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Chairman of the European Affairs Committee

Parliament of Denmark

Skriv navn/adresse/dand og tryk Fll

10. January 2003
Ref.No. EU-Presidency - COSAC

The Danish presidency’s conclusions on the work in the COSAC
Working Group concerning a reform of COSAC.

Dear COSAC-chairmen and members of the COSAC-delegation,

Following the meetings in the working group in Copenhagen in November and m December 2002
and n agreement w/ilh the Greek presidency, the former Danish presidency of COSAC has clabo-
rated the enclosed Presidency conclusions on the result of the work of the Working Group. Attached
to the Presidency conclusions are the final nine documents from the working group. The documents

will soon be available in French.

The Danish presidency’s proposal for a revision of the Rules of Procedure has been forwarded to the
parliaments the 19. December 2002. It is available on the COSAC web-site as well. The proposal is

also enclosed to this letter.

The proposal for a revision of the Rules of Procedure does not treat all items discussed during the
working group’s meetings, but is limited to those items that are likely to be agreed upon on the ex-
traordinary COSAC-meeting in Brussels on the 27th of January 2002. However, the proposal for a
revision of the Rules of Procedure should be seen in context with the overall conclusions of the
working group and as a first step in the reform of COSAC. Therefore, the work on the items not
dircctly addressed in the proposal - such as the establishment of a sceretariat for COSAC - should vo
on with a view to a later implementation in the Rules of Procedure preferably during the Greek

nrestdency.
[’m looking forward to a productive mecting in Brussels.
Best regards

Claus Larsen-Jensen

Direct Fax (+43) 33 37 3690






Foiketingct
Copenhagen, 10 fanuary 2003

Presidency conclusions:
Recommendations from the COSAC Working Group

Introduction

During the COSAC-meeting in Copenhagen the 16-18 October 2002 a compre-
hensive discussion took place on the basis of a Danish draft proposal concerning
a reform of COSAC.

The COSAC-meeting adopted a contribution recognising that the Protocol to the
Amsterdam Treaty on the Role of the National Parliaments (1999) provides am-
ble opportunities for the national parliaments and for COSAC, that must be fully
applied and strengthened.

On the basis of this debate and within the present treaty provisions, COSAC de-
cided to set up a Working Group with the aim of clarifying some questions and
continuing the Danish reform initiative while paying attention to other proposals.

The Working Group was given the following (nine) task:

a) To continue the work of drafting a code of conduct setting out minimum
standards for effective national parliamentary scrutiny of governments.

b) To draft proposals for how to change COSAC’s rules of procedure con-
cerning majority decisions.

¢) To draft proposals on how to establish a secretariat for COSAC that ensures
the necessary continuity of the work of COSAC, including possible changes
in COSAC’s rules of procedure.

d) To consider the organisation of future meetings of COSAC including the
question on how to involve the sectoral standing committees as well as the
composition of the delegations.

¢) To consider the possibility of letting COSAC assess the Commission’s an-
nual legislative programme in order to ensure its compliance with the prin-
ciple of subsidiarity.

t)  To consider the possibility of giving COSAC a new and more understand-
able name.

vy To consider a new strategy for 1T and admmistrative co-operation between
U administrative bodies in the national parhaments including the repre-
sentations of national parliaments in Brusscls.

h)  To consider whether there 1s a need to establish co-operation agreements
with the EUs mstitutions.

1) To follow the work of the European Convention and the Intergovernmental

Conference.
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At the COSAC -meeting it was concluded, that the Working Group should final-
ise its work before 31 December 2002, Regarding the monitoring of the work of
the European Convention the Working Group shall however continue 1ts work
after this date (task i). The recommendation from the Working Group should be
considered at an extraordinary COSAC-meecting, which now has been arranged
for the 27 January 2003.

The Working Group has held two meetings in Copenhagen the 17-18 November
2002 and the 15-16 December 2002.

On the basis of working notes from the Danish presidency concerning all the task
mentioned above as well as on the basis of contributions from other members the

Working Group has had a thorough discussion on all items. During the Tast
meeting the 15-16 December 2002 the Working Group finalised its work con-
cerning task a) to h). As far as task 1) is concerned, the work continues i accor-
dance with the principles laid out in document i). The final documents are cn-

closed (a to 1).

Recommendations

On the basis of these documents and the discussions in the Working Group the
presidency has drawn the following conclusions on the main lines:

Re a) “ minimum standard for scrutiny” etc.

The Working Group recommends the adoption by the COSAC of the so-called
“Copenhagen parliamentary Guidelines” set out in the enclosed document a). As
stated in the protocol on national Parliaments it is up to each Parliament to decide
the extend to which the guidelines should be implemented.

Furthermore, these guidelines should be published in the Official Journal of the
European Communities, Serie C, which contains communications and informa-
tion of non-binding nature.

Re b) “majority decisions” etc.

The Working Group recommends the adoption of new rules for voting m CO-
SAC as set out in document b). This means, that contributions should hencefor-
ward be adopted with a majority of 2/3 of the votes cast; the majority must at the
same time constitute at least 50 pct. of the votes. Each delegation has two votes
in order to allow differentiated voting from bicameral parliaments.

Amending the rules of procedure require — as today — unammity. Here cach dele-

vation has onc votce.






Furthermore the Workine Group recommends that contributions adopted by CO-
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Re ¢) “sceretariat for COSAC™ ete.
All members of COSAC agree that it is necessary to strengthen and improve the

efficiency of COSAC within the present treaty provision. To that effect there 1s a
need for better secretarial support.

During the meeting in the Working Group on the 16 December 2002 members of
the Group agreed to recommend to the parliaments the establishment of a secre-
tariat following the lines of a proposal from the delegation of Netherlands. The
proposal is outlined in document c).

The secretariat should be small, non-bureaucratic and staffed with only 5 per-
sons, comprising one head of secretariat. The annual cost is estimated at ap-
proximately 600.000 EUR. Shared equally between the participating parliaments
the annual cost is only 24.000 EUR per parliament. Should one or more parlia-
ments wish not to participate in the financing of the secretariat the annual cost
per parliament should be adjusted accordingly. Further deliberation concerning
the legal aspect ctc. of the establishment should take place at a later stage.

The secretariat should be placed in Brussels.

The Working Group recommends, that the extraordinary COSAC-meeting fur-
ther discuss the procedure in relation to the establishment of a secretariat as out-

lined in document c).

Re d) “future meetings and the influence of sectoral standing committees”
etc.

The Working Group is of the opinion, that the national parliaments should or-
ganise themselves in a way whereby the parliamentary work becomes inter-
linked in a constructive manner and that the organisational structure of COSAC
should be adapted to the new challenges and new tasks facing COSAC.

To that effect the Working Group recommends the proposals sct out in document
dy, which among other things implies a better long term planing of meetings. n-
cluding regular biannual meetings of the chairpersons. Furthermore the mecting
of chairpersons could in concrete cases be given a mandate by the COSAC as-
sembly to adopt contributions. Concerning the scctoral standing committees the
rccommendation is, that COSAC should support the mcreased co-operation be-
tween the sectoral standing committees by making itself available as a supporting

structure.






Concerning the proposal to mvolve The Conference of Spcal\cl\ of the Euro-

confoaroanoy

pean Pallulnu HIN T Was luupusuu o usk e bpuu\\,ib at the next conference n
June 2002 whother they could aceept to take the role as Presidium for the CO-
SAC, with the sk to decide on and approve COSAC’s budget. Historically,
COSAC has strong tics with the Conference of Speakers of the Buropean Parlia-
ments, as it was this Conference, which established COSAC in May 1989. Fur-
thermore it is the Speakers, who in many EU-countries have overall responsibil-
ity for the co-ordination of work both within their own parliaments, and for co-
operation between national parliaments.

Re ¢) “Commission annual legislative programme and its compliance with
subsidiarity” etc.

On the basis of the proposals sct out on document e) the Working Group recom-
mends that COSAC once a year invite the European Commission to a general
discussion on the contents of its working and legislative programme. From thesc
programmes it is possible to select a number of concrete initiatives that can be
scrutinised and evaluated by COSAC in greater detail when they are introduced

on a concrete basis.

In relation to the “carly warning mechanism™, proposed by the Convention's
Working Group 1, it is recommended that COSAC should offer secretarial sup-
port as a “clearing house”, by collecting information (electronically) from par-
liaments on any objection and by distributing information on these to other par-

liaments.

Re ) “A new and moie understandable name” ete.
There is consensus in the Working Group that work should continue on the mat-
ter of giving COSAC a new name which corresponds to its new functions and

task.

The matter of COSAC’s name should therefore be referred to the Working
Group’s follow-up to the work of the Convention on the Future of Europe (task

.

Re ¢) “New strategy for I'T and administrative co-operation” etc.

The Working Group recommends the proposals sct out in document g), which
implics a new 1T strategy for COSAC with better co-operation between the ad-
ministration bodics in the national parliaments. In concrete terms it 1s proposcd to
sct up a technical admimistrative Working Group to carry out the task n the

document.






Re h) “Co-operation agreements with the EU-institution™ etc.

The Working Group is of the opinion, that in order to fully implement the proto-
col on the national parliaments in the Amsterdam Treaty, and to mitiate some of
the measures that the Convention’s Working Group has proposcd, some agree-
ments could be entered into between national parliaments and the EU’s mstitu-
tion. The agreements constitute means and ideas to strengthen the role of the na-
tional parliaments.

However the co-operation agreement should be called operational agreements 10
indicate, that COSAC is not a new institution.

The Working Group recommends that the items set out in document h) should be
seen as a platform for further discussion on the content of such agreements.

Re i) “To follow the work of the European Convention™ etc.

The Working Group agrees that many aspects of this reform coincide with the
recommendations from the Conventions Working Group 1 on the principle of
subsidiarity and Working Group IV on the role of national parliaments.

The Working Group recommends that, at the extraordinary COSAC-mceeting i
January 2003 (27 January) COSAC should inform the Convention of the recom-
mendations of the Working Group, and that the agreed recommendation will be
implemented in the reform of COSAC’s work.

In order to influence the agenda of the Convention and the Intergovernmental
Conference COSAC must in the early month of 2003 adopt a position on the fu-
ture role on the national parliaments in the European Union.

It is therefore recommended that the parliaments send all proposals on the future
work in the Working Group to the European Affairs Committee of Greece; pret-
erably not later than ten days before the meeting of chairpersons in January (28
January).

Rules of procedure

In order to implement many of the operational recommendations agreed upon mn
the Working Group the Danish presidency has already on the 19 December 2002
drafted a proposal for a revision of COSAC’s rules of procedure. The mtention 1
to quickly take a first step in the reform of COSAC’s work. Thercfore the new
draft for the rules of procedure contains the new voting rules, new rules for
mectings and place of meetings of the chairpersons, long term planmg of CO-
SAC-meetings, publications of COSAC’s contributions etc.
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The work with ttems not directly addressed in the proposal - such as the estab-

lishment of a scerctariat for COSAC — should go on with a view to a possible

fater impicmeniaiion i the Rules of Procedure.

If agreed upon at the extraordinary COSAC mecting of the 27 January 2003 the
N . ~ St q

new rules of procedure could enter into force on the 17 February 2003.

Best regaids

Claus Larsen-Jensen
Chairman of the European Affairs Committec






Nine documents from the COSAC
Working Group

Documents a) — 1)
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Task a ) - "'To continuce the work of drafting a code of conduct
setine out minimunt standards for effective national Parlia-
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"COPENHAGEN PARLIAMENTARY GUIDELINES”

Guidelines for relations between governments and Parliaments
on Community issues (instructive minimum standards)

1. The European Convention and COSAC

The protocol on the role of national Parliaments annexed to the Amsterdam
Treaty points out clearly that each national parliament's scrutiny of its own gov-
ernment in relation to Community activities falls under the particular constitu-
tional system and practice of the member country in question.

The report from the working group on the role of the national Parliaments (dated
22 October 2002) under The Europcan Convention contains a recommendation
that COSAC should prepare a code of conduct or guidelines for relations be-
tween governments and Parliaments in connection with Community issues. The
purpose of this is to provide all the national Parliaments with the opportunity to
scrutinisc and have an influence on governments' Community policy. As stated in
the protocol on national Parliaments it is up to each Parliament to decide the ex-
tent to which the guidelines should be implemented

At the COSAC meeting in Copenhagen from 16 —18 October 2002 these guide-
lines were referred to as the "Copenhagen Guidelines", and they cnable scrutiny
of and insight into the government's Community policy and Community policy in
general.

In this connection COSAC has decided to indicate certain instructive principles
(or a kind of minimum standard) which will help to ensurc that all national Par-
liaments have the opportunity to participate i and have an influence on Commu-
nity policy in an active manner.

'hree clements i relations between government and Parliament can be pomted
out which will help to ensure that the national Parliaments gamn an influcnce on

Community policy.

These three clements are the quantity and quality of information 1o the national
Parliament, the timing of information cxchange, and finally the opportunities






that the national Parliament has to use the information it has recerved to gain an
influence on Community policy.

The following basic principles can be recommended on the basis of the above:

1.

The national Parliament shall receive relevant information on Community
initiatives, both from the government and Community mstitutions, in good
time so that the national Parliament has an opportunity to take them mnto con-
sideration before decisions are madc.

The national Parliament shall have a real opportunity to use the information
received to gain an influence on its own country's European policy and
thereby the common decisions made in the Community.

The national Parliament shall have an opportunity to follow up on its gov-
ernment's decisions in the Community system.

Recommendations on general guidelines ("Copenhagen Parliamen-
tary Guidelines”)

The following general guidelines can be recommended on the basis of the basic

principles above:

1.

2.

A member country's government should ensure, in consultation with the
Community's institutions, that the national Parliament receives all
Community documents regarding legislation and other Community ini-
tiatives as soon as they become available.

The government should prepare easily accessible, clearly-worded mate-
rial on Community legislation, etc., for the national Parliaments.

Examples:

- The government can regularly forward hsts of current Com-
munity Bills, documents for hearings, messages. etc., to the
national Parliament.

- The government can draw up explanatory notes on all impor-
tant Community matters for Parliaments within a given dead-

fine.

Opportunities should be provided for meetings with ministers in the na-
tional Parliaments well in advance of Community meetings. The gov-
ernment should give an account of its attitude to Community proposals
at such meetings.
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Lxamples:
1t should be possible for the Parliament to ask questions of
minmisters well 1 advance of Council mectings 1 order to ob-
tain clarification of the government's attitude to specific 1ssues.

- It should be possible for the Parliament's European Affairs
Commitlee and expert comnuttee to hold a suitable number of
meetings with the participation of a minister and adapted to the
Council meetings so that the Parliament can consider the con-
tent of the Council meetings at a concrete level.

The national Parliament should be informed by the government well in
advance as regards decisions to be made in the EU and concerning the
government's proposals regarding decisions. This concerns ordinary
meetings of the Council, summit meetings, and inter-governmental con-
ferences. The national Parliaments should also subsequently be informed
of the decisions made.

Examples:

- The government can forward agendas of forthcoming Council
meetings with relevant references to Community legislation
documents.

- The government must forward minutes of Council meetings
within a short time frame after the meetings.

Concerning administrative assistance in the national Parliament, it is the
responsibility of each national Parliament to ensure maximum benefit
from the guidelines, inter alia by strengthening the administrative and
expert assistance to the Parliament in EU matters and adapting this as-
sistance to Parliament's real needs.

Publication

It is proposed that these guidelines, which 1s not legally binding should be pub-
lished in the Official Journal of the European Communities, C' Serics. The C Se-
ries contains communications and information of a non-binding nature.

I ERRNGY - b : S ~ N
See also "Note concerning new voting rules in COSAC™ as regards publication of COSAC contnibutions
m the Official Journal of the European Communities, C Series

o
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Task by "To draft a proposal for how to change COSAC's rules of procedure
concerning majoriny decisions”

Al

Note on new rules for voting in COSAC

1. COSAC’s existing rules for voting

The existing rule for voting in COSAC is based on unanimity among the delega-
tions present, but with the opportunity for what is known as constructive ab-
stention. 1Sach delegation casts one vote.

In accordance with article 10.5 and article 14.3 of the rules of procedure, the ex-
isting rulc on unanimity applies to the adoption of COSAC contributions and to

amendments of COSAC's rules of procedure.

The rules on unanimity are worded as follows:

Article 10.5 (on the adoption of contributions)

"T'he adoption of a contribution requires unanimmity among the delega-
tions that are present at the meeting. Abstention from voting on the part
of delegations cannot prevent the adoption of a contribution™.

Article 14.3 (on amendments to the rules of procedure)
"The adoption of a proposal requires unanimity among the delegations
that are present at the meeting. Abstention from voting on the part of
delegations cannot prevent the adoption of a proposal”.

2. Proposal for new rules for voting:

2.1 Adoption of contributions
The proposal for new COSAC voting rules is to continue to basce them on the
principle that all countries or Parliaments have the same number of votes.

Each delegation should have 2 votes when voting on contributions i order to
allow differentiated voting from bi-cameral parliaments.

Contribution should henceforward be adopted with a majority of 2/3 of the votes
cast; the majority of 2/3 must at the same time constitute at least 50 % of the
votes from all delegations, whether these are represented or not.






To the extent it 1s deemed necessary, minority views may be included in the final

contribution.

The purpose of introducing qualified majority voting for the adoption of COSAC
contributions is to enhance decision-making in COSAC.

2.2 Publication of contributions in the Official Journal of the European

Communities.
The Official Journal of the European Communities, C Series, contains communi-

cations and information of a non-binding nature about the European Union, in-
cluding protocols from parliament meetings and parliamentary questions and re-
plies from the Council and the European Commission, opinions from the Eco-
nomic and Social Committee, opinions from the Committee of the Regions etc.

In order to focus attention on COSAC's contributions it is proposed that, in the
future, adopted contributions from COSAC is published in The Official Journal
of the Europcan Communities, C Series.

2.3 Amending the rules of procedure

In amending the rules of procedure the principle of unanimity among the delega-
tions present at the meeting is maintained. Constructive abstention by abstaming

from voting remains an option.

It is proposed to have a quorum of 2/3 of the delegations when voting on
amendments to the rules of procedure.

In votes on amendments to the rules of procedure each delegation has only one
vote.






Folketinget
Copenhagen 20712 2002

Task ¢i: " To draft proposals on how to establish a secretariat jor COSAC
that ensures the necessary continuity of the work of COSAC, including

possible changes in COSACs rules of procediire

Note on the establishment of a COSAC secretariat
"Note on the conclusions"

1. Establishing a secretariat’

All organisations with even a minimum of tasks have a secretariat to ensure the
continuity and coherence required in their work. On an international level, this
applies both to the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) and to the inter-
parliamentary assemblies of NATO, the WEU and the OSCE. None of thesc
parliamentary assemblies would be able to cover their work without a secretariat.

This applies in equal measure to inter-parliamentary cooperation within COSAC
with a host of concrete tasks requiring completion for COSAC to fulfil its role.
This includes the creation of continuity and coherence in its work across 28
European countries and the European Parliament.

Consequently, the recommendation is for a small COSAC secretariat to be
established. The secretariat will not create a new institution and will not be a new
bureaucracy. It will offer secretariel support to the work done by COSAC.

The enclosed annexe 2 contains a detailed description of the questions and
possible solutions in connection with establishing such a secretariat.  The
following conclusions have been reached:

2. Tasks

The secretariat is to be linked with the troika and the country holding the
Presidency. It shall co-operate with the representatives in Brussels of the national

parliaments.

Under the proposal, the sceretariat will provide technical support to COSAC. The

primary tasks would be

e 10 assist the country holding the presidency with the preparation, convocation
and organisation of COSAC meetings (both ordinary and extraordinary),

‘I'he conclusions in this note follows the proposal from the Netherlands® delegation put forward
during the meeting in the Working Group oun the 16 December 2002, All members of the
Working Group could endorse the proposal from the Netherlands (enclosed as annex I).






e 10 actas i secrctariat to meetings of the Troika and of the chairpersons and o
be i charge of the preparation, organisation and convocatuon of these
meetings,

e {0 b in charge of coordination and the exchange of mformation between
national parliaments, including benchmarking and  designating 7best
practices”,

e o draw up minutes of meetings within the framework of COSAC,

e to draw up draft budgets for COSAC,

e to be in charge of an official COSAC documentation archive,

e to co-ordinate internal communication within COSAC, including running the
COSAC website.

e to provide secretarial support for inter-parliamentary meetings.

Further tasks might be added, inter alia those arrived at in the COSAC working
group in connection with the group's deliberations on COSAC reform. Other
tasks could be added in agreement with the Troika.

3. Staffing

It is estimated that cfficient completion of the above tasks would require
scerctariat consisting of 5 members of staff employed on contracts of 4 to >
years' duration.

The recommendation is for a secretariat comprising 1 head of secretariat and 4
members of staff.

It is proposed that the head of secretariat be appointed by the COSAC assembly
following nomination by the Troika or the meeting of the chairpersons. It 1S
proposed that taking on additional staff be left to the head of secretariat following
agreement with the meeting of the chairpersons.

4. Location

It is recommended that the secretariat be located in Brussels in order to facilitate
a close co-operation with the EU-institutions. There have been discussions with
representatives of the European Parliament and the Belgian parliament and, mn
principle, both are prepared to offer office space in their buildings. It has also
been suggested that the secretariat be located i the Council building. The
[_uxembourg Parliament has also made an offer to house the sccretariat at then
premises in Luxembourg.

It is important to work towards a solution, which takes into account the need for
close cooperation between the secretariat and the permancent representatives off






the natienal parliaments in Brussels, c.g. by locating the secretariat in the same

place as the permanent representatives.

5. Costs and financing

With the staffing proposed above, the annual COSAC budget is estimated at
approximately EUR 600,000 (EUR 400,000 in salaries and EUR 200,000 for
other expenses). To this should be added approximately EUR 100,000 for IT
equipment etc. for the first year only.

The recommendation is for costs to be financed by direct contributions from the
parliaments. The costs should be shared equally between the parliaments wishing
to participate in the financing of COSAC,

This would mean an annual cost per parliament of approximately EUR 40,000 if
I'5S parliaments and the European Parliament participate. With 25 parliaments and
the European Parliament sharing the costs, the annual contribution per parliament
would fall to EUR 24,000.

6. Evaluation

[t 1s reccommended that the secretariat and the sceretarial support be evaluated
after a period of 5 years.
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Annexe 1

Note from the Netherlands’ delegation on task ¢

The text should clarify that secretarial support for COSAC

I. wiil not create a new institution

2. will not be a new bureaucracy

3. will be paid for by the national parliaments

4. will have a small sccretariat that
4.a 1s linked with the Troika and the country holding the Presidency
4.b co-operates with the representatives in Brussels of the national
parliaments
4.c provides technical support

4






Copenhagen 20/12 2002

Annexe 2

Options for the establishment of a COSAC
secretariat

Introduction

All organisations with even a minimum of tasks have a secretariat to ensurc the
nccessary continuity and coherence in their work. On an international level, this
applies both to the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) and to the nter-
parliamentary assemblies of NATO, the WEU and the OSCE. None of these
parliamentary assemblies would be able to cover their work without a secretariat.

This applies in equal measure to inter-parliamentary cooperation within COSAC
with a host of concrete tasks requiring completion for COSAC to fulfil its role.
This includes the creation of continuity and coherence in its work across 28
European countries and the European Parliament.

Consequently, the recommendation is for a small COSAC secretariat to be
established. The secretariat will not create a new institution and will not be a new

burcaucracy.

|. Tasks, staffing and location

Tasks
The secretariat is to be linked with the troika and the country holding the

Presidency. It shall co-operate with the representatives in Brussels of the national
parliaments.

Under the proposal, the secretariat will provide technical support to COSAC. The

primary tasks would be

e {0 assist the country holding the presidency with the preparation, convocation
and organisation of COSAC meetings (both ordinary and extraordinary),

e (0 act as a sceretariat to meetings of the Troika and of the chairpersons and to
be in charge of the preparation, organisation and convocation of these
meetings,

e to be in charge of coordination and the exchange of information between
national  parliaments, including  benchmarking and  designating “best
practices’,

e to draw up minutes of meetings within the framework of COSAC,

e {0 draw up draft budgets for COSAC,

e 10 be in charge of an official COSAC documentation archive and






e {0 co ordmate internal communication within COSAC, including running the
COSAC webstte.
e (0 provide secretarial support for inter-pariiamentary mectings.

Further tasks might be added, inter alia those which might appear as a result of
deliberations on COSAC rcform in the COSAC working group. Other task could
be added in agreement with the Troika.

Staffing
As part of the COSAC reform it has been proposed to establish a secretariat of 3

to 5 people headed by a head of secretariat.

On the basis of present tasks, a secretariat with 5 members is deemed necessary.
With EU enlargement adding 10 new countries as from 1 May 2004 and with the
possible addition to COSAC's activities of ad hoc inter-parliamentary
conferences between the sectoral standing committees of the EU countries, a
COSAC secretariat of less than 5 staff hardly seems realistic.

[t is proposcd to staff the five posts using the following model: 1 head of
sceretariat, 1 book-keeper/sceretary and 3 graduate members of staff. It s
proposed for consideration that staff be employed on 4 to 5 ycar contracts 1o
allow for rotation of posts between parliaments.

The head of secretariat should be appointed by the COSAC assembly following
nomination by the Troika or a meeting of the chairpersons. All parliaments may
proposc candidates.

Additional staff will be taken on by the head of secretariat following agreement
with the meeting of the chairpersons.

Also to be considered is the setting up of a stagaire programme attaching 2 to 4
stagaires to the COSAC secretariat to assist in conducting studies or drawing up
reports on subjects which COSAC might wish to examine in more detail.

Location

In order to ensure the necessary continuity in COSAC's work the secretariat must
be permanently staffed at a fixed address. It is proposed to locate the COSAC
sceretariat in Brussels to situate it as close as possible to the EU nstitutions. Both
the Belgian Parliament and the European Parliament have expressed an iterest
i housing a COSAC secretariat.

The Belgian Parliament has offered office space in closc proximity to the
European institutions and to have it ready in the very ncar future. The offices






provide wccess to the library of the Belgian Parliament with its extensive
Furopean  documentation and access to a  meeting  room  cquipped  with

e P
interpreting faciiitics.

It has been suggested that the secretariat be located in the Council building. The
Luxembourg Parliament has also made an oftfer to housc the scerctariat at their
premises in Luxembourg.

The Europecan Parliament has not replied formally as regards the possibility of
housing the secretariat in its buildings. In principle, Parliament Vice-President
David Martin has said 'yes subject to reservations', as he does not know whether
the European Parliament has any vacant office space.

There is a need for close cooperation between the secretariat and the permanent
representatives of the national parliaments in Brussels, e.g. by locating the
secretariat in the same place as the permanent representatives. Choosing the
European Parliament would thus locate the COSAC secretariat in close proximity
to the permanent representatives of the national parliaments who are presently
housed in the European Parliament.

~

Evaluation
It is recommended that the sccretariat and the sceretarial support be evaluated

after a period of 5 years.

Il. COSAC budget

What would be the cost of a COSAC secretariat?
Two crucial questions in connection with the establishment of a COSAC

secretariat would be how much would it cost and how would the parliaments of
the member countries finance it?

The size of the COSAC budget would obviously depend on the size of the
secretariat and the tasks allocated to it. The estimated budget is based on a staff

of 5 in the COSAC secretariat as proposed above.

Similarly. the size of the budget would depend on which proportion of the cost of
the activities in COSAC should be paid by the parliament of the country holding
the presidency and how much should be paid via a common budget. [t 1s
proposed here that only the costs in relation to the sceretariat should be financed
via COSAC's budget. All other activities in conncction with the holding of
meetings in the COSAC assembly should still be financed by the parliament of
the country holding the presidency.

The most significant part of the budget would be salaries to staff. The total cost
of basic salarics would amount to EUR 400-420,000 annually 1f choosing to






employ sttt on terms equal to those of the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) or
U officials'. However, more accurate staff cost estimates would depend on how
members of stait are unployu] Which pay grades should apply to them? Can it
be done with full tax exemption. c.g. as in the IPU? Or will salaries be taxed by
the Belgisn authoritics as in the case of NGOs in Belgium and employces of the
parliamentary assembly of NATO if employees are Belgian citizens or if thw

have been domiciled in Belgium for more than a year prior to being employed”.
The remaining part of the budget must cover the costs of:

e various types of allowances, social and health insurance, other insurance,
travel costs, language courses, postage, telephone/fax/e-mail, acquisition and
maintcnance of computers and other office equipment, newspaper and
periodical subscriptions, entertainment costs.

To this can be added around 100.000 EUR for IT equipment etc. for the first year
only (in accordence with paper h).

The total cost of a COSAC secretariat would probably amount -to some EUR
600,000 annually. This does not include the cost of rent, deposit, building
maintenance, cleaning etc., the aim being for the COSAC secretariat to have
office space put at its disposal either in the European Parliament or the Belgian
Parliament. However, it cannot be taken for granted that this will be possible at

no cost.

Financing the COSAC secretariat and distribution of costs
Basically, there seem to be two options for financing a COSAC secretariat:

I. through contributions from member states as in the parliamentary assembly of

NATO, the IPU and Europol
2. via the Community budget as in the case of the EU institutions and bodies.

Both in the parliamentary assembly of NATO, the IPU and Emopol the size of
member states' contributions are weighted according to their GNP’. The question
is whether COSAC should use a similar weighted distribution of costs or whether

" Calculating COSAC's basic salary costs on the basis of the 2003 1PU level of costs gives a total cost of
approximately EUR 400,000. The [PU employs a staff of 34 at a cost of approximately EUR 2.7 million in basic
salaries equating to salary costs of EUR 399,409 for a COSAC secretariat of 5. However, if the cost of salaries 15
based on employing the COSAC secretariat staff as EU officials, basic salary costs would amount to EUR 419712
annually. However, being subject to EU taxation, a proportion of the cosl would return to the EU budyct. The
calculations are based on the head of secretariat being employed as an A3/A4, 2 members of staff being employed w

'Iddt. A5, (5), 1 member of staff at Grade A8, (4) and 1 at Grade C3, (4).

*The total 2003 NATO/PA budget is EUR 3.142.794, of which personnel costs constitute EUR 2,066,602 for a statt
of approximately 30 at the NATO/PA. In addition to salarics, the cost include payments towards pensions and various
ullowunccs, ¢ ¢ language courses and health msurance.

“The NATO/PA is financed via contributions from member states' national parhiaments and the share of costs
apportioned on the basis of an old scale taken over from NATO. The share of costs 1s apportioned on the basis of
NATO-countries' GNP in the carly 50'ies. Thus the USA pays 22,.41%, the UK 17, 25% while Germany pays
15,54% and haly 5,75%






to share costs cqually between parhiaments. Speaking in favour of an equal
distribution of costs 1s the fact that, with six members cach, all parliaments have

cqual representation in COSAC and enjoy the samie rights and obligations.

If it 1s decided to finance COSAC via member state contributions and that
member states should pay the same amount towards the budget, 1t would mean a
total annual cost per member state of approximately EUR 40,000 i the casc of
15 member states and the European Parliament contributing. With 25 parliaments
and the Luropcan Parliament sharing the costs, the contribution per parliament
falls to LUR 24,000.

COSAC might also be financed via the Community budget. However, this would
mean that, as the budgetary authority of the EU, the Council and the European
Parliament would determine the COSAC budget. On the face of it, this financing
model does not trigger payments from individual national parliaments and, in
principle, only a minor extra payment from the EU member states. Here,
payments would depend on countries' GNP.

In view of the secretariat being established on the initiative of the national
parliaments and aimed at serving their interests and in view of the insignificant
_cost it scems more appropriate for national parliaments to cover the costs

themselves.

The recommendation is for costs to be financed by direct contributions from
the parliaments. The costs should be shared equally between the parliaments
wishing to participate in the financing of COSAC.

1ll. How should the COSAC secretariat be established?

The last important question is how to establish a COSAC secretariat. Should 1t be
done by cstablishing an independent organisation incorporated under Belgian law
or should it become part of a Community framework? If established as an
independent organisation, COSAC would need to assume the form of a legal
entity to allow it to enter into agreements and contracts, inter alia regarding

employment under Belgian law.

[t COSAC were to fall under a Community framework, a number of other
questions arise.

Corporate body or international organisation

If COSAC is established as an independent body under Belgian Taw, 1t would be
obvious to look to the model used for the NATO parliamentary assembly
(NATO/PA). NATO/PA is domiciled in Brussels in Belgium and, like COSAC,
constitutes a forum for cooperation between national MPs.






Via a statute of 14 August 1974 the Belgian authorities have recognised the
NATO/PA as a legal entity with "corporate body" status under Belgian Taw.
Belgium has thus not been prepared to grant the NATO/PA the status of an
international organisation, unlike the Swiss authoritics in the case of the Inter-
Parliamentary  Union (‘IPU)4 which, like the NATO/PA, is a forum for
international cooperation between parliamc—:nts5 In real terms, however, 1t 1s a
sort of scmi-international organisation, as the Belgian authorities have granted
the NATO/PA a number of the immunities and privileges normally enjoyed by

international organisations.

The NATO/PA secretariat is the subject of a particular "personnel statute” laid
down by the so-called NATO/PA "standing committee"® and recognised by the
Belgian Foreign Office and the Ministry of Employment. Under this model,
COSAC would require a similar statute.

The Belgian statute stipulates that the head of secretariat represents the
NATO/PA under Belgian law. Furthermore, the statute states explicitly that the
NATO/PA is entitled to enter into agreements and contracts, acquire property,
goods and other assets and has access to the courts.

As a general rule, the head of secretariat and the staff of the NATO assembly
secretariat are exempt from Belgian income tax and certaimn other types of duty
which normally apply to employees of international organisations. However, this
does not apply to employees who are Belgian citizens or who have been
domiciled in Belgium for over a year. They are subject to normal Belgian

taxation.

Budget control
If COSAC is set up in accordance with the above model, it will be necessary to

establish cffective procedures for internal and external control of the
implementation of the COSAC budget.

In this context one model could be for final decharge of the COSAC annual
budget and accounts to be granted at a meeting of the chairpersons once a year,
making the head of secretariat responsible for day-to-day management. However,
there should also be a link between the COSAC meeting of the chairpersons and
the head of secretariat in the shape of a "standing co