
Government response to the Committee’s conclusions and recommendations

1.  Objectives and competence 

Committee conclusion:

264. We believe that where Europol is likely to have information or intelligence, which will facilitate the investigation and detection of crimes, those are crimes which should fall within Europol’s mandate. (Paragraph 40) 

265. In our view it is therefore right that Article 4 of the Europol Decision will not limit the mandate of Europol to “organised crime”. As drafted, in our view it gives as good a definition of the crimes which should fall within its competence as is likely to be achievable. (Paragraph 41) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee’s view and believe that the position we took when negotiating the new legal instrument has resulted in a practical outcome.  When the new Council Decision comes into force Europol will have some flexibility to support Member State law enforcement investigating the most serious of crimes, which are not necessarily or obviously linked to organised crime gangs. But equally we are also pleased to see some safeguards which will limit Europol’s involvement to cross border criminality.

2.  National units and liaison officers 

Committee conclusion:

266. While we accept that SOCA is best placed to act as the United Kingdom 

National Unit, the fact that it has no counter-terrorism remit makes it all the more important that it should work very closely with the Metropolitan Police and other forces which do have such a remit. (Paragraph 46) 

Government response:

We recognise the importance of working closely with all UK police forces to maximise the support they may gain from Europol, and not just on counter terrorism issues. SOCA has extremely close links with the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and for the last four years a senior officer from the MPS Counter Terrorism Command has been seconded as a Counter Terrorism Liaison Officer (CTLO) at the UK Liaison Bureau at Europol.  This allows the MPS and other UK police forces with a counter terrorism remit to enjoy full and direct access to the counter-terrorist activities of Europol. In addition, individual UK police forces can and have engaged directly with Europol on specific counter terrorism operations.   

3.  Bypassing Europol 

Committee conclusion:

267. We agree with the Friends of the Presidency Group that it is highly desirable that bilateral exchanges of information should be recorded on Europol secure databases. The Management Board should give this serious and urgent consideration. (Paragraph 57) 

268. There is a lot to be said for building up bilateral and multilateral contacts between national liaison officers. It is the first and most important step in the development of trust between them. (Paragraph 62) 

269. However, for Member States to share information in a limited way through liaison officers is the antithesis of the purpose of Europol, which is the enhancement of the already existing combined effort of the Member States’ competent authorities so that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. 

Limited sharing of information will not achieve a common approach to cross-border cooperation against serious crimes. (Paragraph 63) 

270. The Home Office tell us that the United Kingdom is prepared to take a lead in improving the amount of material shared with Europol. We look forward to hearing in the Government’s response to this report precisely what steps they intend to take to bring this about. (Paragraph 64) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee that Member States can and should do more to share information at their disposal with Europol.  This is not something that can be achieved across the EU that quickly, but the development of a new IT architecture at Europol, including a new information system for the liaison bureau network, offers an opportunity to improve information exchange.  And, in our view, confidence in Europol and its databases is generally improving across the EU, which will encourage an increase in data sharing. 

We are ready to lead by example.  SOCA has already reviewed its internal procedures and it has now adopted a policy where, sensitivity permitting, details of all its bilateral exchanges through the Europol Liaison Bureau network will be routinely copied to and searched against central Europol databases.  Subject to the outcome of discussions with ACPO and others this will include material received from UK partner agencies.   

Also, through SOCA, the UK will lobby at the Europol Management Board and elsewhere for this approach to be adopted across all Member States.  

4.  Intelligence-led policing 

Committee conclusion:

271. We believe that Europol is uniquely well placed to establish among the police forces of the Member States a common understanding of intelligence-led policing. Europol should work with the Heads of National Units and the European Police College to organise training which will encourage the adoption and use of intelligence-led policing as the common working method. (Paragraph 76) 

Government response:

There was acceptance during our 2005 EU Presidency of the concept of intelligence led policing.  We recognise there is still some way to go to establish this as “the common working method”. But the Government believes that there is a gradual awareness emerging of the benefits of an intelligence led approach which will become more embedded as the organised crime threat assessment (OCTA) and EU terrorism situation and trend report (TE-SAT) are further developed. We need to build on this.

The Government is very pleased to note that the Europol draft work programme 2010 contains an objective to embed the principles of intelligence led policing in Europol’s decision making processes, and that as a result Europol would update its planning methodology to recognise this principle. For this to be a success though Europol would need to have the active participation of Member States.  We see a role here for SOCA promoting the initiative at the level of Heads of Europol National Units, and we agree with the Committee that there is an opportunity for the EU Police Training College (CEPOL). This will be explored through the National Police Improvement Agency and the UK representative on the CEPOL Governing Board. 

5.  The Organised Crime Threat Assessment 

Committee conclusion:

272. We congratulate the Government and officials on their work in exporting to other Member States and to Europol the concept of the Organised Crime Threat Assessment. The continued development of the OCTA should be pursued. (Paragraph 81) 

273. When associated with an intelligence-led approach to policing the OCTA should improve the liaison arrangements between prosecuting and investigating officials required by Article 30(2)(c) of the Treaty on European Union, and lead to better coordination of internal security, improved information exchange, and more accurate communication. We encourage the Government to persevere in their attempts to embed these concepts in the policing culture of all Member States. (Paragraph 82) 

Government response:

The Government believes that the Organised Crime Threat Assessment produced by Europol is increasingly being seen by Member States as an important tool to combat organised crime in their countries.  We feel that its quality and thus its effectiveness will continue to develop as countries derive benefits from the OCTA. This will encourage them to provide the necessary intelligence to Europol that goes into updating both the OCTA and the EU Terrorism Situation and Trend report (TE-SAT). 

We are pleased to note that the Europol draft work programme 2010 contains an objective to maximise the quality, relevance and timeliness of strategic products such as the OCTA, TE-SAT and thematic threat assessments and situation reports.     

6.  Information exchange and analysis 

Committee conclusion:

274. We continue to doubt whether all Member States have the necessary commitment to the exchange of information which is Europol’s core function. (Paragraph 88) 

275. Information capture is an important part of Europol’s functions, and the 

Government should ensure that automatic data loading from SOCA to the 

Europol Information System is implemented as a matter of urgency. 

(Paragraph 94) 

276. We agree with the Friends of the Presidency Group that the Director should put in place a mechanism which can automatically check the information in the different Europol systems for cross-references, and where possible notify the owners of the data. If further resources are needed, they should be made available. (Paragraph 98) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee that for the Europol Information System to become an effective provider of intelligence it needs to be supplied with far more data than has hitherto been the case. We acknowledge that the only practical way of loading large volumes of data onto the Europol Information System is to use the automatic data loading facility supplied by Europol. The United Kingdom is not alone in the EU in not being able to use this facility at the moment but the Government views it as a priority that SOCA’s information technology systems are upgraded so that it can take advantage of automatic data loading facilities. SOCA expects to have the requirement incorporated into its information management programme for delivery by 2010.

In the meantime it is hoped that the gradual increase, over the last year, in the UK’s contributions to the Europol Information System will improve further with the planned introduction in 2009 of a direct link to police forces in England and Wales via the ‘police national network’ (PNN) system.  Progress has already been made and SOCA has, this month, successfully connected the Metropolitan Police to the Europol Information System over the secure PNN.

The Government shares the view of the Committee that it is essential for the development of Europol’s capabilities that there is effective inter-operability of databases at Europol. We understand that this ranks as a high priority in Europol’s Information strategy and we will continue to support it strongly. 
7.  Joint investigation teams 

Committee conclusion:

277. The role of Europol in relation to joint investigation teams should be to facilitate, support and coordinate investigations, but not directly to initiate them. (Paragraph 112) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee’s conclusion.  We are convinced that Europol’s role is to support Member State law enforcement authorities in their fight against serious and organised crime and terrorism. It should not become an investigative body in its own right. 

For this reason the Government was content with the outcome of the negotiations of the new Europol Council Decision, which enables Europol staff to participate in investigations in a supporting capacity, at the invitation of and under the direction of the Member State Joint Investigation Team leader.   

8.  Counter-terrorism 

Committee conclusion:

278. The Government must make sure that United Kingdom agencies comply with the 2005 Council Decision on the supply to Europol of information relating to terrorism investigations, subject always to the qualification protecting essential national security interests. We recommend that the Government should persuade other Member States to do likewise. (Paragraph 117) 

279. Member States should consider amending the 2005 Council Decision to delete the requirement that at least two Member States must be involved in a terrorist act for the Decision to apply. (Paragraph 118) 

280. We believe the Government should treat with caution any proposal that direct exchanges of intelligence between the security services of the United 

Kingdom and those of other Member States should take place through Europol. (Paragraph 123) 

Government response:

The Government believes that the UK has a good track record of sharing information on terrorist related investigations with Europol.  Indeed this is recognised by Europol itself. The Committee acknowledges the overriding need to protect national security interests, and this does have an impact on the decision whether to share the information at all or simply the timing of when it is shared with Europol. In some cases it is only possible to share material after an investigation. 

We do not see that the provisions of the 2005 Council Decision on the exchange of information and cooperation concerning terrorist offences, actually prevent a  Member State from sharing such information with Europol, and the UK already provides material to Europol where no other Member State is involved in a terrorist investigation.  For this reason the Government would not see it as a priority to seek to amend the 2005 Council Decision. 

We note at paragraph 116 of the Inquiry Report the Committee’s opinion that the 2005 Council Decision requires Member States’ security services to pass intelligence information to Europol.  We do not agree that this is the case.  The legislation was drafted with law enforcement in mind, and not the intelligence agencies.  Indeed, in our view Article 2 is quite specific on this issue with clear references to police and law enforcement authorities collecting information resulting from criminal investigations conducted by the law enforcement authorities with respect to terrorist offences.  We believe this puts the security services completely out of scope as far as the 2005 Council Decision is concerned, and we shall continue to take this line in any further discussions on the issue.  

The Government is not aware of any current proposal that direct exchanges of intelligence between the security services of the United Kingdom and those of other Member States should routinely take place through Europol.  We would agree with the Committee that such a proposal should be resisted.  In any event national security falls outside the competence of the EU and in that context there is an important distinction to be made between providing information relating to a criminal investigation and providing intelligence.  This does not mean that Member States’ intelligence or security services may not choose to provide information to Europol but we believe that the current arrangements where the Member State intelligence services plug into the EU Joint Situation Centre (SitCen) are working well. 

9.  The chairmanship of the Management Board 
Committee conclusion:

281. There is no conceivable logical connection between the nationality of the person best qualified to be Chairman of the Management Board and the identity of the Member States holding the troika Presidency; there is no reason why the other members of the Management Board should be excluded from the selection of their Chairman; and the length of three Presidencies should be irrelevant to the term of office. (Paragraph 134) 

282. We recommend that the Decision should be amended before its entry into force to adopt for Europol a system identical to that of Frontex: a Chairman of the Management Board elected by and from among his colleagues for a term of two years, renewable once. (Paragraph 136) 

283. We further recommend that the dates of appointment of the Chairman and Director should be such as to give several months of overlap between their respective terms of office. (Paragraph 137) 

Government response:

The Government is sympathetic to the views of the Committee and we worked very hard during the negotiations of the Europol Council Decision to achieve the sort of outcome envisaged by the Committee. We agree that from a practical point of view the principle of rotation of the Presidency of the EU is more likely to reduce the chances of identifying the person best qualified to be the Chair of the Europol Management Board.  

Our proposal was to introduce an open competition for the entire Europol Management Board to identify an individual who would hold the Chair for at least two years. A significant majority of Member States would not agree to this proposal and we reluctantly agreed to the compromise rather than to block progress of any sort.  We do not sense any change in Member State’s views.  Our view is that there would be no likelihood of any support to re-open the discussion and no realistic chance of amending the Council Decision in the foreseeable future. It will be necessary to give the new arrangements time to settle down and the situation can be considered again at the first formal review. 

That said the Government feels that even the compromise is a big step forward. The Chair of the Management Board will serve for 18 months rather than 6 months as at present. As we said in evidence to the Committee, this provides greater continuity, will encourage longer term planning and gives more time to develop effective working relations with the Europol Director.  

We recognise the obvious benefits of overlapping the appointment periods of the Europol Director and the Chair of the Management Board where this is possible, and to an extent this could be facilitated by the new arrangements for appointing the Chair of the Management Board. 

10.  The relationship between the Management Board and the Director 

Committee conclusion:

284. It should be made clear in the text of the Decision that the Management 

Board is responsible for the strategic direction of Europol, and the Director for its performance and administration. (Paragraph 147) 

285. It should also be made clear that the provision that the Board should “oversee the Director’s performance” means no more than that he is accountable to the Board for the performance of his duties. (Paragraph 148) 

286. However the Management Board will not be inclined to leave the Director free to run the organisation unless they feel they can trust him to do so efficiently and effectively. (Paragraph 149) 

287. In the end, good governance of Europol depends on having the right personalities as Director and Chairman of the Management Board. We do not believe it will be possible for them to develop a relationship of mutual respect and trust unless our recommendations on the chairmanship are adopted. (Paragraph 150) 

288. The Chairman of the Management Board needs a supportive Secretariat whose staff must be allowed a sufficient degree of independence to carry out their task. If the Secretariat needs to be larger than at present, it should be enlarged. (Paragraph 151) 

Government response:

The Government believes that the text of the new Europol Council Decision does articulate more clearly than the existing Europol Convention, the functions and responsibilities of the Management Board and the Europol Director.  The intention is that the Management Board should develop the strategic direction and the Director will be responsible for the performance of the tasks assigned by the Management Board.  The role of the Management Board would be to oversee the Director’s performance and hold him to account for delivery of his objectives, not to get involved in micro-management.  From our experience of the negotiation of the new Council Decision we have no reason to believe that any Member State has a contrary view and we are confident that this approach will prevail at the Europol Management Board.

As the Committee points out, an effective relationship between the Management Board and the Europol Director is essential to fostering confidence, and although not perfect, the new arrangements for appointing the Chair of the Management Board are a positive step towards creating that trust.  

We recognise the need for an efficient Secretariat, one that is sufficiently resourced and empowered to carry out its functions in support of the whole Management Board. Although we are not aware of any concerns in this regard, we agree with the Committee that were such issues to arise they should be addressed as a matter of urgency. 
11.  Four-yearly reviews 

Committee conclusion:

289. If a full and independent evaluation of the work of Europol is to take place only every four years, the Decision should give guidance as to how the evaluation is to be carried out, and what is to be its outcome. We would like to see the Decision amended in line with the Frontex Regulation. (Paragraph 165) 

290. Whether or not the Decision is amended, it should be clearly understood that the independent evaluation must take fully into account the views of stakeholders, and that the Management Board and the Commission both have parts to play to ensure that any shortcomings shown up by the evaluation are put right within a reasonable time. (Paragraph 166) 

291. In the end, any organisation will function well only if its staff can work together as one unit in an atmosphere of mutual confidence and trust. We hope that the evaluation will pay particular attention to this issue. (Paragraph 167) 

Government response:

The new Europol Council Decision requires the Management Board to issue specific terms of reference for the conduct of Europol’s external review.  While the Government understands the point made by the Committee, the Europol Working Group determined not to try and insert specific directions in the legal instrument.  It was felt that this level of detail was inappropriate for a Council Decision and further that it would more likely limit flexibility than be of benefit. 

The Government agrees with this approach and is confident that the Management Board can produce terms of reference that address the specific points raised by the Committee as well as issues that have arisen in the period in between reviews. 

12.  Democratic accountability 

Committee conclusion:

292. It must be for the European Parliament to decide whether it wishes to adopt, in the spirit of the Treaty of Lisbon, a formal procedure for the scrutiny of Europol’s activities, and whether, and if so how, to involve the national parliaments of the Member States. We hope however that the Parliament will give this serious consideration. (Paragraph 174) 

Government response:

We note the Committee’s view and in general terms the Government believes that Europol should be open to scrutiny by the European Parliament. It was for this reason that we pressed for an amendment to the Europol Convention during the negotiation of the new Europol Council Decision. As a result the Parliament can now require the Europol Director, the Chair of the Management Board and the Presidency of the Council to appear before it to discuss issues relating to Europol.    

13.  Relations with partners 

Committee conclusion:

293. We believe that for Europol and Eurojust to be located and working together in the same building could have resulted in a partnership which was easier, more productive and above all more secure. We share the disappointment of our witnesses that this will not now take place. (Paragraph 187) 

Government response:

The Government shares the Committee’s view that co-locating both organisations in the same building would have been beneficial and it too regrets the lost opportunity. We understand however that this was not due to a lack of will, that there has always been general agreement from all sides to explore the opportunity for co-location. But in the final analysis this was simply not possible because the site acquired for Europol could not support a building that would accommodate both organisations and their likely expansion over the coming years.  

14.  Responsibility for security 

Committee conclusion:

294. The Director of Europol should have overall responsibility for security in the organisation he directs. There is no case for the responsibility lying with a deputy whose responsibility bypasses the Director. (Paragraph 213) 

295. Advice to the Director on security issues must come from within the organisation: from the deputy he appoints to deal with such matters, and from the security officer and other officials responsible. (Paragraph 214) 

296. Whatever body it is that advises the Management Board on security issues must be small, must consist of security experts, and must work on a need to know basis. Except perhaps in the case of institutional matters there is no need for all Member States to be involved, or indeed for any Member States to be involved unless the security issues directly involve them or their national units or liaison officers. (Paragraph 215) 

297. There must be clear demarcation between safeguarding security and data protection. (Paragraph 216) 

298. Changes to the security structure can be made by amendment of the Council Act. The Council can make such amendments at any time; there is no need to wait for the Europol Decision to come into force. (Paragraph 217) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee that the Europol Director should have direct and personal responsibility for security at Europol and in our view he does have that responsibility. 

The Security Committee consists of experts from Member States and is responsible for ensuring that the organisational security architecture is sufficiently robust to satisfy the Member States. The Security Committee’s recommendations are critical to whether Member States have confidence in EUROPOL and this will be important to both the Director and the Management Board. We see no conflict in the Security Committee advising both the Director and the Management Board at a strategic level.

The post of Security Coordinator is responsible to the Director for day to day security in the organisation and for implementing secure operating procedures and for dealing with breaches.

15.  Individual security 

Committee conclusion:

299. If Member States are prepared to devote the necessary resources to clearing all individuals involved to the highest security levels required for their work, this alone should do much to enhance trust. (Paragraph 221) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee, and feels that until people working at Europol are security cleared to the appropriate level this will continue to impact on Europol’s effectiveness.  Security clearance is not a particular issue for the UK, but we will continue to encourage our partners to take this issue more seriously, through intervention at the Management Board, for instance.  

16.  Data protection

Committee conclusion:

300. We express our regret, not for the first time, that the negotiations for a Data Protection Framework Decision, which could and should have resulted in an instrument setting a high general standard of protection for third pillar data exchanges, have instead produced an anodyne and toothless document which the Europol Decision does not trouble to apply to Europol’s work.  (Paragraph 237) 

Government response:

The negotiations on data protection issues within the Europol Working Group considered at length the relevance of the Data Protection Framework Decision (DPFD) to Europol.  On the advice of the Council Legal Service that the DPFD did not apply to Europol, all references were removed from the Europol Council Decision. That said the data protection safeguards set out for Europol in the legal instrument exceed those that were envisaged by the DPFD, and the Government is quite satisfied with the effectiveness of Europol’s data protection regime.  

17.  Privileges and immunities 

Committee conclusion:

301. The Regulation removing the privileges and immunities of Europol staff taking part in joint investigation teams will enter into force at the same time as the Europol Decision. We believe that this is a satisfactory outcome. 

(Paragraph 241) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee and is pleased that the strong position we took during the negotiations of the new Europol Council Decision resulted in this satisfactory outcome. 

18.  Linguistic and legal difficulties 

Committee conclusion:

302. If analysis work files are to live up to expectations there must be a common understanding of the language used. We believe that a review should be commissioned to bring the terminology up to date. Once this is done, a small group should be appointed to make sure that the terminology remains clear and consistent. (Paragraph 249) 

303. One of the activities listed in Europol’s 2009 Work Programme is a multilingual European law enforcement dictionary, intended to facilitate searches by Europol officials for law enforcement words and expressions. This is an initiative we applaud. (Paragraph 250) 

Government response:

We would have no particular concerns if the Europol Director was minded to establish a small ‘terminology review’ group as recommended by the Committee, and will bring this recommendation to the Director’s attention.   

But in respect of Analytical Work Files the Government is broadly pleased with the progress being made in broadening the scope of the Work Files and thereby improving their flexibility whilst retaining the discipline of the arrangements for opening, closing and merging Work Files. This is being achieved whilst maintaining data security and observing data protection regimes and should lead to better supported operations. 


The Government recognises the twin problems of practitioners working in a second language and the very technical nature of the subject matter. Europol is at the forefront of a dynamic area of international intelligence best practice. Against this background it is not surprising that some of the terminology used, and even some of the techniques developed are unfamiliar to main-stream law enforcement officers. However we recognise the role of the Europol Liaison Officers – as pointed out by ACC Gargan when he gave evidence - in clarifying any areas that are not easily understood and explaining this to local law enforcement officers in their own language. Further we highlight the role of officers that have worked at Europol either directly or as Liaison Officers and returned to national policing as advocates for Europol and experts in criminal intelligence. These officers often become agents for change in their own organisations building on the expertise they gained at Europol.

19.  Quality of officers seconded to Europol 

Committee conclusion:

304. We believe that the Director of SOCA and Chief Constables should make it the norm that a secondment to Europol takes place on promotion.  (Paragraph 254) 

Government response:

The Government agrees with the Committee that we need to do more to encourage UK law enforcement officers to apply for posts at Europol, but we feel the position will not be improved by focussing just on promotion opportunities.  However we will take up the matter with ACPO.  A key problem for a police officer deciding whether to apply for a posting at Europol is their police pension arrangements.  All Europol staff are required to sign an employment contract. Under the current arrangements an officer’s pension contributions and thus their period of service is frozen while they are working at Europol.  In essence they either have to resign or seek an extended leave of absence. On return to their home force they cannot make up the ‘lost’ contribution from the lump sum they would receive from Europol at the end of their posting. We see this as the biggest disincentive for our law enforcement officers to seek employment opportunities with Europol.      

We have been discussing with Europol lawyers ways of ameliorating this situation, and in turn they are in discussion with the European Commission, because we need to find a solution that will operate from 2010, when Europol’s legal base changes.  The Government is still hopeful that a solution to this problem may be found.

If the pension problem can be resolved then there are a number of strands of activity that need to be developed through the auspices of SOCA, ACPO and ACPO(S) aimed at raising awareness within the UK law enforcement community of the benefits of working at Europol.  Apart from ongoing awareness-raising campaigns we need to ensure that officers enjoy a right of return to their home force on completion of the posting and have the right to apply for promotion within force in the meantime.  In addition we need to consider the training needs of UK law enforcement officers to ensure they carry a sufficient focus on EU components, including knowledge of Europol and language skills.  And finally we believe there is benefit in promoting the greater use of short-term secondments to EUROPOL, in support of specific projects of high priority value to the UK, to build competence and provide a flavour of working at Europol. 

20.  The profile of Europol among United Kingdom police forces 

Committee conclusion:

305. It is essential that, when local police forces seek the help of SOCA over crimes with an international element, they should be told whether SOCA intends to seek help from Europol, Interpol or some other agency, and be kept fully informed of the outcome of their query and the source of any information from international agencies. If information from Europol reaches them re-branded as SOCA information, this will hinder their evaluation of it.  (Paragraph 260) 

306. Similarly, if SOCA requests information for Europol from police forces, they should be told that this is the purpose of the request. (Paragraph 261) 

307. It should be the responsibility of SOCA to arrange visits to Europol by officers from United Kingdom forces, and to encourage senior officers to have a better understanding of Europol’s work. (Paragraph 263) 

Government response:

The Government accepts that more could be done to improve feedback to UK law enforcement bodies by SOCA, where Europol features in information exchanges that relate to them.  We recognise the benefits that would accrue, raising awareness of Europol and the part Europol can and does play in supporting our criminal investigations, which in turn will encourage more international participation by UK law enforcement agencies.  

SOCA is already active in promoting Europol domestically through, for example, regional road shows to police forces, various publications and bringing together the international liaison officers from each force, at a conference at the end of 2008. SOCA also regularly hosts visits to Europol by senior officials and politicians including law enforcement officers at the highest levels of command.  All of these activities will continue.  In addition, SOCA will act on the recommendation by the Committee that they should indicate to police forces which channel of communication is being used in facilitating an international request, and the outcome of the enquiry.  
� In accordance with COUNCIL ACT of 3 November 1998 adopting rules on the confidentiality of Europol information  (1999/C 26/02) Article 4


Security Coordinator �1. The Security Coordinator shall have general responsibility for all issues relating to security, including the security measures laid down in these rules and the Security Manual. He shall monitor the enforcement of security provisions and inform the Director of all breaches of security, who shall, in serious cases, inform the Management Board. If such a breach risks compromising the interests of a Member State, that Member State shall also be informed.  2. The Security Coordinator shall be directly answerable to the Director of Europol.
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