ‘Presidency Troika’). The scope
of respective responsibilities of the Troika and the European Parliament is in general well
defined, but overlaps for specific events, such as the organisation of the Conference on the

> Bodies within National Parliament Specialising in Buropean Affairs, available at: bookshop.europa.eu/is-
bin/INTERSHOP.enfinity/ WFS/EU-Bookshop-Site/en_GB/-/EUR/ViewParametricSearch-Dispatch; C  Fasone,
‘Interparliamentary Cooperation and Democratic Representation in Europe’ in S Kroger and D Friedrich (eds),
The Challenge of Democratic Representation in the European Union (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2012);
K Neunreither, “The European Parliament and National Parliaments: Conflict or Cooperation’ (2015) 11 journal
of Legislative Studies 466, 489; Interview with an EP Official in Brussels, 30/03/2015.
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1 Foreign and Security Policy and the Conference on Economic Governance.® The

Commo! : - ! ! .

dministrat ive services of the EP, but in particular the ones of national parliaments are wary
ar .ach other’s interference in the competences of one another.” This is in particular true for
Ol &+

pational parliaments, who are disadvantaged compared to the EP in terms of the experience
with the organisation of cvcn}s ina multiling.l.ml setting and the logistical services that come
with it. It seems tha}t a ccrf;un degr‘ce ul“.nmm‘usl’ ex.isl:-; between national ;!|1LI European
sarliamentary administrations, which mirrors the situation at the level of members of
parn;uncm.“ This ‘n?istrusl’ is rooted nul‘ only in the different level of management
experience, but ;I.«‘.u in the more genel:al discussion on which legislative goals §hcmld be
achieved on the European level and which ones are better left to national institutions.

parliamentary administrators are loyal to their respective parliaments and work accord-
ing to this logic.? Having said that, it has to be acknowledged that pa rliamentary administra-
tors tend to agree that on a personal level the administrative relations between parliaments
are open and successful. 1% The next sections review the following administrative actors and
structures: the Network of Liaison Officers, COSAC Secretariat and the Directorate for
Relations with NPs,

A. The Network of Liaison Officers of National Parliaments in Brussels

The Network of Liaison Officers consists of representatives at the administrative level, which
the national parliaments of the EU send to Brussels. In 1991, the Danish parliament was the
first parliament to post an official in Brussels as liaison officer for EU affairs.!’ At the time,
his office was in the Belgian parliament. Over time, more and more parliaments sent laison
officers, especially since the 2000s. Today, 26 out of 28 national parliaments (ie, the equiva-
lent of 35 out of 39 parliamentary chambers) have one or more liaison officers in Brussels
(Figure 1). With the exception of the German liaison officers, they are hosted by the Euro-
pean Parliament in the direct proximity of the Directorate for Relations with NPs.'? Most
of them have worked for their parliament for several years before being sent to Brussels, and
thus have a thorough understanding of the working and priorities of their parliament.!3

§ See, respectively, ] Wouters and K Raube, ‘The Interparliamentary Conference on Common Foreign and
Security Policy: A Quest for Democratic Accountability in EU Security Governance’ (Ch 12), and I Cooper, ‘The
Interparliamentary Conference on Stability, Economic Coordination and Governance in the European Union
(The “Article 13 Conference”)’ (Ch 13), both in this volume.

7 Interview with a COSAC official in Brussels, 13/10/2011; Interview with an Honorary Director of the EP in
Luxembourg 23/10/2012; EP Official in Brussels 30/3/2015, n 5 above,

¥ Neunreither, “The European Parliament and National Parliaments: Conflict or Cooperation, n 5 above;
Fasone, ‘Interparliamentary Cooperation and Demoeratic Representation in Europe’, n 5 above.

* Hogenauer and Christiansen ‘Parliamentary Administrations in the Scrutiny of EU Decision-Making),
(n 1 above) at 119.

% EP Official 30/3/2015, n 5 above.

" Interview with a Parliamentary Liaison Officer in Brussels, 09/10/2010.

2 The German parliament sends not only a civil servant, but also representatives for the political parties. As the
European Parliament only provides a limited number of offices per parliament, they could not be hosted in the
EP. C Neuhold and A-L Hogenauer, ‘Administrators networking EU affairs? The role of parliamentary officials in
Interpartiamentary coordination and control’ presented at the EUSA Biennial Conference in Baltimore on 9-11
‘:‘E“Y 2013; EP Official in Brussels 30/3/2015, 11 5 above; [nterview with a Pa rliamentary Liaison Officer in Brussels,

20172012,

3 " Interview with a Parliamentary Liaison Officer in Brussels, 31/05/2012; Interview with a Dutch EAC clerk,
10112012,
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Number of Staff

2

Germany 2

Italy 1

Netherlands 1 and 2

Finalnd

France 2

Italy 2

Latvia

United Kingdom 1
c

Malta

Greece
Poland 1

Estonia
Spain 1 and 2
Croatia
Hungary
Ireland 1
Lithuania

Cyprus
Luxembourg

France 1
Denmark
epublic |
Portugal

Romania 1
Sweden

Slovenia 1

United Kingdom 2
Bulgaria

Germany 1
Belgium 1
Belgium 2

Austria 1
Czech Republi
Poland 2
Romania 2
Austria 2
Ireland 2

Slovenia 2

Slovakia

Czech R

Figure 1: Number of Staff in the Liaison Offices of NPs in Brussels
Source: National Parliament contacts in April 2015 (see footnote 25),

Note: The number of staff includes lia ison officers, deputies, assistants and trainees. The number after each
country stands for lower (1) or upper (2) chambers of parliament,

The tasks of the liaison officers in Brussels revolve strongly around a central informa-
tion function." First, they gather information on new and ongoing EU policy initiatives,
especially on the basis of the priorities defined by the sectoral and/or European Affairs
Committees of their parliaments.'® This involves both informal communication via phone
or email, and—in many cases—regular newsletters.'¢ Secondly, the liaison officers estab-
lish and maintain a network of contacts with the European Parliament and the European
Commission as part of the political dialogue and their information-gathering activities.”
Thirdly, the liaison officers allow national parliaments to exchange information and coor-
dinate their activities on a frequent basis. For this purpose, they meet every Monday in
so-called ‘Monday Morning Meetings’ but the fact that their offices are located on the same
corridor also facilitates informal discussions.'® The COSAC Secretariat, which is discussed

" C Neuhold and A-L Hogenauer, ‘Administrators networking EU affairs? The role of parliamentary officials
in interparliamentary coordination and control} n 12 above; Interview with a Parliamentary Liaison Officer in
Brussels, 13/10/2011; COSAC Official, 13/10/201 I, n7 above,

15 BA Dias Pinheiro, “The Treaty of Lisbon and the adaptation of national Parliaments to the challenges of
European integration: the case of the permanent representatives of Parliaments to the EU institutions’ (2012)
available at: www.repository.utl.pt/handle/ 10400.5/5124.

16 Parliamentary Liaison Officer, 12/01/2012, n 12 above; Parliamentary Liaison Officer, 31/05/2012, n 12 above.

"7 of MW Bauer, ‘Impact of Administrative Reform of the European Commission: Results from a Survey of
Heads of Unit in Policy- making Directorates’ (2009) 75 International Review of Administrative Sciences 459,

" Parliamentary Liaison Officer, 12/01/2012, n 12 above.
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next section, is part of these Monday Morning Meetings and has its offices also on the
corridor. Finally, the liaison officers fulfil a limited representative function when they

in the

same | . y . e oy
organise meetings between their MPs and European officials and politicians. But they do

not ‘lobby’ the institutions themselves and emphasise that the multi-party nature of their
parliamcnls requires them to observe strict neutrality.!?

B. Presidency Troika and COSAC Staff

One important element in interparliamentary cooperation is COSAC, the Conference of
the European Affairs Committees of the national parliaments of the EU Member States
and the European Parliament. First established in May 1989, COSAC now has a legal basis
in the European Treaties (Protocol No 1 to the Treaty of Lisbon). Its aim is to strengthen
the role of national parliaments in EU affairs through the exchange of best practices and
by fostering interparliamentary debate on important political topics. Today, COSAC meets
biannually. Each parliament is represented by six members, and the national parliaments of
candidate countries can each send three observers.?® The core activities of COSAC are polit-
ical in nature and consist of conferences of national MPs and members of the EP (MEPs)
on topics of current interest. These conferences are supported by the COSAC Secretar-
iat and the European Affairs Committee secretariat of the Presidency Parliament).?! The
COSAC Secretariat is composed of officials of the parliaments of the three Member States
that assure the Council Presidency and a permanent staff member.?? The officials coming
from the Parliamentary Troika are thus temporarily delegated to COSAC and return to
their parliaments after 18 months.?® The exact number of these temporary members varies
over time, as it is up to each parliament to decide how many resources it is willing to com-
mit to COSAC.?* In the period between July 2014 and December 2015 (Presidency Troika
of Italy, Latvia and Luxembourg), the COSAC Secretariat consisted of five temporary del-
egates from Italy, Latvia and Luxembourg.?

In addition, the COSAC Secretariat has one permanent member of staff, who has to be a
parliamentary official and who is appointed for a renewable two-year term. The permanent
member of staff usually also has a background as liaison officer of a national parliament
in Brussels, and has thus experience in networking with different parliaments.?® The pro-
cedure for the appointnient of the permanent member is laid down in the COSAC Rules

" Interview with a Parliamentary Liaison Officer in Brussels, 24/01/2013; COSAC Official, 13/10/2011, n 7
above; Parliamentary Liaison Officer, 12/01/2012, 1 12 above.

’% Art 3, European Parliament, Rules of Procedure of the Conference of Parliamentary Committees for Union
Affairs of Parliaments of the European Union, [2011] OJ C299/1-9. L Tordoff, ‘The conference of European affairs
committees: A collective voice for national parliaments in the European Union’ (2000) 6 The Journal of Legislative
Studies 1, 8.

! Art 8.7, Rules of Procedure of COSAC, n 20 above; see also C Fryda, “The role of the COSAC Secretariat
Wilthin the Evolving Landscape of Interparliamentary Cooperation: Challenges for the Future) Chapter 17 in this
volume,

2 Art 9,1, Rules of Procedure of COSAC, n 20 above.

2 At 9.2, Rules of Procedure of COSAC, n 20 above,

* COSAC Official, 13/10/2011, n 7 above.

> National Parliament contacts in April 2015, available at: www.europarl.europa.eu/relnatparl/en/about/
contacts.htiml,

* COSAC Official, 13/10/2011, n 7 above.
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of Procedure. The candidate is pl'Upuscd by the Presidency Troika, and confirmed by the
Chairpersons of the European Affairs Committees.”” The selection of the permanent mem
ber is not free from political inferences, where parliaments have an interest in promoting

the appointment of their candidate.?® Finally, the European Parliament sends one repre.
sentative to the COSAC Secretariat, who usually also changes every 18 months in respect
1 of national parliamentary administrations and to avoid giving the EP repre.-

sentative any advantage compared to national parliament representatives.

While COSAC has had regular meetings since the 1990s, the Secretariat itself was only
established in 2003, when it became clear that the staff of the European Affairs Commit-
tees of the parliaments in the Troika could not provide sufficient support.”® By setting up
a secretariat, interparliamentary relations achieved a formal structure. This is not redun-
dant, given the debate among politicians whether and how interparliamentary cooperation
should be formally institutionalised.” W hile the COSAC Secretariat is only an administra-
tive structure, it is a step towards formal institutionalisation.

As in the case of the liaison officers of the national parliaments, the European Parliament
provides the offices for the COSAC Secretariat. The temporary members of the COSAC
Secretariat are paid by their home countries, as it is their responsibility to support COSAC
during their Troika Presidency.” The permanent member is co-financed by the national

parliaments through voluntary contributions.”

The COSAC Secretariat receives its political guidance from the COSAC Presidency
(ie, the three parliaments of the Presidency Troika), or follows the decisions of the COSAC

mainly in English and French (and the COSAC website reflects this). In
on of COSAC, English is particularly important as a work-
for the COSAC Secretariat are the liaison officers
casiest to reach.® Direct contact with
als is relatively rare. An exception is
aratory meetings

to the rotatior

meetings. [t works
practice, in the daily organisati
ing language.> The key points of contact
[ of national parliaments in Brussels, as these are the
the parliamentary administrations in the national capit
the preparation of the biannual COSAC meetings, which require pre-prep

with the parliamentary administration in those capitals.®®

C. The European Parliament’s Administration

ments, the EP relatively quickly dedicated permanent adminis-

Compared to natio nal parlia
y relations. The European Union

trative resources to the development of interparliamentar

7 Art 9.3, Rules of Procedure of COSAC, n 20 above.
& COSAC Official, 13/10/2011,n7 above.
2 Interview with an EP Official, 26/01/2012.
0 C Neuhold, “Trans-national bureaucratic networks in the EU: The role
liamentary coordination a nd control’ prcscmed at the EUSA Conference in Boston on 5-7 March 2015.

31 C Bengtson, ‘Interparliamentary cooperation within Furope’ in ] O'Brennan and T Raunio (eds), National
Parliaments within the Enlarged Enropean Union. From ‘victims' of integration lo competitive actors (London and
New York, Routledge, 2007) 53.

2 COSAC Official, 13/10/2011,n 7 above.
5 Art 9.5, Rules of Procedure of COSAC.
4 COSAC Official, 13/10/2011,n7 above.
% See, in particular, the Part Six of this vo
3 ibid.

of parliamentary officials in interpat-

lume presenting debate on the role of the COSAC.



rmed by the
anent mepy,_
1 pl.omoting
§ One repre.
18 1n 1‘espect
he EP Iepre-

elf was 0nly
TS Commijt.
y Setting up
' not redup-
cooperation
administra.

\ Parliament
the COSAC
ort COSAC
the national

Presidency
the COSAC
>cts this). In
t as a work-
ison officers
ontact with
exception is
ry meetings

nt adminis-
pean Union

ils in interpar-
015.

eds), National
(London and

Parliamentary Administrations’ Role 153

spropriated funding to the EP for relations with national parliaments for the first time
990. The budget, which became operational in 1991, can be used for facilitating the
exchange of information (including EPCRD and IPEX),* analysing information, training
schemes for officials and study visits to the EP.*® Figure 2 shows the yearly appropriations
and real outturns. On average, the EP has spent 200,000 euro per year between 1991 and
2013. The most was spent in 2007 (almost 800,000 euro), while the least financial resources
were used in 1991 (50,000 euro). Given the fact that the EP houses the COSAC Secretariat
and national parliamentary liaison officers, it can be said that the EP carries the major
al burden of interparliamentary cooperation,

in |

financi

D. Directorate for Relations with National Parliaments

In the same year as the first financial resources were appropriated for interparliamen-
tary cooperation, the EP’s political bodies decided to set up an administrative service for
relations with national parliaments.?® This service was at first organised at a unit level and
Operated in the Directorate-General (DG) for Committees and Delegations in recognition
of the key role to be played by committees in interparliamentary contacts.** In 2003, the
unit was upgraded into a directorate, which still functioned under a DG dedicated to com-
mittees (DG IPOL). Since 2009, the unit is known as the Directorate for Relations with
National Parliaments, and operates within DG Presidency.

Organisationally, the Directorate is split into two units. One of the units specialises in
institutional cooperation, which includes relations with NPRs in Brussels and interparlia-
mentary assemblies (eg, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe), the organi-
sation of Joint Parliamentary and Joint Committee Meetings, issues relating to COSAC,
the EU Speakers’ Conference, ECPRD and IPEX. The second unit specialises in legisla-
tive dialogue, which mainly involves the oversight of interparliamentary activities of EP
committees (including the maintenance of a Directory of Corresponding Committees in
national parliaments), but also parliamentary scrutiny (eg, subsidiarity checks). In 2014,
the Directorate comprised 12 staff at the administrator level (AD level/officials) and 10 staff
at the secretarial/assistant level (AST rank).*? Apart from an interest in inter-institutional
relations, no particular expertise is required such as, for example, is required in some com-
mittee secretariats (eg, Economic Affairs or Legal Affairs Committees).*® Since its establish-
ment in the 1990s, the number of administrators in the Directorate for relations with NPs

#On these two networks see in detail section IL.D below.

3% The EP has at its disposal two other items for interparliamentary cooperation in Chapters 3 and 10 of the
Annual Budget, For example, Item 3043 is dedicated to joint parliamentary committees. However, these two
chapters are not limited to cooperation with national parliaments, but also with parliaments of third countries.
Therefore, a distinction between interparliamentary cooperation between EU parliaments and the EU with third
parliaments is not possible.

% European Parliament’s 1991 Directory, published by the Directorate-General for Committees and Delega-
tions in Luxembourg,.

‘0 Neunreither, “The European Parliament and National Parliaments: Conflict or Cooperation’, n 5 above.

U EP Official in Brussels 30/3/2015, n 5 above.

2 Organisational Chart of the Directorate for Relations with National Parliaments, available at www.curoparl.
europa.eu/relnatparl/en/about/contacts.html.

3 EP Official in Brussels 30/3/2015, n 5 above.




154  Andreja Pegan and Anna-Lena Hogenaver

2,000,000 = x
1,500,000 =
2 s
8 e
=) 1,000,000
o) 1 ®
m
500,000 =
¥ ox
O -~
T i e T A L T T I T T
< o~ ey O @D <@ [o} <t O «© fe=) ] A=y
N aN N N a [ [ < < < = — —
[=>Y [+ N (o} [2} [« (= [=) (=] [ = < [ <>
— — — — — o (e} o [ o~ o~ [} o1
Year
x  Appropriation Outturn
Figure 2: EU Budget Appropriations and Outturns for Relations with National Parliaments
Source: EU Annual Budgets 19912015, Ttem 3249 (Item 2993 before 2003)

has tripled, which signifies the extent to which the EP has invested in fostering contacts with
arliaments. The number of staff in NPs is quite different compared to the EP, as
ie, both chambers in Germany, UK and Italy, and the upper
houses of Romania and France) dedicate more than 10 staff working on EU Affairs.*

The general mission of the Directorate is to act as a coordinating body and a platform
of information between the EP and national parliaments. In this sense it occupies a unique
role in interparliamentary relations. Not only does it support the work of MEPs, but it also
makes sure that the voice of NPs is heard inside the EP* The main task of the Directorate
‘s to facilitate contacts between the committees of the EP and national parliaments, such
as working visits by standing committees and interparliamentary meetings.*® In addition,
the Directorate cooperates with parliaments from Member States holding the EU Presi-
dency, organises bilateral (study) visits and advises the EP’s political bodies (eg, Confer-
ence of Presidents, Conference of Committee Chairs, etc), MEPs and other departments
within the EP’s General Secretariat in their relations with national parliaments. The extent
of the Directorate’s involvement depends on the solicitation from the EP’s committees and
MEPs. As the Directorate is based in Brussels, it is likely to be informed and involved in

national p
only a handful of chambers (

4 Hppgenauer and Christiansen ‘Partiamentary Administrations in the Scrutiny of EU Decision-Making

(n 1 above) at 125.
45 EP Official in Brussels 30/3/2015, n 5 above.
16 ibid.
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Jentary activities in the EP’s headquarters. It is, by contrast, less involved when

. rerparlian . . )

11\/1EP9 visit national parliaments outside the premises of the EP.Y
111, INTERPARLIAMENTARY ACTIVITIES

A, COS AC Activities

The activities of COSAC develop around its biannual meetings and the exchange of best
practices. The main tasks of the COSAC Secretariat include the preparation and the coordi-

¢ agendas of COSAC meetings. Most of the agenda items are usually proposed
by the presidency Troika, and a few items are related to current events.

The second and related important task is the preparation of the biannual reports of
COSAG, which are a key tool for the exchange of best practice on parliamentary procedures.
for example, the priorities of the Polish Presidency in 2011 were the multiannual financial
ramework and the review of parliamentary procedures two years after the changes intro-
duced by the Lisbon Treaty. How well had parliaments adapted to the new opportunities?
What were su ccessful ways of adaptation and could other parliaments learn from those? For
the biannual report, the COSAC Secretariat thus had to draw up questions that reflected
those priorities. The Presidency Troika provides guidelines for this, such as the size of the
report, the topics to be included; sometimes it even suggests some precise questions that it
wants to see included.?® But the COSAC Secretariat then has to propose the precise ques-
tionnaire and has to make sure that comparable data can be collected. In addition, the
COSAC Secretariat can play the role of initiator by proposing potentially interesting items.
Thirdly, the COSAC Secretariat analyses the responses of national parliaments and draws
up the actual reports. Finally, the COSAC Secretariat acts as the institutional memory, by
maintaining the COSAC’s website, by drawing up minutes of meetings and by archiving

this information.*

qation of th

B. Interparliamentary Meetings and Conferences

Interparliamentary meetings and conferences are frequent forms of contact between mem-
bers of NPs and the EP. In this type of relations parliamentary administrators are respon-
sible for the organisation and the support to respective delegations of parliamentarians
(eg, preparation of briefings). The responsibility for the organisation will vary depending
on the type of meeting. While the EP is exclusively responsible for the organisation of Inter-
parliamentary Committee Meetings (ICMs), the Parliamentary Troika (ie, the Presidency
Parliament in particular) organises Joint Parliamentary Meetings (JPMs), Joint Commiittee
Meetings (JCMs) and Interparliamentary Conferences in collaboration with the EP.

f17 EP Official, 26/01/2012, n 29 above.
42 COSAC Official, 13/10/2011, n 7 above.
ibid,
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(i) Interparliamentary Committee Meetings

ICMs bring together members of parliament from specialised committees in the EP anq
national parliaments. They take place at the premises of the EP and on a topic selected by
MEPs. Their organisation is carried out by the EP’s Directorate for Relations with Nationa}
Parliaments and the secretariat of the EP committee which initiated the ICM. Since the
main duty of committee secretariats is the management of legislative and own-initiative
reports, rather than interparliamentary matters, the Directorate for Relations with NPs is
an important partner for committees in the organisation of ICMs.” In order to effectively
organise interparliamentary activities, the Directorate for Relations with NPs and the rel-
evant committee services of the EP (ie, DG IPOL and DG EXPO) have set up a modus
operandi, which delineates each other’s responsibilities.”! The main logistical organisation
falls under the Directorate for Relations with NPs (eg, distribution of invitations, prepara-
tion of a list of participants, catering, etc), while committee secretariats assist MEPs in the
substantive preparation of the meetings (eg, set up of the agenda). The Directorate for
Relations with NPs contributes to the [CM’s agenda insofar as it discusses the relevance of
the subjects for NPs.>

(ii) Joint Parliamentary Meetings and Joint Committee Meetings

Compared to ICMs, Joint Parliamentary Meetings (JPMs) and Joint Committee Meetings
(JCMs) take place less frequently. Both are organised by the Presidency Parliament in part-
nership with the EP, which also hosts the events at its premises. As for the case of ICMs, the
EP’s Directorate for Relations with NPs plays an important organisational role, while the
agenda is coordinated together with the administrators of Presidency Parliaments.> Since
JPMs bring together delegations of parliamentarians of the EU’s parliaments to discuss
broad aspects of political issues, they are specifically suitable for fostering relations between
parliamentarians of the same political families. Accordingly, one can expect a large presence
of officials from parties and parliamentary party groups. Compared to contacts between
civil servants in parliament, there is less information on the relations between party and

parliamentary party group officials. When such contacts occur, they are organised by the
secretariats of parties and parliamentary party groups and not necessarily by the central
administrations of parliaments.” In addition, the administrative capacity of parliamen-
tary groups varies. Among the parliamentary groups in the EP, only the European People’s
Party has an administrative unit taking care of relations with NPs. This could be one of the
reasons why the Group of European People’s Party has the best-developed relations with
parties from NPs.

EP Official in Brussels 30/3/2015,n 5 above.
ibid.
ibid.
53 ibid.
ibid.
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[nterparliamentary Conferences

(i)

Imerparlianncn‘ifli‘)’ Conferences are a ::ciativc nuvell?f in inl"crpm'llam-;-m;u'y activities. :1‘h=;

;ganisaliun of the two thafl have thus fzn: been f),‘if'ﬁl‘lhﬁhcd (ie, the Interparliamentary Con-
?e;-cncc on Common f~n:l‘exgn and Scﬁcurny Policy and the Common Security and Defence
policy and the [11?31';‘&}1’!mmenl‘ary.(,(mfcrcncc (.m Ec‘unnmic Governance, set up in 2012
and 2013, respcc}ivcly} does not d1ff;c:‘ .‘i_l.lbsltll‘lllal”}" [I‘f)ll] other interparliamentary meet-
ings (eg Rules ol I’mcec‘iurc of the (.ontg'elwe .un CESP). .I.’mth conferences are I'!cld bmx}-
aually. Compared to ICMs, only one of the [PMs and JCMs meetings is held in the EP
(]}russclsl,whiic a second one is held in the country of the Presidency Parliament. Hence,
the logistical burden to organise these meetings falls either on the EP (Directorate for Rela-
tions with NPs) or the Presidency Parliament.

Administrators thus have some influence on organisational arrangements, discussions
on the agenda and the drafting of the rules of procedure. However, beyond that, parliamen-
tary administrations do not play a role in the substantive policy-related discussions during
interparliamentary meetings.% This is expected given that most of these events are dedi-
cated to interparliamentary cooperation between politicians and not parliamentary admin-
istrators. However, administrative contact does occur in the activities we describe next.5®

C. Bilateral Visits to the Buropean Parliament

One of the most frequent forms of interparliamentary cooperation is bilateral visits from
national parliaments to the ED. Compared to interparliamentary meetings, delegations
from national parliaments consist either of members of parliament or administrators
(Figure 3). Bilateral visits give therefore the floor to formal administrative interparliamen-
tary cooperation, which targets specific issues of collaboration between administrations.
The visits are not limited to the EU’s national parliaments only, but are also organised for
countries preparing to join the EU.> In 2008, there were, for example, five such visits, which
brought to the EP more than 40 officials from the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
Serbia, Montenegro, Turkey and Kosovo.’ These numbers are, however, relatively low com-
pared to visits from the EU’s national parliaments. In 2008, the EP has for instance hosted
more than 220 officials in a total of 36 bilateral visits. In 2013, the EP received more than
160 administrators and 120 members of parliament.’ As Figure 3 shows, bilateral visits

5 The administrators of NPs are involved insofar as they brief their members and accompany them to Brussels.
In several instances this support is often provided by NPRs.

. 56 C Neubold, “Trans-national bureaucratic networks in the EU: The role of parliamentary officials in interpar-
llal_nentary coordination and control’, n 30 above.

57 National Parliaments European Parliament Yearbook 2008, available at: www.europarl.europa.eu/webnp/
webdav/site/myjnhiasite/shared/Publications/Yearbo01</Yea1'b00k%202008.pdf; National Parliaments European
Parliament  Yearbook 2009, available at: www.curoparl.europa.ew/webnp/ webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/
Publications/Yearbook/Yearbook%202009.pdf.

: These five visits are not included in Figure 3, which includes only visits from the EU’s national parliaments.
) * Annual Report 2013/2014 on Interparliamentary relations between the European Parliament and national
Parliaments under the Treaty of Lisbon, available at: www.europarl.europa.cu/webnp/webdav/site/ myjahiasite/
sha:’t‘dfI*ubtimtium,‘.:\nmmI%Elh-qmri!llelz|ti(ms‘i'i.Zflwith",i;zlantiunnl{:-i:EI)l’m‘iiamcnts‘ﬁ‘::ll)-l}hzﬂa\nml;d*.'-iﬂt’l
Report%6202013.pdf.
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Number of Bilateral Visits

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Year

Members of Parliament

— Administrators/Officials

Figure 3: Bilateral Visits to the EP

Source: Yearbook 2008 (n55), Yearbook 2009 {n 55), Yearbook 2010 (n 58) and Annual Report 2013/14 (n 57)

of administrators from national parliaments are numerically as important as visits from

members of parliament.
Bilateral visits (either from administrators of politicians) are always organised by the EP

at the request of individual chambers. This means that NPs shape the agenda. V isits take the
form of working meetings, study visits, guided tours or trainings. Some of them are dedi-
cated to the preparation for the EU rotating Presidency. In 2010, there were 19 such visits
from the Polish parliamentin order to prepare for its Presidency.® In general, bilateral visits
consist of officials from committees on EU-related issues, and a mixed group of adminis-
ficials working for parliamentary groups.®' The latter are however limited in

trators and of
number compared to the former.

National parliaments are not equally represented in bilate
chambers are more active than others. In 2013, six national parliaments sent their officials
to the EP6? Three visits were from the British House of Commons,®* two from the Swedish
Riksdagen, the Danish Folketingetm, and Dutch Tweede Kamer, one from the Estonian

Riigkogu and the Austrian Nationalrat.
Since 2008, the EP has also organised the
visits, these visits do not target specific reque
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60 National Parliaments European Pa
500k96202010.pdf.

webdav/site/myjahiasite/shared/ Publications/Yearbook/Yearl
61 Yearbook 2009, n 55 above.
6 Annual Report 2013-14, .57 above.
63 One of the three visits was organised together with the House of Lords.
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s rather to gather together officials from different national parliaments on issues of
Cmss-[?ﬂ"li“mt‘“““'y interest, such as protocol, library services, plenary activities, commu-
pication with citizens, etc. In the period between 2008 and 2010, there have been 20 such
visits for a total of more than 500 administrators. Such visits offer the opportunity for con-
tact between officials from different NPs and the EP at the same time.

D. [nformation and Documentation Networks

The exchange of information and documentation is at the core of the European Centre
for Parliamentary Research and Documentation (ECPRD) and the InterParliamentary
EU Information eXchange (IPEX). Both of these networks are connected with European
integration. The ECPRD was established on the initiative of the Conference of Speak-
ers of European Parliamentary Assemblies in 1977. Members of the ECPRD are the EP,
the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) and parliaments of the
EU and Council of Europe Member States.** The ECPRD Directors are appointed by the
Secretaries General of the EP and PACE.

[PEX is, on the other hand, a network exclusive to the parliaments of the EU.% It is
mainly dedicated for the use of national parliaments as a point of contact for the scrutiny of
EU draft legislative proposals. The Secretaries General of national parliaments each appoint
up to two IPEX correspondents, who are responsible for uploading documents relating to
the subsidiarity check of EU draft legislative proposals.”® IPEX is co-financed by the EP
and national parliaments. The EP appropriates from its own budget funds for securing the
[PEX’s website domain; while national parliaments co-finance the salary of an officer, who
centrally oversees IPEX’s operations.®” The objectives of the platform are decided by the EU
Speakers’ Conference, while the Secretaries General approve the working guidelines. The
[PEX Chairmanship and Board prepare IPEX’s background work.%® Besides an important
instrument for the exchange of documents, IPEX functions also as a venue for network-
ing between administrators. Meetings for IPEX correspondents are organised annually and
include activities such as training, workshops and a plenary session. Unlike the website of
the ECPRD, the documents on the IPEX website are freely available to the public.®” As a
result, IPEX has become a source of information for EU citizens as well.

64 The parliaments of Israel, Canada and Mexico have an observer status in the ECPRD. Statutes of the
European Centre for Parliamentary Research and Documentation, available at: ecprd.secure.europarl.europa.eu/
ecprd/navigation.do?section=3.

65 Note that candidate countries can also participate.

6 Art 8, [PEX Guidelines as approved by the meeting of the Secretaries General of the EU Parliament at the
Meeting of Secretaries General on 14 March 2015 in Rome, available at: www.ipex.eu/ IPEXL-WEB/widgets/
download.do?widgetld=082dbcc5312¢f97d013147b1 39360ad7&fileld=082dbec5312¢M7d013147b2166d0ado.
Based on information on the IPEX website, only seven chambers have appointed two administrators as IPEX cor-
respondents, while most of them have only one correspondent. The Dutch upper chamber is the only chamber
which did not appoint an IPEX correspondent (situation in March 2015).

57 Art 9, Art 10 IPEX Guidelines, n 66 above.

6 Art 4, Art 5 IPEX Guidelines, n 66 above.

6 See the Conclusion of the EU Speakers’ Conference held on 7-8 April 2014 in Vilnius, Lithuanian, available
at www.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/euspeakers/getspeakers.do.
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E. Meetings of the Secretaries General of the EU Parliaments

Like the Speakers’ Conference, which dates back to the 1960s and 1970s, the meetings of
Secretaries General were one of the first formal administrative relations that were estah.
lished in the scope of EU interparliamentary cooperation. The Secretaries General of EUy
parliaments meet in order to prepare the annual EU Speakers’ Conference. Meetings occyy
annually and a few weeks before the Conference of Speakers. They are organised by the
Presidency Troika and take place in the country which presided over the EU Council in the
second half of the year. The preparation is therefore in the hands of national parliaments
and the EP does not play a particular role.

The annual meeting lasts two days. The programme includes presentations, debates and
social events. Compared to the administrative networks, such as the ECPRD or IPEX, the
meetings of Secretaries General are not limited to technical cooperation. They serve as a
platform for discussing the agenda of the upcoming EU Speakers’ Conference on politically
relevant topics, such as the economic crisis, human rights, foreign affairs, etc. In addition,
they provide a venue for exchanging best practices, when Secretaries General present indi-
vidual reports on different issues (eg, the development of political dialogue, coordination
of EU affairs, the scrutiny of draft proposals on EU law, etc). The Secretaries General are
responsible for overseeing the lower levels of administrative cooperation. For this purpose
they have the power to appoint the IPEX Chair and Board, adopt guidelines for the opera-
tions of IPEX, etc. Therefore, administrative interparliamentary cooperation follows a strict
logic of hierarchy, where the leeway of action and mandate to discuss political matters var-
ies according to the level of seniority in the administration. This administrative hierarchy
reflects the hierarchy that exists between corresponding types of political coordination.

E. Scrutiny of EU Draft Legislation: The Early Warning System

As it has been seen for the case of COSAC contributions, most of the results of interparlia-
mentary activities are not formally binding. With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty
in 2009, national parliaments were given a formal right under the Early Warning System
(EWS).”® Through the EWS national parliaments are mandated to scrutinise the compliance
of draft EU legislation with regard to the principle of subsidiarity. This right is exercised
through so-called reasoned opinions and contributions, which are issued by individual NPs
and their chambers. As is well known, when one third of all the chambers issue a reasoned
opinion detecting a violation of the principle of subsidiarity by a legislative proposal, a so-
called ‘yellow card’ is reached and the European Commission is obliged by law to review the
proposal.”! It can maintain, amend or withdraw the proposal.”

70 See Protocols No 1 and 2 annexed to the Treaty of Lisbon.
71 Art 7, Protocol No 2.
72 Since the access of Croatia one third of votes amounts to 19 out of 56 chamber votes.
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i) National parliamentary Administrations in the Early Warning Systettt

d opinions and

mﬂ;_m-ncntary administr

other contributions are prepared by pational parliaments, where
ators can play a considerable role in the scrutiny of EU proposals.”
In p;n'ticulau‘, parliamentary ‘c‘1d1ninis1ratnrs ;.u'cﬁrcspm"nsihlic for an cxtcn:_;i\rc range of tasks.
They often pre-select pulgntmﬂy pr.nblcm'.mc EU legislative pt’npf).&‘alﬁ for scrutiny, gather
and qummarise information, provide proc‘edur':li and legal advice and sometimes even
draft reasoned upinimls."‘ While the role of parliamentary administrators in the EWS can
ambers, almost all NPs parliamentary administrators play a role that goes

a certain level of conyergence.”” A very common

Reason®

vary between ch sral bl
peyond technical su.|ppm'l._wh|ch indicates : ce
activity of administrators 1s the pre-selection of documents for scrutiny.’®

The important role that parliamentary administrators carry out as non-elected officials
has led to the assumption that the scrutiny of EU politics escapes the political control from
elected officials or members of pm'liamem.r" Although parliamentary administrators play
an extensiv d thus far shows that parliamentarians delegate tasks to
staff selectively. Especially those parliaments that have well-staffed party groups and gener-
s allowances for M Ps’ assistants use these ‘politicised’ administrators to maintain a grip

EU legislation.”®

e role, evidence collecte
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(i1) Interparliamentary Aspects

asoned opinions is not an interparliamentary activity per se,
ant for their effective use.” Thus far, national par-
yellow card due
some parlia-

While the preparation of re
interparliamentary activities are import
have found it difficult to reach the threshold necessary for the
NPs inactive use of the EWS. For example,
ts did not call reasoned upiniuns‘1‘0.-150111:(1 opinions’ or did not clearly argue in terms
heir reasoned opinions to be discarded. Here, COSAC
made great efforts to help national parliaments to adapt their approaches to avoid those
problems.*® For instance, it organised so-called ‘subsidiarity tests’ between 2006 and 2009
that allowed national parliaments to prepare for subsidiarity review. It is still an important
platform for discussions on the ideal format and content of reasoned opinions.

In addition, reaching a yellow card requires cooperation between NPs. In order to mount
an EU proposal, national parliaments have to coordinate their

liaments
to different priorities and some

men
of subsidiarity, which would lead t

a successful challenge 10
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activities and motivate each other to join in the effort of reaching a yellow card. In thjg
respect the liaison officers of NPs in Brussels play an important role.? In the two instanceg
where national parliaments were successful in reaching the threshold for a yellow card (the
Monti II and EPPO Regulations), liaison officers in Brussels played the part of coordinators
and motivators.

(iti) Monti II Regulation

The first example of a yellow card is the so-called Monti IT Regulation, which proposed tq
Jimit the right to organise collective action, including the right to strike. Before the eight.
week EWS deadline expired, 12 reasoned opinions amounting to 19 votes were adopted,
The Danish parliament had identified Monti I early on as a priority and drafted a reasoned
opinion. The Danish liaison officer quickly distributed an English version of the reasoned
opinion to other parliaments so that they would have a blueprint in case they too wanted
to adopt one.®? In addition, the Danish parliament could use a conveniently timed COSAC
meeting to push the issue on the agenda, as they held the COSAC Presidency at the time 53
The task of the liaison officer was then to keep national parliaments abreast of the progress
towards a yellow card and to encourage other potentially interested parliaments to adopt a
reasoned opinion.?* They succeeded in mobilising the Swedish Riksdagen and the French
Senate who then both became very active t00.% Finally, the Dutch Tweede Kamer changed
its mind and decided to adopt a reasoned opinion on the very last day, in part because they
knew that the threshold for a yellow card had almost been reached.®® Both in Portugal and
in Belgium the staff at home and their liaison officers in Brussels were seen as playing a key
role in mobilising their MPs.%”

(iv) European Public Prosecutor’s Office Regulation

In the case of the second yellow card on the proposal regarding a European Public Prosecu-
tor’s Office (EPPO), the Dutch Tweede Kamer was very active. They too used their liaison
officer to inform the other parliaments that this was a Dutch priority and to proactively ask
what other parliaments were planning to do.®® As in the case of the first yellow card, there
was a ‘bandwagon effect, with other parliaments joining in gradually. Even Denmark-—
which has an opt-out in Justice and Home Affairs—considered adopting a reasoned opinion
out of solidarity, but decided in the end that it could not legitimately adopt a subsidiarity
complaint on an issue that would not affect it.%?

81 parliamentary Liaison Officer in Brussels, 13/10/2011, n 14 above; Hogenauer and Neuhold, ‘National Parlia-
ments after Lisbon: Administrations on the Rise, n 1 above at 347.

82 Tnterview with a Danish EU advisor, 15/04/2014; Interview with a Dutch committee clerk, 18/04/2014; Inter-
view with a Dutch committee clerk, 18/04/2014; Parliamentary Liaison Officer, 31/05/2012,n 12 above,

8 ¢f M Buskjer Christensen, ‘Is the Danish model of parliamentary scrutiny still best practice?” in C Heftler,
C Neuhold, O Rozenberg and ] Smith (eds), The Palgrave Handbook of National Parliaments and the European
Union (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan, 2015).

81 Interview with a Dutch EU advisor, 16/04/2014; Interview with a Belgian committee clerk, 23/04/2014.

8 Parliamentary Liaison Officer, 31/05/2012, n 12 above.

8 Dutch committee clerk, 18/04/2014, n 80 above.

87 parliamentary Liaison Officer, 31/05/2012, n 12 above.

88 Dutch committee clerk, 18/04/2014, n 80 above.
Danish EU advisor, 15/04/2014, n 80 above.
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Iv. CONCLUSION

his chapter has reviewed administrative interparliamentary cooperation in terms of actors
_ d- activities. Our analysis has shown that the administration of interparliamentary rela-
tions is in the hands of the European Parliament, the Parliamentary Troika and the Presi-
?ECY Parliament. Both national parliaments and the EP have invested resources to develop
their administrative network since the 1990s. The EP has set up a Directorate, which pro-

¥ides assistance to MEPs, but takes up also the general role of contact facilitator between
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the EP and NPs. While the Directorate for Relations with National Parliaments provides
successful tools for the coordination between the EP and individual NPs (eg, Directory of
Corresponding Committees, database of reasoned opinions, etc), it is mainly the role of the
COSAC Secretariat and the respective liaison officers of parliaments in Brussels to guaran-
tee mutual coordination between NPs. This is a difficult, but important task, since under
the EWS national parliaments have the power to force the European Commission to revise
its legislative proposal when a yellow card is reached.

While the EWS has given individual national parliaments the channel to express their
views, national parliaments are stronger when they act collectively. Therefore, the admin-
istrative capacity for coordination is essential for NPs, This has been shown in the yellow
card cases for the Monti II and EPPO Regulations. As the working relations among liaison
officers consolidate, we would expect NPs to increasingly use their prerogatives in the area
of EU legislation. Nevertheless, human resources for relations with the EP are not the only
problem of national parliaments in the scrutiny of EU legislation. The eight-week deadline
prescribed in Protocols No 1 and 2 to the Treaty of Lisbon tests the capacity of NPs to
scrutinise EU legislation. In order to effectively use their rights under the Lisbon Treaty,
national parliaments might have to invest more resources in a proactive scrutiny of the
European Commission legislative agenda. Thus, NPs might consider investing time and
resources at a much earlier stage of the EU legislative cycle than presently.

While there is little doubt that administrative resources play an important role in the
scrutiny of EU legislation, less firm conclusions can be drawn on the value of adminis-
trative contacts per se. These occur on a technical, but also on a policy substantive level.
The core of administrative contacts consists of the exchange of best practices on technical
matters, such as the scrutiny of legislation, communication with citizens, management of
research, etc. The meetings of Secretary-Generals of EU Parliaments are the most promi-
nent example of administrative interparliamentary relations on a policy substantive level,
where Secretary-Generals discuss and coordinate the agenda of the EU Speakers’ Confer-
ence. Albeit with smaller margins of manoeuver, policy discussions occur also in meetings
between low-level officials. Every interparliamentary encounter (political or administra-
tive) can thus represent an opportunity for communication on policy-relevant issues. The
value of such communication does not only depend on the hierarchy level, but also on the
administrative culture within each Member State of the EU.

Given the dynamic nature of EU politics, it is difficult to predict how the role of par-
liamentary administrations in interparliamentary cooperation will develop in the future.
Thus far, European integration has fostered this type of relations. Examples outside the
scrutiny of EU legislation, such as the OECD Network of Parliament Budget Officials, show
that there is a scope for administrative contacts on policy issues. This has not yet occurred
for the scrutiny of EU legislation, where the network of liaison officers is formally in charge
only for maintaining relations with the EP.




