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Terms used in this manual 
Article 14(3) decision - refers to a two-step procedure on how to deal with abusive or repetitive 
correspondence under the European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour.  

CA: case activity 

CAB: Cabinet of the European Ombudsman 

CHU: Case-handling Unit 

CMS: Case Management System (also CMSEO) 

DI case: Director Interest case  

ECGAB: European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour 

EO: European Ombudsman 

EOR: Emily O’Reilly 

ENO: European Network of Ombudsmen 

FC: further correspondence 

FOI: Freedom of information 

FT: Fast-Track (case/inquiry/procedure) 

FTR: failure to reply 

HLA: High-level Advisor 

IAC: inquiries assignment and coordination meeting 

Infringement complaint: Complaint about how the European Commission handles its powers to 
investigate if Member States comply with their obligations under EU law.  

Institution: An EU authority, no matter whether the authority is an institution within the meaning of 
the Treaty. Sometimes the acronym IBOA is used: Institution, Body, Office or Agency.  

IOA: Inquiries officer alone. 

IO requests: Consultation made by case handling assistants to inquiries officers regarding new 
correspondence.  

LO/CH: Legal Officer or Case Handler, now changed to inquiries officer. 

No MA: no maladministration decision and/or finding 
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OII: own-initiative inquiry (or strategic inquiry) 

Ombudsman: The Ombudsman and/or her Cabinet  

OMC: outside the mandate complaint 

PAA: Prior administrative approaches  

PI case: Public importance case  

PMIU: An old acronym for a unit that no longer exists. 

RR: request for review 

SG: Secretary General and her team 

SI: Strategic initiative (a letter to the institution, outside the scope of an inquiry to address potential 
systemic problems with the EU’s administration) 

SISTEO: The European Ombudsman’s intranet 

SR: Staff Regulations 

TO: Transparency officer 

WMC: within the mandate complaint 
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1. Introduction 
1. This manual aims to serve as a guide for case handling staff in the European Ombudsman’s Office. 
It is intended both as an aid to those who are beginning work, and as a reference manual for staff 
involved in case handling.  

2. The manual is an internal guide and is not intended to have any legal effects. It is based on the 
working practices of the Ombudsman’s Office. It is a staff working document. The Ombudsman may 
revise working practices at any time. 

3. The manual must be read in conjunction with the texts concerning case-handling work, such as the 
Statute, the Implementing Provisions, the Approval Circuit and the Drafting Templates. The manual 
contains links to such texts when appropriate. 

4. The manual does not give an answer to all questions that can arise in case handling. Case handling 
staff must exercise judgment when dealing with questions that are not dealt with in the Manual and, 
if need be, seek instruction. 

5. The manual is a ‘living document’. Case handling staff may at any moment submit suggestions for 
amending the manual to the Manual team (currently Vieri and Peter D). The manual is meant to be 
periodically updated and amended, at least once annually.  

6. How to use the manual? It is best to use the manual on line as that allows for search functions. The 
manual can be found under Guidance Notes and Rules in CMS (read-only). Inquiries officers may 
want to consider making a personal copy in which they can insert their own personal notes.  

2. Maladministration  
7. The Ombudsman is concerned with maladministration and improving the administration of the 
EU.  

8. Neither the Treaty nor the Statute defines the term ‘maladministration’. 

9. The Ombudsman’s 1997 Annual Report defined the term as follows: “Maladministration occurs when 
a public body fails to act in accordance with a rule or principle which is binding upon it”. This definition, 
however, gives no indication about what these rules and principles might be, and refers to a rule or 
principle needing to be binding, when maladministration is not confined to illegality. See also 
paragraph 12 below.  

10. Examples of maladministration are:  

• administrative irregularities (acts or omissions);  
• abuse of power;  
• negligence;  
• unlawful procedures; 
• unfairness;  
• malfunction or incompetence;  
• discrimination;  
• avoidable delay;  

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Pages/Approval%20and%20signature%20circuit.aspx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates?sitemappath=Workplace%7cCS%7cEO_Sisteo
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12016E228
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/pdf/en/3447
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• lack or refusal of information; and 
• breach of fundamental rights.  

11. The European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour1 further clarifies what good 
administration means. The right to good administration is enshrined in Article 41 of the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights; however, the list of examples of good administration there is very limited and is 
not exhaustive. Be aware of the distinction between the ‘right to good administration’ (Charter and 
legally enforceable) and ‘principles of good administration’ (hard or soft law, depending on the 
circumstances).  

12. Maladministration is not confined to illegality. Legality is the bare minimum in the notion of 
good administration. Institutions should for instance also be fair, service-minded and citizen-friendly. 
The principles of good administration may imply that an authority should go beyond the law in the 
sense of doing better than what it is legally required to do. For an example of what principles of good 
administration entail, see the Ombudsman’s Practical recommendations for public officials’ 
interaction with interest representatives (DOs and DON’Ts)2. 

3. The Directorate of Inquiries 
13. The Directorate of Inquiries, which includes one Case-handling Unit (CHU), is in charge of the 
Office's core activities namely conducting inquiries into possible cases of maladministration by the 
EU institutions, bodies and agencies and promoting good administrative practices.   

14. Inquiries officers are divided into six teams (EPSO and recruitment, Grants and contracts, 
Infringement, Public access, EU staff rules, Strategic inquiries). The Public access and the Strategic 
inquiries teams report directly to the Director of Inquiries. The EPSO and recruitment, Grants and 
contracts, Infringement, and EU staff rules teams are part of the CHU and report to the Head of the 
CHU.3 

15. Each of the teams that are part of the CHU includes an inquiries officer who acts as coordinator 
and an inquiries officer responsible for setting up and updating the team’s knowledge management 
folder. The role of the coordinators is to prepare the agenda of the teams’ meetings and to steer the 
discussion during the meeting.  

16. Normally, meetings are organised to discuss cases, but any matter related to the team’s area of 
work can be discussed. The inquiries officers who wish to discuss a case in a team’s meeting should 
share by email with the team’s coordinator (at the latest by noon of the day before the meeting) a 
summary of the complaint and the drafts on which they wish to receive input. In CHU, the team’s 
comments and suggestions should be implemented in track changes before submitting the drafts for 
approval to the Head of the CHU. On the basis of the draft, the Head of the CHU also decides on 
eventual disagreements between the responsible inquiries officer and the members of the team.    

 

1 European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour (ECGAB): https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/3510.   
2 https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/79435  
3 IOs in any team can be asked to take on any case and the reporting lines are adjusted accordingly. For example, a member of the 
strategic inquiries team can be assigned an infringement complaint, in which case he/she reports to the Head of the CHU. If such a 
case is DI or PI, the inquiries officer still reports first to the Head of the CHU, and thereafter to the Director of Inquiries.  

https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/41-right-good-administration
https://fra.europa.eu/en/eu-charter/article/41-right-good-administration
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/it/correspondence/en/79435
http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/main.aspx#148136666
http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/main.aspx#148136666
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/3510
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/79435
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4. Arrival of the complaint 

a. Complaint or not?  
17. Incoming correspondence needs to be assessed to determine whether it is a complaint or not. This 
is done by case handling assistants or by inquiries officers. Inquiries officers can be consulted by 
email through so called ‘IO requests’4 or can be assigned the correspondence in Outlook in the 
‘pending items’ section. Pending items and IO requests should be dealt with within 48 working hours 
to ensure timely registration of complaints.  

18. When deciding whether something is a complaint or not, the fundamental principle is to give 
effect to the author's intentions. A letter that is intended to be a complaint is registered as such, even 
if the issue is not within the Ombudsman’s mandate. To be recognised as a complaint, the 
communication received should describe a problem and request intervention to solve it. However, if 
the Ombudsman is put in copy of the email (CC), we would normally not register this as a complaint 
(or reply at all), unless the email explicitly states that the person wants to complain to the EO. If the 
person writing is asking where to turn or states that s/he does not know where to turn, the 
correspondence should not automatically be registered as a complaint. If the author expressly states 
that it is not a complaint, then it is not. 

19. Good judgement should be used to determine if communication received is a complaint or not. In 
case of doubts, inquiries officers should send the person the link to the complaint form and a brief 
description of the Ombudsman’s mandate.  

20. Pending items: is an inbox located in the ‘Euro-Ombudsman’ account in your Outlook. In this 
inbox, incoming correspondence that is not related to complaints already registered is assigned to 
inquiries officers or trainees. The purpose is to classify the e-mail using the ‘categorize’ option from 
drop-down. The most commonly used categories are: new complaint WMC, new complaint OMC, request 
for information, new for information in general and spam. Once the category is set, assistants will register 
the e-mail in line with its category and it will disappear from the ‘pending items’ inbox. E-mails 
addressed to multiple recipients, including the Ombudsman, that do not specifically address or make 
a request to the Ombudsman should not be marked as ‘complaint’, they should be marked ‘new for 
information in general’ or ‘spam’. These do not need registration and do not require a reply. After an 
e-mail is classified, only the request for information will remain in the ‘pending items’ waiting for a 
reply. For more information, please refer to the guide to pending items, which is available in the 
relevant folder in your outlook and here. 

21. Requests for information: When we consider that the author’s intention is not to complain to the 
Ombudsman, we may categorise the correspondence as a request for information. In practice, the 
distinction between OMCs and requests for information may sometimes be difficult to draw. For 
example, when a citizen has a problem and writes to the Ombudsman asking how/where to lodge a 
complaint regarding a specific matter. If the Ombudsman is not the most appropriate body to deal 
with the matter, it may be best to deal with this as a ‘request for information’ and give the 
complainant the requested information. However, the Ombudsman is not a general information 
service; if the question requires research, it may be best to refer the person to an information service 
at EU level (for example Europe Direct or Your Europe Advice) or at national level. If the answer to 
the question is evident, or the body that may be able to help the person is clear, the information 
should be provided. Requests for information are best dealt with through the ‘pending items’, making 
 

4 Previously referred to as LO requests.  

http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/PENDING%20ITEMS%20-%20Euro-Ombudsman%20mailbox.pdf
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sure that both incoming and outgoing correspondence are registered through ARES. It is for the 
inquiries officer to ensure the request for information is saved in ARES using the AresLook, if need 
be, with the help of an assistant.  

22. IO requests: When the Ombudsman receives a submission from someone already in the database 
(because s/he has already complained in the past), case handling assistants check with inquiries 
officers whether it is a new complaint or it is related to the previous complaint. Correspondence that 
is related to an old complaint that was closed earlier should be marked as a further correspondence to 
the previous complaint. We might invite the complainant to send us a new complaint if they have had 
new contacts with the institution concerned. Inquiries officers should exercise good judgment in such 
cases.   

23. Submissions received by post will also be ILO requests, while those received by e-mail will be 
pending items.  

24. In reply, inquiries officers must indicate whether it is further correspondence to a previous 
complaint (FC) or a new complaint. In case of the latter, whether it would be within the 
Ombudsman’s mandate (WMC) or outside the Ombudsman’s mandate (OMC). If the complaint is 
within the Ombudsman’s mandate, inquiries officers should also indicate whether it concerns public 
access/Fast-Track. See the following section.  

b. Classification of complaints 
25. Complaints fall into two major groups, complaints outside the mandate of the Ombudsman 
(OMC), for instance a complaint against a national authority, and complaints within the mandate of 
the Ombudsman (WMC). 

26. Within the mandate of the Ombudsman (WMC): Complaints within the mandate may fall under 
three categories, i) public importance cases (PI cases), ii) Director interest cases (DI cases) and iii) 
other cases. The distinction is relevant for the case handling procedures to be followed. For example, 
non-PI cases can be dealt via the so-called delegated case handling, which means that the Head of the 
CHU or the Director of Inquiries may decide on the inquiry measures to be taken and, in some 
instances also decide on the closure of the case. In PI cases, the Ombudsman decides on, or approves, 
inquiry measures and the closure of the case. For more details, see the approval circuit.  

27. PI cases: are cases that the Ombudsman considers may be of particular importance for the public, 
be it for the topic they concern or the alleged maladministration that is being investigated. For 
example, cases concerning public access to documents, where there appears to be a wider public 
interest in the documents in question, cases concerning public health, or cases concerning core values 
of the Union, such as language rights. These cases may be relevant for the Communications Unit, so 
inquiries officers should liaise with COMM. PI cases have separate online publication conditions - 
with an editorial title and short updated teaser on the ‘case page’. A more complete impression of 
what PI cases concern can be seen by viewing the list of all pending PI cases in the Office’s Case 
Management System (CMS) available here. 

28. DI cases: are cases that do not qualify as PI cases but which, nonetheless, merit being followed in 
detail by the Director of Inquiries and, possibly, by Cabinet. DI cases are, for instance, cases where 
there is an increased likelihood that the Ombudsman may receive questions from the public. 
Parliament is the institution to which the Ombudsman may ultimately have recourse in an inquiry 

http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Pages/Approval%20and%20signature%20circuit.aspx
http://epsvlwp222:8000/PIs-open_inquiries_sortedHU.aspx
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and cases concerning the Parliament will therefore often be DI cases. To get a more complete 
impression of what DI cases concern one may view the list of DI cases in CMS. 

29. If inquiries officers consider that a case assigned to them should be PI or DI, they should alert 
their supervisor or the person assigning the cases.  

c. Registration and assignment  
30. After consulting inquiries officers through the ‘pending items’ or the ‘IO requests’, case handling 
assistants register all complaints. 

31. If a complaint is registered as OMC, the OMCs coordinator will assign it to an inquiries officer, 
trainee or other staff member that deals with OMCs, taking into account the languages they cover. 
Exceptionally, OMCs that concern the political work of the European Parliament, for instance the 
Committee on Petitions, and OMCs lodged by MEPs, are assigned by the WMC assignment team and 
they follow the approval circuit for WMCs.  

32. WMCs are assigned by the WMC assignment team to inquiries officers. Those that concern access 
to documents are assigned, with the agreement of the Director of Inquiries, by the inquiries officer in 
the public access team responsible for the assignment of public access cases to an individual inquiries 
officer. The WMC assignment team may consult with the Director of Inquiries, the Head of the Case 
handling Unit or individual inquiries officers at any time in the assignment of cases.  

33. Upon assignment, the responsible inquiries officers are informed of whether they are expected to 
deal with the case on their own (IOA cases) or whether they should discuss the case in the relevant 
team. If the inquiries officer has doubts about this categorisation, they should consult their 
supervisor. If a case needs to be discussed in a team, this should be done, at the latest, before 
submitting a draft decision to the supervisor for approval.  

34. Associates: Some cases warrant more than one inquiries officer on the case because the case may 
be voluminous or it may raise difficult issues. If so, a second inquiries officer (associate) may be 
asked to work with the responsible inquiries officer. The role of associates is to study the file and to 
discuss the actions to take with the responsible inquiries officer. It is up to the inquiries officer and 
the associate to organise the details of their collaboration. An indication as to what the role as 
associate normally implies is that, as a default rule, being an associate counts, when assessing the 
workload of inquiries officers, as much as being the responsible inquiries officer.   

35. Some cases are classified as PI or DI upon assignment. Some are classified as such by the weekly 
IAC meeting (see below). If a (potential) PI case is opened before IAC has had the chance to take a 
view on the classification (mainly Fast-Track cases), the inquiries officer responsible for the case 
should signal the case to the editorial check team who draws up teasers for the case page. The 
Ombudsman may at any moment decide to alter the classification. 

36. When a WMC clearly does not fulfil the admissibility criteria, it may be assigned to a trainee or 
other staff member dealing with outside the mandate or inadmissible cases. 

37. On a weekly basis, the WMC assignment team makes a list of all newly assigned WMCs and those 
OMCs that exceptionally follow the procedure for WMCs. The list is reviewed at the weekly Inquiries 
Assessment and Coordination meeting (IAC). The IAC meeting may decide to re-assign a complaint 
to a different inquiries officer. IAC also reviews the PI/DI classification of cases. After the IAC 

http://epsvlwp222:8000/DIs-open_inquiries_sortedHU.aspx
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meeting, the list of newly assigned cases is circulated within the Office. Inquiries officers should 
consult the list.  

38. Potential conflicts of interest are taken into account in assigning cases. However, case handling 
staff must be attentive to whether dealing with a case could raise a conflict of interest or could be 
perceived to do so. Example: a case is assigned to a person whose wife is a member of the 
organisation lodging the complaint. The inquiries officer must inform the assigning person so that re-
assignment can be considered. The Office’s rules on conflicts of interest are available here. 

d. Multiple identical complaints or more than one institution in 
one complaint 

39. If a complaint targets more than one institution, the default rule is that the complaint is split up, 
that is one complaint is registered for each institution targeted. However, it can be dealt with as one 
complaint when the issues against the other institutions are inadmissible (e.g. no prior administrative 
approaches) or outside the Ombudsman’s mandate (e.g. political work) and can easily be dealt with 
in the same letter. For instance: The complaint targets the Council and the Commission. As concerns 
the Council, the complaint is admissible, while as concerns the Commission, the complaint is clearly 
inadmissible: No reason to register the complaint against the Commission separately.  

40. When complaints are lodged by different persons but have exactly the same content, the 
following rules apply:  

• If the postal and/or e-mail addresses are different, the complaints are registered separately. 
• If there is only one postal and/or e-mail address, the complaints all receive the same number. 

41. Mass complaints: if more than 10 complaints on the same subject are received, the 11th and 
subsequent complaints are registered under the number of the 10th complaint, in order to avoid 
distorting the statistics. For the sake of efficiency, such complaints are normally assigned to the same 
inquiries officer, unless there are different languages involved. If there is an inquiry, the complaints 
are treated jointly. In order to avoid complaints received in one year being registered with a case 
number including the previous year, the procedure for numbering multiple complaints on the same 
subject is re-started at the beginning of each year. 

5. Complaints outside the mandate (OMCs)  
42. A complaint is considered outside the mandate when (a) it is not against the EU administration 
(institutions, agency, body or office), (b) it is not about maladministration, but about politics, or (c) it 
is about the judicial work of the Court. For detailed rules and guidelines for the handling of outside 
the mandate complaints see the guidance note on OMCs.  

43. Within 30 days from the date of registration, a decision on an OMC must be sent to the 
complainant.  

http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/SecretariatGeneral/Ombudsmans%20proactive%20work%20documents/Ethics%20and%20Good%20Conduct/Guide%20on%20Ethics%20and%20Good%20Conduct%20for%20the%20Ombudsman%E2%80%99s%20Staff.pdf
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Outside%20mandate%20complaints.docx
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a. Non-EU institution 
44. This is the most frequent reason for a complaint being an OMC. A non-authoritative list of EU 
institutions and bodies can be found here. When in doubt always check. Some bodies, like Joint 
Undertakings, are fairly new and may not seem at first like EU bodies. Other bodies may seems like 
EU institutions but are not, for example Eurocontrol, the European Space Agency or the European 
University Institute.  

45. It happens that a complaint claims to target the EU administration but the details of the complaint 
show that it in reality concerns a non-EU institution and a matter outside the jurisdiction of the EU 
institution targeted. Such complaints are normally considered OMCs.5 

46. Pay special attention to cases concerning the following: 

• The European Schools are official educational establishments controlled jointly by the 
governments of the Member States of the European Union. In all these countries, they are regarded as 
public institutions. They are not EU bodies even though the European Commission takes part in the 
meetings of the Board of Governors and the European Union contributes to their funding. The 
European Ombudsman can deal with complaints concerning the European Schools only if they are 
directed against the Commission, which has a general responsibility as regards the European Schools, 
because it is represented in their Board of Governors.6  

• SOLVIT is a service that is provided by the national administration of every EU Member State. 
Although the European Commission coordinates the network, it does not have supervisory powers in 
individual cases. In these cases, complainants should be advised to contact the complaint mechanisms 
available within the relevant ministry/department. If there are no such mechanisms available, they 
should contact directly the national ombudsman. 

• Europe Direct: Complaints about Europe Direct are considered to be complaints against the 
European Commission, and are within the Ombudsman’s mandate (WMC). Although this service is 
outsourced, it is still supervised by the Commission. 

• Europe Advice is also within the Ombudsman’s mandate (WMC). This service, although 
outsourced, is still supervised by the Commission. 

• European Consumer Centres are not EU institutions or bodies. The centres are hosted and 
administered by public bodies or non-profit organisations in the Member States. The Commission co-
finances the centres through grant agreements. This does not give the Commission supervisory power 
on the work carried out by the centres in specific cases. 

b. Not about maladministration 
47. Complaints about (a) the political work of an EU institution or (b) the merits of legislation do not 
concern the administrative work of the European institutions. Therefore, they are outside the 
 

5 Such complaints have typically not been preceded by prior administrative approaches to the EU institution concerned - if they had, 
the institution would have informed the complainant that the matter is outside its jurisdiction. If the complainant has contacted the EU 
institution but it has not replied in time, the case will often be considered a WMC - namely a FTR case (see section 14-b). However, if 
the matter is manifestly outside the jurisdiction of the EU institution it may in some instances be more helpful to inform the complainant 
straight away that the EU institution is not competent and therefore it is not helpful to ask it to reply.  
6 See cases 775/2015/HK, 165/2019/AMF. 
 

https://europa.eu/european-union/contact/institutions-bodies_en
https://www.eursc.eu/en
https://ec.europa.eu/solvit/
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact/europe-direct-answering-your-questions-about-eu_en
https://europa.eu/youreurope/advice/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/live-work-travel-eu/consumers/resolve-your-consumer-complaint/european-consumer-centres-network-ecc-net_en
http://epsvlwp095:10000/archives/2015/incident/201500775/DECISION_201500775_22052015_110650.pdf#search=%22european%20schools%22
http://epsvlwp095:10000/archives/2019/incident/201900165/DECISION_201900165_20190524_135404.pdf#search=%22european%20schools%22
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Ombudsman’s mandate. Complaints about the merits of legislation are, in essence, about choices 
made by the legislator, and are therefore considered as complaints about political work as well. 

48. OMCs that concern the political work of an EU institution require a careful assessment to 
determine whether the matter at issue is political or administrative. For this reason, this type of 
complaints follow the workflow and approval circuit of WMCs, unless it is manifest that the 
complaint concerns political work. This type of complaint may concern the political work of the 
Council or the Parliament, including individual MEPs. 

49. Complaints against the Petitions Committee of the European Parliament require special 
attention. They are presumed to be OMCs but they follow the workflow and approval circuit of 
WMCs. Inquiries officers will find here a detailed note on how to deal with these cases. The guidance 
provided in the note is useful also for dealing with complaints concerning other political matters. 

50. Cases concerning the Commission’s delegated acts: The EU legislature – the European 
Parliament and the Council of the European Union – may delegate to the Commission the power to 
adopt acts that “supplement or amend non-essential elements” of EU legislation adopted by Parliament 
and the Council. Such acts by the Commission are called 'delegated acts'. The EU legislature may also 
give the Commission the power to adopt acts to implement EU legislation. These acts are called 
'implementing acts' - under Articles 290 and 291 Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. 

51. When both branches of the EU legislature have, through the relevant procedure, made the 
political choice to endorse, either actively or tacitly, the act in question, such an instrument has the 
status of a quasi-legislative act, and therefore falls outside of the Ombudsman’s mandate. For more 
details, please see case 417/2015/NF. However, the Ombudsman can review the implementing acts to 
verify that there is uniform implementation of a legally binding act. 

c. Judicial work of the Court 
52. Complaints against the Court of Justice of the European Union when it exercises its judicial 
functions or acts in its judicial capacity, fall outside the Ombudsman’s mandate. Complaints that 
concern the administrative work of the Court, such as failure to reply cases, staff or recruitment cases 
or cases about contracts concluded by the Court’s administration, are within the Ombudsman’s 
mandate.  

6. Admissibility of WMCs and no grounds for inquiry 

a. Admissibility  
53. Deadline: The decision on the admissibility of a complaint has to be taken within 30 days, 
counted from the date the complaint was received, not the registration date (as this might differ if 
correspondence is registered as a complaint after some time only). This may happen, for instance, 
when it was initially in the ‘pending items’ in Outlook, or it was received during the Office’s closure 
days, or when it was first held to be further correspondence in a closed case (see section 13-a).  

54. If the complaint can be dealt with within 30 days, there is no need for a separate admissibility 
letter. For instance, if from the outset the inquiries officer considers there are no grounds to inquire or 

http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Petitions%20%E2%80%93%20complaints%20related%20to.docx
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/71398
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there is clearly no maladministration, and a decision in that regard can be taken within 30 days, there 
is no need to send the admissibility letter to the complainant. 

55. If a complaint is missing relevant information or evidence of prior contacts with the institution 
concerned, the inquiries officer in charge should request the missing information as soon as possible, 
giving the complaint one week to respond, unless more time is deemed necessary. If the complainant 
fails to provide the requested information, the case shall be closed as no grounds, unless it is unclear 
what the subject of the complaint is - which in turn makes the case inadmissible. For more 
information, see section h on grounds to inquire: Complaints not sufficiently substantiated.  

56. Partial admissibility: The main rule is that, when some issues of the complaint are admissible, 
while others are not, it should be clear to the reader of the admissibility letter what is and what is not 
admissible. Exception: In some situations, for instance voluminous or complex complaints, where the 
admissibility examination cannot be completed within 30 days, the admissibility letter may simply 
state in general terms that some issues are admissible and others not. The complainant should be 
assured that the Office will get back to them without undue delay, clarifying which points are and 
which points are not admissible. 

57. Anonymous complainants: The complaint must allow the person lodging the complaint and the 
subject matter of the complaint to be identified (Article 2.3. of the Statute). When the Ombudsman 
receives a complaint from an anonymous source, the inquiries officer prepares a summary of the 
complaint indicating that it is inadmissible. After the approval of the supervisor, the complaint and 
the summary are archived without further action and the case closed accordingly. 

58. Complaints from whistle-blowers, who are often anonymous, require special treatment: A note 
should be prepared for the Director of Inquiries, indicating clearly what is the suggested course of 
action. It follows from Article 8 of the Statute and Article 22b of the Staff Regulations that whistle-
blowers who disclose information to the Ombudsman should not suffer any prejudicial effect on the 
part of the institutions to which they belong if they have previously disclosed the same information to 
OLAF or to their own institution and have allowed them the period of time set by them to take 
appropriate action.7 A complaint to the Ombudsman can be treated as a whistle-blower complaint 
only if the complainant has complied with the requirements set out in Article 22b of the Staff 
Regulations. If the whistle-blower complaint is inadmissible because the complainant is anonymous, 
the note must set out whether there is reason for other action or not from the Ombudsman.  

b. EU complainants  
59. A complaint may be made to the Ombudsman by any citizen of the Union or any natural or legal 
person residing or having its registered office in a Member State of the Union. Such complainants are 
called ‘EU complainants’. Non-EU complainants mean legal or natural persons that do not qualify as 
EU complainants.  

60. Resident is interpreted to mean a person who is physically living in the territory of a Member 
State, even if he or she may not be legally resident. 

61. Many EU authorities may give the advice to dissatisfied citizens that they can lodge a complaint 
with the EO. That advice may also be given to non-EU citizens. Such advice does not bind the EO.  

 

7 Staff Regulations, Article 22b, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01962R0031-20140501.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01962R0031-20140501
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62. Companies registered in third countries that submit a complaint, even if represented by an EU-
based lawyer, are normally considered to be non-EU complainants, and thus their complaint is not 
admissible. However, if the company has a branch/subsidiary within the EU, consideration should be 
given to whether the complaint can be considered as made by an EU complainant. If the complaint 
can be made by the branch/subsidiary or the representative in its own name, it may be possible to 
deal with the complaint directly, rather than obliging the branch/subsidiary to resubmit.  

63. If an EU complainant lodges the complaint on behalf of a non-EU person, the default position is 
that the complaint has been lodged by a non-EU complainant. Given that there is no requirement that 
complainants should be individually affected by a matter in order for them to submit a complaint to 
the Ombudsman, the inquiries officer should assess whether the representative should/could be 
considered the complainant.   

64. Complaints that are made by non-EU complainants are inadmissible. In the summary note of the 
complaint, the inquiries officer should analyse whether the EO should open an own-initiative inquiry 
(OII - see section 14-a) into the matter complained about. 8 The opening of an own-initiative inquiry 
must be approved by the Director of Inquiries.   

c. EU institution 
65. The Ombudsman can look into instances of maladministration in all EU institutions, agencies and 
bodies. A complete but non-authoritative or exhaustive list can be found here. For further 
information, see section 5-a above.  

d. Time limit of two years  
66. Article 2(3) of the Statute says: "A complaint shall be made within two years of the date on which 
the facts on which it is based came to the attention of the person lodging the complaint". 

67. The time limit also applies if the complaint is about an alleged failure to answer by the institution 
concerned. If complainants have waited for more than two years for an answer before they submitted 
a complaint, they should be invited to repeat their question to the institution before turning to the 
EO. 

68. A complaint may concern an institution’s failure to reply to an e-mail/letter about an issue that 
occurred more than two years previously. The Ombudsman would normally ask the complainant to 
first send a reminder. However, if the complainant then lodges a complaint about the substance of the 
reply, inquiries officers must carefully check whether the core of the complaint in fact complies with 
Article 2(3), that is that complainant became aware of the problem within the previous two years. In 
other words, while the issue of the failure to reply may admissible, this has no bearing on the 
admissibility of the underlying issues, and inquiries officers assess the admissibility of these issues 
carefully. 

69. In staff cases, if the complaint has been made within two years of the Article 90(2) decision 
(whether that be an explicit negative decision, or implicit negative decision), the case is admissible in 
principle. However, if the underlying matter occurred so long ago that it is doubtful that an inquiry 

 

8 Please see the note on admissibility of complaints to the European Ombudsman : 
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Admissibility%20of%20complaints%20to%20the%20EO.pdf.  

https://europa.eu/european-union/contact/institutions-bodies_en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Admissibility%20of%20complaints%20to%20the%20EO.pdf
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into it can be effectively carried out or be useful, careful consideration should be given to whether 
there are grounds to open an inquiry. 

70. This is also valid for any other complaints that concerns an issue that occurred over two years 
previously, even though the issue came to the complainant’s attention only within the previous two 
years. In these cases, careful consideration should be given to whether an inquiry might be difficult to 
carry out or not be useful.  

e. Prior administrative approaches  
71. Article 2(3) of the Statute says: "Before the complaint is lodged, the complainant shall make the 
appropriate administrative approaches to the Union institution, body, office or agency concerned". 

72. It is important to bear in mind that it is for the Ombudsman to decide what appropriate prior 
administrative approaches means in each individual case. The reason behind this rule is that the 
institution concerned should have the possibility to correct its behaviour, or at least explain itself, 
before a complaint is made to the Ombudsman.  

73. The prior approach can be made in writing or by telephone9 or on social media, see for instance 
case 947/2016/JN (Facebook) or 1800/2016/JAP (Twitter). 

74. The prior approaches must match, in scope, the complaint made to the Ombudsman. For instance, 
if the institution declines a request for public access to documents because it says that the requested 
document does not exist, and the complainant believes that the document should exist, they would 
first have to raise this with the institution for a related complaint to the Ombudsman to be 
admissible. The Ombudsman could not deal with issue of whether or not the document should exist 
(adequate record keeping), purely based on how the institution dealt with the request for public 
access to documents.  

75. Issues/arguments raised for the first time in the complaint to the Ombudsman: If the complaint 
raises issues that are clearly new compared to those raised in the prior approaches, the point of 
departure is that these issues are not admissible. On the other hand, it often happens in practice that 
the complainants bring forward, in addition to arguments already made in the prior administrative 
approaches, new matters that are secondary to the main concern raised in the prior approaches. 
Inquiries officers should make a judgment call in each individual case as to whether such issues could 
be considered supporting arguments to the main concern or whether they are self-standing 
complaints that, to be investigated, require the adequate prior administrative approaches. 

76. Prior administrative approaches are not considered necessary for complaints made in the general 
interest, in which the institution is obviously aware of the issue concerned and has already had an 
opportunity to define its position. See, for instance, case 2142/2018/EWM. 

77. Premature complaints: In cases where the complainant has addressed the institution concerned 
and, without having given it appropriate time to reply, they write to the Ombudsman, the complaint 
is inadmissible under Article 2(3) of the Statute. The letter to the complainant should suggest waiting 
a reasonable time for a response from the institution before possibly renewing the complaint. As a 
rough rule of thumb, two months10 is long enough to wait before making a complaint to the 
Ombudsman - see below section 14-b on Failure to reply cases (FTR). On the other hand, if the 
 

9 As long as proof of such contacts can be produced or corroborated.  
10 In line with Article 17 of the European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour. 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/81800
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/95445
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/case/en/53756
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/3510
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complainant has been waiting over six weeks for a reply, it may be advisable to wait and see whether 
a reply has been received after two months. If not, an inquiry could then be opened without the 
complainant having to submit a new complaint, normally as a failure to reply case.  

78. The Ombudsman has a Memorandum of Understanding with the European Investment Bank. 
According to the Memorandum, a complainant should normally have addressed the EIB Complaints 
Mechanism before turning to the Ombudsman. As to EIB staff cases, see paragraph 95 below.  

79. Some institutions have complaint mechanisms, for instance the EU Intellectual Property Office 
(EUIPO). In that case, it must be considered whether the complainant should first make use of such a 
mechanism before turning to the Ombudsman.  

80. Some EU agencies have Boards of Appeal to which some decisions can be appealed (for instance 
EASA, ECHA or EUIPO). In such cases, Article 2(3) entails that the complainant must have made use 
of the appeal procedure before turning to the Ombudsman. 

81. Although the work of Boards of Appeal is not of judicial but administrative nature, it is aimed at 
mirroring the work of courts, providing for a similar adversarial procedure, with both parties 
presenting their views before an independent panel rules on the case. While the Ombudsman can 
look into the decisions of Boards of Appeal, the review will normally be limited.  

82. Complaints against the Commission and infringement proceedings11: If the complainant has 
received the Commission’s letter in which it informs them that it intends to archive the complaint 
(‘pre-closure letter’) and the complainant turns to the Ombudsman before the Commission’s final 
closure of the infringement complaint, the complaint to the Ombudsman is, at the outset, 
inadmissible under Article 2(3) of the Statute12. Please see point 10 of the Annex to the 
Communication referred to in the footnote and the guidance note prepared by the infringement team 
on how to handle infringement complaints. 

f. Not dealt with by a court  
83. Article 228 TFEU excludes an inquiry by the Ombudsman if "the alleged facts are or have been the 
subject of legal proceedings". Article 1(5) of the Statute says: "In the performance of his or her duties, the 
Ombudsman may not question the soundness of a court’s ruling or a court’s competence to issue a ruling". In 
other words, if the Ombudsman receives a complaint concerning a matter that has been or is being 
subject to legal proceedings the case will be closed as inadmissible. The term “court” should be 
interpreted as including courts, tribunals and other bodies exercising judicial powers. The following 
conditions must be met: 

• The parties are the same, that is the complainant and the institution concerned are, or were, also 
parties in the legal proceedings. 

• The matter is the same. To assess this, it is best to examine the ruling - or if the matter is subject to 
pending judicial proceedings - to ask for the writ(s) and examine those. Comparative assessment 
of the scope of the complaint before the Ombudsman and the application before the court should 
be carried out, see for instance case 539/2017/JAP.  

 

11 On infringement proceedings, see https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/applying-eu-law/infringement-procedure_en.  
12 Communication from the Commission EU Law: Better Results through Better Application, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2017.018.01.0010.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2017%3A018%3ATOC  

https://www.eib.org/en/publications/memorandum-of-understanding-between-the-eo-and-the-eib
https://www.eib.org/en/about/accountability/complaints/index.htm
https://www.eib.org/en/about/accountability/complaints/index.htm
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/complaints-unit
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/complaints-unit
https://www.easa.europa.eu/the-agency/other-easa-boards/easa-board-of-appeal
https://echa.europa.eu/about-us/who-we-are/board-of-appeal
https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/boards-of-appeal
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Knowledge%20Management/Infringement/Schematic-presentation-of-the-EO-standardised-approaches-to-infringement-cases-updated-01-06-2021.docx
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12016E228
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/107624
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/applying-eu-law/infringement-procedure_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2017.018.01.0010.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2017%3A018%3ATOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2017.018.01.0010.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2017%3A018%3ATOC
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84. Regarding public access to documents, it is irrelevant if it is the complainant or another applicant 
who takes court action. If there is or was a court case concerning public access to the same documents 
that are object to a complaint before the EO, the EO cannot inquire (further) into the issue.13 

85. If the exact same issue is currently before a court, but the parties are not the same, there will be 
no grounds to inquire. Similarly, if the Ombudsman has already started inquiring into the matter, 
there will be no reason to inquire further, see for instance case 2001/2015/PD. Most typically, 
however, annulment by the court does not resolve the issue for the complainant since the annulment 
only concerns the specific cases brought to the court. The institution would have to agree to apply the 
court’s ruling to everyone affected. Therefore, it may be necessary to check with the institution 
concerned to ensure that the institution will apply the court ruling to the cases that came to the 
Ombudsman. 

86. If the complaint does not refer to a court case, the Office normally does not make inquiries about 
the question at the stage of deciding admissibility, unless there are reasons to doubt this. If the 
complainant, or the institution concerned, subsequently informs the Ombudsman about legal 
proceedings, the Ombudsman may then decide to terminate the inquiry under Article 2(9) of the 
Statute, which means that the outcome of any inquiry “carried out up to that point shall be put on file and 
that file shall be closed”. 

87. If, during the inquiry, the institution concerned informs the Ombudsman about legal proceedings 
that in its view bars the Ombudsman from conducting the inquiry, the complainant should be given 
the right to express its views before the Ombudsman decides on the matter. The issue that is 
supposedly the subject of legal proceedings should be decided upon before any other issue in the 
inquiry. Normally, the Office will ask to see the writs lodged before the court before a decision is 
taken on the issue.  

g. Exhaustion of internal remedies in staff and recruitment cases 
88. Article 2(6) of the Statute says: "Complaints concerning employment relations between the Union 
institutions, bodies, offices or agencies and their staff shall be admissible only if the person concerned has 
exhausted all internal administrative procedures, in particular those referred to in Article 90 of the Staff 
Regulations, and the competent authority of the Union institution, body, office or agency concerned has taken a 
decision or the time limits for its reply have expired. The Ombudsman shall also be entitled to verify the 
measures adopted by the competent authority of the Union institution, body, office or agency concerned to 
ensure the protection of alleged victims of harassment and to restore a healthy and safe working environment 
respecting the dignity of the persons concerned while an administrative inquiry is ongoing, provided that the 
persons concerned have exhausted the internal administrative procedures in relation to these measures.”  

89. A complaint to the Ombudsman by a staff member, who had the right to submit a complaint 
under Article 90(2) and who failed to do so before the deadline expired, does not comply with the 
condition laid down by Article 2(6). 

90. The requirement of using administrative means of redress applies to all persons who derive rights 
and obligations under the Staff Regulations, including former staff members that benefit from the 
provisions of the Staff Regulations, for instance pensioners, persons receiving invalidity allowances, 
etc.  

 

13 See, for example, case 2087/2018/MIG. 

http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/archives/2015/incident/201502001/DECISION_201502001_09022016_101800.pdf
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1549272035601&uri=CELEX:01962R0031-20200101
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/archives/2018/incident/201802087/NOTE_201802087_20190321_092303.pdf
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91. In some instances, the institution concerned may have dealt with an Article 90(2) complaint 
although it was inadmissible (due to the applicable deadlines). In such cases, the practice of the 
Ombudsman’s Office is to consider the complaint admissible. 

92. Cases where Article 2(6) applies: The complainant should be advised of the possibilities under 
Article 90(1) and/or (2) of the Staff Regulations, as appropriate. If the authority concerned is known to 
have a staff mediator (or mediation service), for instance the Commission or the European External 
Action Service (EEAS), the complainant should also be informed of the possibility to address the staff 
mediator, if that is appropriate. Please verify the mandate of the mediation service before suggesting 
that the complainant contact it. 

93. Cases in which Article 2(6) does not apply: A complaint does not concern work relationships 
merely because it is made by someone working in an EU institution. Article 2(6) does not, for 
example, apply to someone working in an institution, who alleges that the institution has failed to 
follow tendering procedures for the award of a supply contract. In such cases, the possible 
application of Article 2(3) of the Statute should be examined. 

94. Staff to whom the Staff Regulations and thus Article 90 do not apply: Such staff categories include 
Seconded National Experts - see case 247/2016/AMF14. In such cases, Article 2(4) of the Statute on 
appropriate prior administrative approaches must be observed.  

95. The European Investment Bank15 and the European Central Bank16 have pre-litigation procedures 
that differ from Article 90 of the Staff Regulations. At the EIB, since December 2019, there is an 
internal dispute resolution mechanism (the administrative review), similar to that of Article 90(2) of 
the EU Staff Regulations. The request for administrative review is a mandatory step before turning to 
the Ombudsman. 

96. In cases concerning recruitment procedures, we need to distinguish between EPSO procedures 
and recruitment procedures organised by other institutions: 

a) In EPSO cases, the review procedure set out in the notice of competition should be followed before 
turning to the EO. There is no need to make a so-called ‘administrative complaint’ (Art 90.2 of the 
Staff Regulations) in addition to that.  

b) Recruitment procedures not organised by EPSO: The recruitment notice refers sometimes to a 
review procedure, sometimes to an administrative complaint, sometimes to Art 90(2) of the Staff 
Regulations. In these cases, the candidate must make use of the review procedure indicated in the 
notice before turning to the Ombudsman.   

97. As regards existing EU staff members who complain about their treatment in a recruitment 
procedure in which they have participated, the Ombudsman takes account of the fact that, where a 
decision of a selection board is at issue, the case law of the Court allows an action to be brought before 
the General Court, within the period of three months laid down by the Staff Regulations, without a 
prior Article 90(2) complaint. The Ombudsman does not apply Article 2(8) in a more restrictive way. 

98. For more information on how to handle staff complaints see the relevant guidance note.  

 

14 See the note on admissibility of complaint 247/2016/AMF here: 
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/archives/2016/incident/201600247/NOTE_201600247_20170306_153742.pdf  
15 https://www.eib.org/attachments/general/eib_staff_regulations_ii_2020_09_01_en.pdf 
16 Two sets of rules apply to the ECB staff: Conditions of Employment and Staff Rules.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1549272035601&uri=CELEX:01962R0031-20200101
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/careers/pdf/conditions_of_employment.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1549272035601&uri=CELEX:01962R0031-20200101
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Staff%20complaints%20post%20Article%2090%20SR%20%E2%80%93%20approach.docx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/archives/2016/incident/201600247/NOTE_201600247_20170306_153742.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/careers/pdf/conditions_of_employment.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/careers/pdf/staff_rules_fixedterm.pdf
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h. No grounds to open an inquiry? 
99. In case a complaint is admissible, the Ombudsman enjoys wide discretion whether to open an 
inquiry or not17. In exercising this discretion, it is important to take into account that recourse to the 
Ombudsman is a fundamental right.  

100. When another body is better placed to deal with the complaint, there are no grounds to open 
an inquiry. This applies also when another body is already looking into the matter complained about. 
This reasoning will often apply in relation to other monitoring authorities such as the EU Anti-Fraud 
Office (OLAF), the European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS), the European Court of Auditors or 
the European Parliament (Committee of Petitions).  

101. The Ombudsman has agreed a Memorandum of Understanding with the EDPS as to which of the 
two authorities is best placed to examine a complaint concerning data protection.  

102. The Ombudsman has an agreement with OLAF (in the form of an exchange of letters) that they 
should inform each other when there is reason to believe that they may be inquiring into the same 
issue. The agreement also designates the relevant contact persons in such cases (on the Ombudsman’s 
side, currently the Director of Inquiries).  

103. If the complaint contains elements that could imply that another body is already dealing with 
the matter (for instance if MEPs have been copied in on the prior administrative approaches), 
inquiries officers should, on their own initiative, check whether another institution is dealing with the 
matter complained about.  

104. If the essence of an ‘infringement complaint’ case is that the complainant questions the 
Commission’s political choice in the matter, the Committee of Petitions will, all things being equal, be 
better placed to deal with the matter.  

105. Complaints deemed to be repetitive, abusive or petty: There are no grounds to open an inquiry 
into such complaints. ‘Abusive’ and ‘repetitive’ refers to both how the complainant has dealt with the 
institution concerned or with the Ombudsman’s Office. In the latter situation, inquiries officers 
should consider whether it is appropriate to use discretion under Article 14(3) of the European Code 
of Good Administrative Behaviour. See below section 15-c on Abusive or repetitive correspondence. 

106. Complaints not sufficiently substantiated: If the complainant has provided very weak or 
unconvincing/insufficient evidence, and does not provide the requested supporting documents when 
asked to do so, it may be appropriate to close the case with a finding that there are insufficient or no 
grounds to carry out an inquiry. Normally one week should be enough time for the complainant to 
provide more evidence, depending on the specific case.18 If the complaint is so vague that the 
Ombudsman cannot identify the main problem or the relevant EU institution, then the case can be 
closed as inadmissible (Article 2(2) of the Statute) - see above paragraph 55. 

107. Staff or recruitment complaints following an Article 90(2) decision: If the Article 90(2) decision 
taken by the institution object of the complaint is good and addresses all the essential arguments 
raised in the complaint to the Ombudsman, inquiries officers can consider closing the case with the 
conclusion that there are no grounds to open an inquiry into the matter. In these cases, it is sufficient 
to briefly state in the decision that the institution’s Article 90(2) decision is correct. 
 

17 Judgment of the Court of 23 March 2004 in case C-234/02 P European Ombudsman v Lamberts, ECLI:EU:C:2004:174, paras. 50-
52.  
18 In the course of the inquiry longer time limits are normally appropriate.  

https://ec.europa.eu/anti-fraud/home_en
https://ec.europa.eu/anti-fraud/home_en
https://edps.europa.eu/
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/ecadefault.aspx
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/peti/about
https://edps.europa.eu/sites/edp/files/publication/06-11-30_eo_edps_mou_en.pdf
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/OLAF%20investigations%20and%20EO%20inquiries%20-%20exchange%20of%20letters.pdf
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf;jsessionid=BFE26EDFE09F6B61FAAC6DF366F8B575?text=&docid=49012&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=8124771
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108. Infringement complaints (FTR): If a complainant contacts the Commission to inquire about the 
status of their infringement complaint before 12 months from the submission of the complaint has 
passed and the Commission does not reply, the Ombudsman might decide that, at that stage, there 
are no grounds to open an inquiry into the matter19. Please see point 7 and 8 of the Annex to the 
Communication referred to in the footnote20. Please also consult the guidance note prepared by the 
infringement team on how to handle infringement complaints.  

109. The distinction between deciding there are ‘no grounds’ for opening an inquiry and a ‘no 
maladministration’ can be difficult to define. It is appropriate to use ‘no maladministration’ if, based 
on the information submitted in the complaint, it is clear that the institution’s actions were correct. 
On the other hand, if the documents submitted could indicate an instance of maladministration, but 
the matter is not sufficiently serious and/or clear as to warrant the Ombudsman’s involvement, ‘no 
grounds’ should be considered.  If it is more appropriate to identify that there has been no 
maladministration, a complaint should not be closed on the basis of ‘no grounds’. 

110. If a complaint is admissible and there are grounds for inquiring, then the inquiry must be 
carried out in accordance with the principle of due diligence.21 

111. Before the Implementing Provisions of 2016, ‘no grounds’ had a much wider use than what is 
currently the practice. Inquiries officers should therefore be careful when relying on precedents 
before 1 September 2016 - the date of entry into force of the current Implementing Provisions.  

112. The institution concerned is normally not informed of a no grounds decision. It may be 
appropriate to inform the institution concerned in specific instances, for instance when it is apparent 
that the institution knows of the complaint to the Ombudsman (e.g. when the complainant has copied 
the institution in on their correspondence with the Ombudsman). It follows from the Statute - Art 2(5) 
- that if the complaint is held to be manifestly unfounded, the institution must be informed when the 
complainant has informed the institution about the complaint. Depending on the potential relevance 
of the complaint for the work of the European Parliament, the relevant EP Committee can be 
informed. CAB decides whether or not the EP should be informed. 

7. Delegated case handling 
113. The Ombudsman has adopted a general decision on which powers may be delegated. The 
‘Delegation Decision’ is available on Sisteo, the Office’s intranet. On the basis of this general decision, 
the Ombudsman has adopted individual decisions, delegating certain powers to the Director of 
Inquiries and to the Head of the CHU.  

114. The delegated powers can be found here.  

115. The delegated powers are decisional powers, not to be confused with the simple delegation to 
sign on the Ombudsman’s behalf.   

116. The power to propose a solution, when a formal proposal under Article 3(5) of the Statute is 
made, is not covered by the delegated powers.  
 

19 See complaint 1734/2020/VB.  
20 Communication from the Commission EU Law: Better Results through Better Application, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2017.018.01.0010.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2017%3A018%3ATOC.  
21 Judgment of the Court of Justice of 4 April 2017 in case C-337/15 P European Ombudsman v Claire Staelen, ECLI:EU:C:2017:256, 
paras. 40 - 44.  

http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Knowledge%20Management/Infringement/Schematic-presentation-of-the-EO-standardised-approaches-to-infringement-cases-updated-01-06-2021.docx
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/The%20general%20delegation%20decision%2014%20September%202020.pdf
https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/DELEGATION%20OF%20AUTHORITY%2014.09.2020.docx
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/archives/2020/incident/202001734/NOTE_202001734_20201104_152445.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2017.018.01.0010.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2017%3A018%3ATOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.C_.2017.018.01.0010.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2017%3A018%3ATOC
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf;jsessionid=1749761D5AA7B6B7C365BA85EEA16E60?text=&docid=189543&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=8015373
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117. Powers are never delegated in PI cases, except as concerns the admissibility letter and the first 
letter to the institution concerned in cases about public access to documents that are Fast-Track and 
PI.   

118. The Ombudsman may also delegate powers in other specific instances, as the Ombudsman 
deems appropriate.  

119. The Ombudsman may recall delegated powers in a case, with a view to deciding on the case 
herself.  

120. Even if a case can be dealt with under the delegated powers, inquiry teams should always be 
attentive to the possibility of referring a case to the Ombudsman, if for any reason that appears 
advisable. 

121. Because of its internal procedures, the Commission will in general not be able to accept a request 
to take a formal position on a complaint, when the request has not been signed by the Ombudsman 
herself. If the inquiries officer has doubts whether a delegated signature will be accepted, it is 
advisable first to contact the Commission informally to check whether the Ombudsman’s signature is 
needed. A list is being elaborated that will be available under the guidance notes in CMS.  

8. Complaint-based inquiries 

a. The basics  
122. All inquiries must be carried out with due diligence22. 

123. It is important to have, from the outset, a firm grasp as to what is the subject matter of the 
inquiry. Identify precisely the issues of the complaint. If necessary, the inquiries officer should ask 
the complainant for clarifications or further information or evidence. If the complainant raises several 
issues, the inquiries officer needs to make clear what the scope of the inquiry is from the outset. 

124. Throughout an inquiry, the complainants should be kept informed of all essential steps in the 
inquiry, and when they can expect to hear from the Office again. Good management of complainants’ 
expectations is part of an inquiries officer’s job. Queries from the complainant should be replied to 
promptly and if that is not possible, a holding reply should be sent, indicating when the Office 
intends to come back.  

125. It is a basic principle of fair procedure that the Ombudsman's decision on a complaint cannot 
take into account information contained in documents provided by one party, unless the other party 
has had the possibility to respond. Thus, for instance, the reply of the institution concerned, as well as 
its answers to any further inquiries, are normally forwarded to the complainant, who will normally 
be invited to submit observations. This does not apply in “desk inquiries” when the Office finds that 
the information provided by the complainant is enough to conclude that there is no MA, without 
consulting the institution. 

126. See also paragraph 184 below on EPSO cases.  

 

22 See the Staelen judgment in the footnote above.  
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127. Similarly, the institution should have had the opportunity to comment on the material submitted 
by the complainant that is taken into account in the Ombudsman’s decision. Particularly, where the 
decision contains criticism and/or makes a formal finding of maladministration. Inquiries officers 
should be particularly attentive if such material raises issues or arguments that are not clearly 
covered in the original complaint and which will be taken into account in the inquiry. There is no 
need to submit the material to the institution concerned if it is largely or only a repetition of the 
original complaint. Likewise there is no need to do so if such material is likely not to be used ‘against’ 
the institution concerned in the closing decision - in such cases, inquiries officers may consider 
simply attaching the complainant’s comments to the cover letter by which the institution is informed 
of the closing decision. There is also no need to offer the institution an opportunity to comment on 
the complaint, when the information provided by the complainant is sufficient to conclude that there 
is no maladministration without consulting the institution. 

b. Publication policy 
128. The European Ombudsman is very transparent about its inquiries. For each inquiry opened, 
some information is published on the Ombudsman’s website and made available to the public. The 
published information vary depending on the type of inquiry. The publication policy is set out here. 
Note also:  

• All inquiries have a ‘case page’, which includes the title and links to other relevant documents. 
The title should be clear and concise. It must mention the institution and the subject matter of the 
complaint, and be readily understandable to the general public. A guidance note on writing case titles 
is available in CMS. 

• For PI cases, the ‘case page’ also has a short teaser, outlining (in roughly three lines) the basic facts 
of the case. This case page is updated at the key stages in an inquiry (opening, decision, reply etc.).  

• Recommendations and the subsequent closing decision are published for all inquiries in English 
and in the language of the complaint. Decision letters are published in the language of the complaint 
only. Unless otherwise instructed, inquiries officers shall write decisions keeping in mind the 
anonymity of the complainant.  

• The introductory summary in the text of decisions in PI cases is published in 24 languages.  

• If the inquiries officer considers that a matter warrants a deviation from the publication policy, for 
instance a sensitive harassment case, he/she should consult the line manager. It should be considered 
whether extensive anonymisation would be sufficient to allow publication (for instance if the case 
concerns a small agency, just refer to an EU agency and not refer to titles of the persons involved). 

• The comments submitted by the complainant are normally not published, but they can be 
published in exceptional circumstances. Check with your line manager in case of doubts.  

129. Online publication is done by the assistant in charge of online publications. However, it is 
important that inquiries officers are aware of the Office’s publication policy. In case of doubt, 
inquiries officers should always consult the Head of the CHU or the Director of Inquiries as to what 
should be published on the Ombudsman’s website and instruct the publications assistant accordingly.  

130. The Office’s practice is to publish documents on the website 48 hours after the date on which 
they are sent to the institution and the complainant. It is good practice to liaise with COMM to 

https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Publication%20policy.docx
https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Guide%20to%20writing%20case%20Title.pdf
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evaluate whether, in the specific case, it is necessary to inform the complainant of the Office’s 
practice. Depending on the circumstances of the case, it might be useful to contact complainants on 
the phone to inform them of any communication campaign that the Office will launch in relation to 
the complaint and to clarify any technical matters. 

131. In PI inquiries, before sending the decision (or anything else that may be published on the 
website) to Registry, the inquiries officer in charge should alert COMMs that something is ready to be 
published. COMMs will inform the inquiries officer of its preferred timing, keeping in mind its need 
to communicate or tweet about the case. Once this has been sorted, the inquiries officer informs the 
assistant in charge of online publications with COMMs in copy. 

c. Drafting the summary 
132. The ‘summary note’ is, essentially, a background note that is drafted, by the inquiries officer 
responsible for the case, at the beginning of the life of a case. This is not to be confused with the short 
introductory summaries (synopsis) in the texts of closing decisions. Summaries are useful as 
‘logbooks’ and should reflect the developments in the case, for instance to note whether an allegation 
has been dropped by the complainant, or whether a reply has not fully addressed the allegations 
made.  

133. The summary is part of the file on the case. The length of the summary depends on the 
complexity of the case, however, inquiries officers should make them as short and concise as possible. 
It should be written in a professional manner, and should not contain any irrelevant material or 
remarks. It may be appropriate to quote complainants directly, when paraphrasing may distort their 
statements.  

134. The template for summaries in the CMS guides inquiries officers as to which information should 
be included.  

135. Inquiries officers must make an effort to understand the complaint and its grounds, if they have 
not been very well expressed, particularly if the complainant is a member of the public with limited 
knowledge of how the procedures or institutions in question operate. 

136. However, if the essential points of a complaint cannot be briefly and easily summarised, the 
inquiries officer should consider whether the subject matter of the complaint is sufficiently/clearly 
identified. It should not be necessary to consult extensive annexes in order to discover the essential 
points of the case and the complainant’s desired outcomes (‘claims’). If the complaint is made by 
professionals, for instance a law firm, the inquiries officer may consider asking the complainant to 
provide a schedule of annexes, with clear indication of which parts of each annex is meant to support 
what issues and desired outcomes. The Director of Inquiries should be consulted before a 
complainant is asked so. Such a request must be distinguished from a request to clarify issues of 
substance, which is possible without the Director of Inquiries’ approval in non-PI, non-DI cases.  

137. If the complaint contains two or more issues or desired outcomes, the summary should state 
them separately and number them. The issues and desired outcomes should be identical in the 
summary of the complaint, the letters to the authority concerned and to the complainant, and in the 
closing decision. However, when drafting a closing decision, it may be appropriate to alter the order 
of the issues if, for instance, one issue has clearly materialised as the main one. Similarly, it may be 
appropriate reformulate an issue in the closing decision, depending on the inquiry.  
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138. The summary must set out an analysis of the admissibility, as well as of the substance of the 
complaint. The summary must also set out which inquiry measures the inquiries officer recommends 
taking and indicate what the inquiry should achieve. Remember that the decision on admissibility 
must be taken within a 30 days from the arrival of the complaint. If the substance of the case cannot 
be analysed within that time, the summary deals just with the admissibility, and the inquiries officer 
must, within two months from the arrival of the case, deal with the substance of the case.  

139. If possible, the summary should also indicate the likely course of the inquiry, for instance 
whether it may be likely that an inspection will have to be followed up by a request for a reply from 
the institution concerned or vice versa. It is not always possible to have an idea of the course an 
inquiry will take. Still it is useful to try to have an idea, for various reasons, for instance in order to 
keep the duration of the inquiry within a reasonable time frame (up to 12 months) or to allow the 
Communications Unit to do forward planning of its work. 

140. Information contained in the field ‘title’ in the template is published on the website. Therefore, 
this field must be drafted with the utmost care. It should be self-explanatory and indicate the full 
name of the EU institution, body office or agency concerned. It should be drafted in the style of a title 
and not as an entire sentence. It should avoid jargon, technical terms or acronyms that are not also 
written in long form. The title must systematically be anonymised for all cases, irrespective of 
whether the case is confidential. A guidance note on writing case titles is available in CMS. 

141. The scope of the inquiry into a complaint is limited to the issues raised in the complaint. In 
general, inquiries officers should not raise new issues. However, the Ombudsman does not need to 
simply copy the complainant’s framing of the issues. The complaint lays down the framework/scope 
of the inquiry: within that framework/scope, the Ombudsman may reframe the issues raised (for 
instance, if the institution and the complainant have erroneously dealt with a matter as a matter 
under Regulation 1049/2001, while it should have been dealt with under data protection rules, see 
case 285/2016/DR23). If any reframing takes place, it is normally advisable to set out in a letter to the 
complainant, for instance when taking the first inquiry measure, what the Ombudsman’s 
understanding of the complaint is.  

142. An issue, a concern or an allegation means an accusation that the institution concerned has failed to 
act in accordance with a relevant rule or principle. The inquiries officer should always identify which 
rule or principle the issue concerns.  

143. A desired outcome means what the complainant says they want, for example, that a public 
procurement procedure should be cancelled, access to a document should be given, or that they 
should receive compensation. There is no need to ‘invent’ possible desired outcomes: if the desired 
outcome is clear from issues or concerns, there will be no need to state it.  

144. Supporting argument means the grounds, evidence and reasoning that the complainant puts 
forward to support his allegation(s) and claim(s). The arguments must be set out in the summary. 
This is useful for two reasons. First, to check that there are sufficient grounds for an inquiry. Second, 
the arguments are usually part of the 'Arguments presented' section of the closing decision.  

145. When to update the summary: In complex cases, the summary should be up to date with all the 
inquiry measures and at least a simple assessment that reflects the direction where the case should 
go.  

 

23 Recommendation in case 285/2016/DR, paras. 22-24. 

https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Guide%20to%20writing%20case%20Title.pdf
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/recommendation/en/96621
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d. Data Protection 
146. Inquiries officer must be attentive to the protection of personal data, in particular, when starting 
a case (in practice, it is rare that complainants provide data later that require an assessment under 
data protection rules). The template for the admissible summary note contains to that effect a 
questionnaire on data protection, which the inquiries officer must fill in (when closing the case, the 
questionnaire must be filled in again). In case of doubts, one can seek advice from the line manager 
and/or the Office’s DPOs.  

147. Excessive personal data: It is very rare that a complaint contains data that the Office should not 
hold and cannot be communicated to the institution concerned. However, it can happen that a 
complaint contains excessive personal data in the sense of data clearly and totally irrelevant to the 
matter complained about. For instance, in a staff complaint about the complainant’s line manager’s 
refusal to approve special leave, the complainant includes language on how the line manager treats 
her children.  

148. Excessive personal data must be removed from the file, no matter whether the complaint is 
admissible or inadmissible. That means, in practice, normally be blackened out. The case handling 
assistants can provide help to that effect. Should the excessive data be spread out in the whole 
complaint or in a large number of documents to the extent that it is not possible to work on the basis 
of the complaint (this has never happened so far), the complaint must be eliminated and the 
complainant informed accordingly, of course indicating that a new complaint may be lodged without 
the excessive data. In very exceptional circumstances, a summary of the complaint with no excessive 
data can be drafted and sent to the relevant EU institution instead of transferring the complaint. 

149. In OMCs, there is no need to blacken out. A retention period of only 2 years applies to OMCs 
and they are normally not transferred to other bodies. 

150. Entitlement to act: It is very rare that there are doubts about a complainant’s or a 
representative’s entitlement to act. However, there are some instances where one can have doubts. In 
that case, the inquiries officer must ask for a power of attorney. For instance: the complaint is lodged 
by a big company against a Commission decision concerning State aid. The person in the company 
lodging the complaint is the company’s canteen manager. It is fair to have doubts whether the person 
is entitled to lodge such a complaint on behalf of the company. Another example: The complainant 
makes a complaint about how the Commission has treated a friend of the complainant and seeks an 
apology from the Commission to the friend. The complainant does not claim to be a representative 
and says that it is not a requirement for lodging a complaint that the complainant is personally 
affected. In such a case, one should verify that the friend agrees to the complaint, by asking the 
complainant to provide evidence to that effect, and if need be, by contacting directly the person.  

9. Information gathering actions (inquiry measures) 
151. Article 4 of the Implementing Provisions concerns the inquiry measures that the Ombudsman 
may take during an inquiry.  

152. The inquiry measures mostly used are:  

• requests for reply; 
• requests for documents/information; 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
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• inspections; and 
• meetings.  

153. There is no ‘formal hierarchy’ between the different inquiry measures. Thus, for instance, a 
request for reply has no priority over a request for inspection. The most appropriate and efficient 
inquiry measure should be taken. For instance, there is no need to inspect documents on the premises 
of the institution concerned if the documents can be sent by email or an e-inspection can be 
organised. Institutions should be asked to send confidential documents to the Ombudsman via 
encrypted email to the mailbox eo-secem@ombudsman.europa.eu. However, as concerns EU classified 
documents, the Office’s practice is not to take possession of such documents which one should 
therefore not request to receive - the documents must thus be inspected in a physical inspection or 
through an ‘e-inspection’.  

154. The term ‘e-inspection’ means that the institution allows access to a protected virtual data room 
where the documents can be viewed. When an e-inspection takes place, the initiative normally comes 
from the institution concerned in reply to a request for documents, and it will therefore be the 
institution concerned that sets it up. If the inquiries officers needs assistance, they should contact the 
Ombudsman’s ICT team.  

155. In certain cases, the inquiries officer may wish to clarify with the institution that is the object of 
the complaint certain aspects of the complaint before the opening of an inquiry. In these cases, the 
inquiries officer may consider having telephone contacts with the contact person in the institution. 
These telephone exchanges should not replace a formal inquiry measure and should be limited to 
receive clarification that are useful to decide whether to open an inquiry or not. As a rule of thumb, 
inquiries officers can carry out these contacts without consulting the line manager.  

a. Request for reply 
156. Not to be confused with section 14-b. on Failure to reply cases (FTR). Through a request for 
reply, the Ombudsman asks for the position of the institution concerned on the complaint. This 
inquiry measure is the most formal. To have the position of the institution set out in written form is 
particularly helpful if it is expected that the inquiry may head in direction of a finding of 
maladministration. 

157. Sometimes, the institution concerned may ask for a request to be signed by the Ombudsman, for 
reasons of internal organisation or politics. The Office normally complies with such a request and, in 
such cases, the corresponding approval circuit must be followed. See paragraph 121 above.  

158. The request for reply should set out clearly what the complaint is about, and the outcome that 
the complainant desires. If there are more issues, it may be useful to number them, for the sake of 
clarity. If there are specific questions that the Office considers useful to ask to the institution 
concerned, they should be set out. In some cases, it may also be useful to set out the preliminary view 
of the Office as to whether there is maladministration. It should be clear to the institution concerned 
on what matters/questions they should reply and what the concerns of the Office are.  

159. If the complaint contains issues that the Ombudsman has decided not to deal with, this should 
be made clear in the request. It is not normally necessary to go into the details of why the 
Ombudsman has decided not to deal with an issue. Normally, it will suffice to state something along 
the lines: Concerning the complainant’s view that the Commission has (done something wrong), the 
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Ombudsman has found the matter inadmissible because it has not been raised previously with the Commission. 
Consequently, the Commission does not need to reply on that matter.  

160. Deadline: The request indicates the deadline for the reply. The deadlines are normally within 
the range of one to three months, depending on what is appropriate in the individual case. In the case 
of the Commission, one should normally give three months, given the Commission’s internal 
procedures for adopting a formal reply to the Ombudsman.  

161. Request for extension: The institution concerned may at any moment make a reasoned request 
for extension. Standard practice is to take note of such requests and to reply, stating that the 
Ombudsman expects the reply by the new date mentioned. Normally, not much is required for a 
request to be ‘reasoned’. On the other hand, cases should not linger on. Particular attention should be 
given to repeated requests, requests for long extensions or requests in cases that themselves concern 
delays by the administration. In PI and DI cases, the Director of Inquiries decides on the request and 
on the signature level of the reply. In other cases, the Head of the CHU decides on the request and on 
the signature level of the reply. The procedure by which the Commission requests extensions is 
centralised, in the sense that the Secretariat General of the Commission groups together the requests 
and sends them to the Ombudsman’s Office via the EORegistry functional mailbox only.  The case 
management process assistant or the assistant to the Head of the CHU make the needed internal 
consultations before replying to the Commission. Individual inquiries officers are normally 
consulted. Complainants should be informed in each case, signalling that the institution has informed 
the Ombudsman that it is not in a position to reply within the timeline and mentioning the new 
timeline. 

162. Given the Office’s objective of closing inquiries within 12 months maximum, it is advisable to 
make the request for reply at the earliest possible moment, as it often happens that the institution 
concerned will need up to three months to reply.  

163. If the language of the complaint is not English, the request for reply must ask that the reply is 
translated into the language of complaint.  

164. Multiple complaints about the same subject are normally treated jointly. Unless there are 
identical issues/concerns in every complaint, the summary and the request for reply should identify 
which complaints contain particular issues/concerns.  

165. Multiple complaints against the same institution and on the same issue, which arrive at the same 
time, are all sent to the institution concerned. If they arrive over an extended period of time, later 
complaints in the series do not have to be forwarded if they contain no new and relevant material. 

166. Once the Office has received the institution’s reply, inquiries officers should exercise judgment 
whether the complainant’s comments should be sought. This is not always necessary. In complex 
cases, it is prudent to seek the complainant’s comments to ensure the ‘equality of arms’ principle and 
fairness of the procedure. If comments are requested, a deadline between two weeks to one month 
should be granted, but flexibility can be offered. In failure to reply cases, the Office practice is not to 
ask the complainant’s for comment on the institution’s reply as the inquiry does not concern the 
substance of the institution’s reply.  
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b. Inspections and/or meetings  
167. The term ‘inspection’ means normally that documents/files of the institution concerned are 
physically inspected by the Ombudsman’s staff, normally on the premises of the institution 
concerned. The distinction between simply asking for documents and carrying out an inspection is 
fluid. If the inquiry team simply wishes to view the document/file of the institution concerned, it is 
normally sufficient to request a copy of the documents. However, on-site inspections are sometimes 
useful, first, to obtain direct clarifications on the documents inspected and on the issues arising, and, 
second, to help identify the documents of relevance (by going through the file) when the specific 
documents of interest cannot be identified with precision beforehand. The inquiry team should be 
clear as to what it seeks to achieve through an inspection. 

168. As mentioned above, inspections can also be carried out virtually, with the documents 
exchanged electronically, or viewed online, by encrypted means if necessary, taking due account of 
the sensitivity of the documents. In such cases, explanations from the institution concerned could be 
provided by secure video link. 

169. Inspections are different from ‘meetings’. If the inquiry team wants to discuss matters arising 
from or related to the complaint with the relevant staff of the institution concerned, a meeting is 
appropriate. Meetings may often be appropriate in complex cases, to get a better understanding of the 
case and thus to focus better the further inquiry. One should consider explaining in advance what 
topics one expects to discuss at the meeting, and whether it would be useful to send a list of questions 
or issues to be dealt with at the meeting. Meetings can also be carried out by secure video link. 

170. In practice, inspections are often combined with meetings. 

171. Staff members of the institution concerned normally cannot engage the institution formally. It 
may therefore, for instance, when the inquiry is heading towards a finding of maladministration, be 
advisable to follow up a meeting with a request for reply.  

i. Procedure for inspecting documents 

172. The inspection is normally carried out by at least two staff members: depending on the case, in 
addition to inquiries officers also the Director of Inquiries, Head of the CHU or the HLAs may 
participate. Apart from exceptionally sensitive cases (be attentive to the possibility that the 
institution’s view on sensitivity may differ from the Office’s), trainees can participate in inspections.   

173. Before beginning the inspection, the inquiry team normally meets representatives of the 
institution concerned and explains the inspection procedure. The inquiry team requests the 
institution concerned to identify any documents that they regard as confidential, or as containing 
confidential information.  

174. The staff members of the institution concerned may remain present to observe the inspection.  

175. The right to inspect includes the possibility to read the documents, to make notes, and to make 
photocopies. In exceptional cases, the institution may oppose making photocopies (sensitive 
documents). As concerns EU classified documents, the Office’s practice is not to take possession of 
such document and thus they should not be copied. If the staff members of the institution concerned 
seek to prevent or impose unreasonable conditions on the inspection of any documents, the inquiry 
team should inform them that this is considered as a refusal to allow the inspection to proceed. 



 

30 

176. If inspection of any document is refused, the inquiry team should ask the staff members of the 
institution concerned to state why access is refused.  

177. If this or any other problem arises during an inspection, inquiries officers will report back to the 
supervisor as soon as possible. In any event, this should be included in the inspection report.  

178. In most EPSO cases, a physical inspection and meeting are not needed. It is normally sufficient 
to request that EPSO sends by encrypted email a copy of the relevant documents. Follow-up 
questions can be asked and replied via email.24  

179. The inquiries officers should prepare a complete list of the documents that were inspected or 
copied. If necessary, the inquiries officer may request the assistance of the staff members of the 
institution concerned in preparing the list. The inquiry team may be asked to initial the confidential 
copies that it receives. 

180. The content of documents obtained during inspections may be confidential and should not be 
shared with any person, except with staff of the European Ombudsman on a need-to-know basis. The 
complainant should not be provided with any information on the content of the documents without 
the express agreement of the institution concerned. If the documents are classified (for example, EU 
Secret), the members of the inquiry team must have the appropriate security clearance to see the 
documents. Inquiries officers with such clearance should not discuss the confidential contents of the 
documents with any person (including persons in the Ombudsman’s Office who do not have the 
necessary security clearance). It is currently standard practice that copies of such documents remain 
at the institution concerned, where they can be viewed again on request. 

181. Following the inspection, the inquiries officer prepares an inspection report. If the documents 
inspected are confidential, the report is drafted with due consideration of this fact, and the 
confidential documents are handled in accordance with the Ombudsman's relevant security rules. 
This means that inquiries officer requests the EO Service Helpdesk to create an e-safe in the archives. 
All confidential documents should be transmitted via the encrypted mailbox EO-Secem, unless the 
line manager instructs differently, and registered in the e-safe only. In exceptional cases justified by a 
note drawn up by the inquiries officer, a paper copy might be printed by the inquiries officer and 
strictly kept after working hours in the Brussels safe until the inquiries is closed). Access to the safe in 
Brussels is limited to the assistants to the Director of Inquiries and to the Head of the CHU and to one 
administrative assistant. Non-confidential documents may be shared with the complainant.  

182. The inquiry team should send draft of the inspection report to the liaison person in the 
institution concerned, asking them to reply if they identify any serious inaccuracies or omissions. If 
the inquiry team disagrees on a suggestion, they should inform the institution concerned. Changes 
introduced internally should not, however, distort the statements made by representatives of other 
institutions during the inspection meeting or change their meaning. Particular prudence is called for 
in this regard. This is because the Office may later rely on the content of the inspection report in 
further inquiry steps or for the closing decision. There is no need to record comments received from 
the liaison person separately on the file.  

183. The inspection report must state which documents were identified as confidential by the 
institution concerned. In PI and DI cases, the inspection report must be submitted for approval to the 
Director of Inquiries, who will eventually seek the approval of the Ombudsman or the Cabinet. The 
final report is sent to the institution and normally also the complainant, for information or with an 
 

24 Follow-up questions should be sent through encrypted emails via CMS (Registry send record). 

https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Confidential%20documents%20handling%20in%20the%20inquiry%20process.docx
http://www.eo-servicedesk.ep.parl.union.eu/issue-tracking/servicedesk/customer/portal/3/user/login?destination=portal%2F3
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invitation to submit observations - depending on the content of the report. The inquiries officer 
checks and ensures that no confidential information or documents are sent to the complainant. The 
non-confidential documents may also be sent to the complainant together with the inspection report. 
Whether that is appropriate depends on the individual case, for instance whether the documents 
contain information decisive for the course of the inquiry.  

184. In most EPSO cases, however, if the inspection clearly shows that there was no 
maladministration, we do not ask the complainant to comment on the inspection report before 
closing, as there would be nothing useful to add. In these cases, the report is sent to the complainant 
together with the final decision of the Office.  

185. Notes on inspections/meetings: An internal note on an inspection/meeting is a document that 
will normally contain some sort of substantive findings. Such notes may be useful to recall or reflect 
upon information given, particularly when those findings are covered by confidentiality, even vis-à-
vis the complainant. The documents should, by default, be registered as confidential in the e-safe 
both in the Archive and Working Area sections.  

186. Confidential documents obtained through an inspection cannot be disclosed to the complainant 
or to the public at large without prior consent of the institution concerned. Two months after the 
closure of the case, inquiries officers receive a notification via CMS to delete the confidential 
documents.25   

c. Formal hearing of the officials concerned  
187. Formal hearing is an inquiry measure that is very rarely used in practice. A guidance note is 
available here. 

10. Proposals for solutions and recommendations 

a. Proposals for solutions 
188.  Article 5 of the Implementing Provisions concerns proposals for solutions. 

189. Proposals for solutions: An ‘informal’ or ‘early’ proposal for a solution may be made at any 
stage of the inquiry. In non-delegated case handling, the proposal must be approved by the 
Ombudsman. An informal proposal for solution can thus be made even at the beginning of the 
inquiry. The informal proposal for a solution is made in a letter.  

190. A formal solution proposal is normally made at a more advanced stage of the inquiry, and must 
always be approved by the Ombudsman. The format of the formal proposal of solution is mirrored on 
the format of a decision.  

191. The Ombudsman can make a proposal for a solution without finding maladministration. A 
solution proposal is a flexible tool and, in practice, is often aimed more at addressing the desired 
outcome of the complainant, rather than dealing with the issues/concerns raised in the complaint. 
 

25 See the Ombudsman’s Decision on Records Management: 
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/Administration/Shared%20Documents/Administrative%20decisions/Decision%20on%20records%20
management.pdf#search=record%20keeping%20decision.  

http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Testimony%2Ctaking%20of%20-%20guidelines.docx
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/Administration/Shared%20Documents/Administrative%20decisions/Decision%20on%20records%20management.pdf#search=record%20keeping%20decision
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/Administration/Shared%20Documents/Administrative%20decisions/Decision%20on%20records%20management.pdf#search=record%20keeping%20decision
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192. Before the Ombudsman makes a solution proposal, the inquiries officer responsible should check 
with the complainant whether they agree with the proposed solution. The inquiries officer should call 
the complainant to briefly describe the Ombudsman’s solution proposal. If the complainant agrees 
with the solution proposal, the inquiries officer should follow up with the complainant by email. This 
said, the formal solution proposals is, presently, normally not communicated to complainants until 
after the reply of the institution concerned has been received. Their views should be sought after the 
Office has received the institution’s reply.  

b. Recommendations 
193. Article 6 of the Implementing Provisions concerns, amongst others, recommendations.  

194. A finding of maladministration normally leads the Ombudsman to make a recommendation. 
That is the default rule, and exceptions to that rule are rare. However, in some cases, it may serve no 
purpose to make a recommendation, despite maladministration having been found. See, for an 
example, case 1139/2018/MDC and case 64/2017/NF. 

195. Issuing a recommendation is quite a lengthy procedure. The format of a recommendation is 
mirrored on the format of a decision. The institution must have three months to give its opinion on 
the recommendation. Thereafter complainants must be informed of the opinion and they have one 
month to submit their comments.  

196. If the maladministration found is minor, the inquiries officer may consider alternatives to 
making a recommendation. One such alternative is ‘critical language’ in the body text of a decision. 
Another alternative is a ‘suggestion for improvement’, see section 11-a Suggestions below.  

197. Decisions made before the Implementing Provisions of 2016 may include the term ‘critical 
remark’. In essence, this meant that the Ombudsman found maladministration but, stating the 
reasons why, decided not to proceed to making a recommendation. Critical remarks were also 
included in closing decisions after the institution refused to comply with the Ombudsman’s 
recommendation and failed to rectify the maladministration in question. ‘Critical remarks’ are no 
longer used. Before 2016 recommendations were referred to as ‘draft recommendations’.  

11. Closing decisions and decision letters 
198. An inquiry is closed through a decision. Usually, this takes the form of a formal decision, along 
the lines of the format set out in the drafting templates. 

199. The conclusions in closing decisions vary depending on the result: 

• Solution (partly) accepted - when the institution accepted the solution the Ombudsman 
proposed. 
• Settled - when the problem raised in the complaint was resolved. 
• No further inquiries justified - when the Ombudsman, having identified some shortcomings, 
decided that her further intervention would not be necessary, for instance because it is unlikely to 
achieve a better result. This may sometimes be accompanied by critical language and suggestions for 
improvement, see section below. 
• No maladministration - when the Ombudsman finds the institution’s actions to be correct.  

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/119726
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/decision/en/87165
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
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• Maladministration found - after recommendation.  
• Accepted recommendation 

200. Inquiries can also be closed through decision letters, which are less cumbersome than a formal 
decision. This is used mostly in desk inquiries and simple inquiries. Factors to take into account when 
deciding whether to use a decision letter are, for instance: the nature of the inquiry, readability, the 
expectations of the complainant (a personalised letter can be more empathic if the matter so 
warrants), or the interest that the public at large may have in the inquiry. 

a. Suggestions  
201. Suggestions for improvement mean that the Ombudsman thinks that the institution can do 
something better. Such suggestions can be made, for instance, when the inquiry has revealed a matter 
that needs to be improved even though this was not at the core of the inquiry. Suggestions may also 
be used when the inquiry reveals practices that are close to maladministration but do not warrant a 
recommendation. Suggestions are more likely to be aimed at improving systemic or practical 
operational issues than the immediate concerns of the complainant. Suggestions can be made at any 
stage of an inquiry. 

202. Formal suggestions are suggestions that are included in a recommendation or a decision. They 
require the institution concerned to report to the Ombudsman on how they have dealt with the 
suggestion. The normal time limit for the institution to report back to the Ombudsman is 6 months, 
but depending on the case, it can be longer or shorter.  

203. ‘Soft suggestions’: It happens that a desk inquiry which finds no maladministration, however, 
also shows that on a particular issue, the institution could/should improve. The issue is not such as to 
warrant a full inquiry and it should not bar the inquiry from being closed with a finding of no 
maladministration. In such cases, one may make use of a ‘soft suggestion’, that is that in the letter 
communicating to the institution the closure of the inquiry, the institution’s attention is drawn to the 
issue, without in any way requiring the institution to report back to the Ombudsman. For an example, 
see 11/2021/VB. So that the Office can keep track of ‘soft suggestions’, the inquiries officer must  put 
in the comments box in CMS ‘soft suggestion’.  

12. Special report to Parliament  
204. The Ombudsman may decide to issue a special report to Parliament when closing or after closing 
an inquiry. This discretionary power should be exercised with caution, only when an important issue 
of principle or particular circumstances warrant it. Article 7(3) of the Implementing Provisions 
clarifies that special reports may be submitted to Parliament in cases of significant public interest in 
which the Ombudsman found maladministration.  

205. Special reports are rare and used in most pressing inquiries only, where the Ombudsman 
requests Parliament’s support on the matter, when an institution failed to comply with the 
Ombudsman’s recommendations.  

http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/archives/2021/incident/202100011/INFO_202100011_20210203_135401.pdf
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/special-reports
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13. After closure 

a. Further correspondence 
206. Communication of general nature following the closure of a complaint, not clearly questioning 
the closing decision, is referred to as ‘further correspondence’ (FC). This correspondence may seek 
further clarifications, be a courtesy ‘thank you’ note or raise new issues. In the latter case, this should 
be registered as a new complaint.  

207. Often, further correspondence can be replied to directly through email by the inquiries officers 
without the need to prepare a note. It should be dealt with promptly and certainly within two 
months. If it cannot be dealt with promptly, a ‘holding reply’ must be sent.  

208. When the reply requires discussion with the supervisor, a summary needs to be prepared with a 
draft reply (and translation when necessary). It should then be submitted to the Head of the CHU 
and/or the Director of Inquiries, in line with the approval circuit. In general, it is for the inquiries 
officer to assess whether the reply to an FC may warrant discussion with their hierarchy.   

209. Some further correspondence may not need any further reply.    

b. Requests for review 
210. If, following a decision on a complaint, a complainant writes clearly challenging the decision, it 
is considered a ‘Request for Review’. However, certain conditions must be fulfilled for a request for 
review to be considered as such26:  

• The request for review must be made within 2 months from the date of the Ombudsman's 
decision to which the request relates. 

• The request for review must set out detailed arguments as to why the decision is incorrect. Most 
‘requests for review’ do not satisfy this condition (they just set out the arguments of the original 
complaint) and are therefore dealt with as further correspondence, see section 13-a above.  

• In the event that a complainant wishes to put forward new facts relating to the alleged 
maladministration, the complainant must demonstrate to the Ombudsman that they were not in a 
position to raise these in the complaint or during the inquiry. 

211. The Office guidelines recommend a strict interpretation of these conditions, when evaluating 
whether a request for review should actually give rise to a review being conducted. 

212. Replies to requests for review are signed by the Ombudsman. The deadline for replying to a 
request for review is four months. This can be extended by a period of two months in duly justified 
cases. 

213. Detailed guidelines on requests for review can be found here. 

 

26 Article 2 of the EO’s Decision concerning requests for review. 

http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Pages/Approval%20and%20signature%20circuit.aspx
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/document/en/132699
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/letter/en/70669
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c. Service complaints 
214. A service complaint is a complaint about poor service in the EO’s work. If the concern 
expressed is mainly about the outcome of a complaint to the EO, it will usually be more appropriate 
to treat it as a ‘request for review’. Service complaints are assigned to the Secretary General, who 
decides on how the matter should be handled. 

215. Replies to service complaints are normally signed by the Director of Inquiries or the 
Ombudsman. The deadline for replying to a service complaint is two months. 

216. More details on how to deal with service complaints can be found here. 

d. Follow-up notes 
217. When the Ombudsman closes a case with suggestions for improvement, suggesting specific steps 
to be taken or requesting feedback, she expects the institution to send a follow-up reply, usually 
within three to six months of the closing decision.  

218. The purpose of the follow-up is to verify what steps the institution has taken on the 
Ombudsman’s suggestions or proposals. They can be used to get an update on an issue that was not 
yet resolved in the course of the inquiry or to verify that an institution has complied with its 
undertaking to make improvements on a particular issue.  

219. Receipt of follow-up replies should be acknowledged by e-mail signed by the Head of the CHU 
or the Director of Inquiries. Replies need to be summarised and assessed. It may be necessary to write 
back to an institution to welcome its efforts, encourage further steps, or request that more work be 
done. Such letters are signed by the Head of the CHU, the Director of Inquiries or the Ombudsman. A 
draft letter should accompany the follow-up note when it is submitted for approval. 

220. Assessment of the follow-up replies is used for the ‘Putting it right’ annual report, which looks 
into how institutions complied with the Ombudsman’s proposals and suggestions.   

14. Particular types of inquiries  

a. Own initiative inquiries 
221. Own initiative inquiries make use of the same inquiry measures as complaint-based inquiries. A 
separate summary template exists for proposals for such inquiries. Own initiative inquiries must 
always be approved by the Director of Inquiries and by the Ombudsman.  

222. The Systemic own initiatives inquiries (Strategic inquiries) are generally conducted into issues of 
significant public importance and where the Ombudsman has a unique contribution to make. They 
have also a separate summary template. Systemic own initiative inquiries must always be approved 
by the Director of Inquiries and by the Ombudsman. Strategic inquiries can be complemented by 
strategic initiatives (see following paragraph). Additional information on strategic inquiries can be 
found here. 

http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Request%20for%20review%20-%20guidelines.docx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Documents/02_Inquiries/201X00000_Follow-up_note.docx
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/our-strategy/follow-ups
https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Own%20Initiative%20Inquiries.docx
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223. Strategic initiatives: When the Ombudsman considers that a matter should be addressed by the 
institution concerned, without having recourse to the Ombudsman’s inquiry powers, a strategic 
initiative may be appropriate. A strategic initiative does not result in formal proposals for solutions, 
recommendations or decisions. A strategic initiative must always be approved by the Ombudsman. 
The Office has used the abbreviation SI for strategic initiatives and OII for own-initiative/strategic 
inquiries. 

b. Failure to reply cases (FTR) 
224. General rule: Institutions should reply as soon as they can, and in any case within a reasonable 
time. If the institutions cannot deal with the substance of an individual’s request within reasonable 
time, they should give a holding reply and, whenever possible, give an indication as to when they can 
reply on the substance.  

225. Default rule: Time limits within which institutions should reply are set out in the European 
Code of Good Administrative Behaviour. Some institutions have their own codes of good 
administrative behaviour, however. In case of difference, the shorter time limits should be taken as a 
benchmark for whether to open an inquiry or not27.  

226. If the institution has informed the individual that a reply will not be forthcoming within the 
normal time limit, it will normally not be appropriate to open an inquiry until the extended time limit 
has expired, unless the extended time limit appears to be unwarranted.  

227. EPSO’s failure to reply to a request for review: On the basis of the current situation (which is 
something that the EO will continue to keep an eye on), four months is considered a reasonable time 
for EPSO to reply to requests for review. 

228. Failure to reply cases are closed when the institution concerned replies. Certain failure to reply 
cases can also be closed when the institution concerns has confirmed that it will reply to the 
complainant, in particular in cases about public access to documents. The relevant drafting template 
makes clear that the Ombudsman has not taken a stance on the appropriateness of the reply. Very 
exceptionally, an inquiry may be continued for reasons of procedural economy or if the reply is 
manifestly inadequate.   

229. It is not necessary to draft a full summary for simple failure to reply cases. The relevant template 
has been updated accordingly, indicating that a few short sentences should suffice. In case of a PI 
failure to reply case, a full summary should be drafted. 

c. Desk inquiries 
230. Desk inquiries are inquiries where the institution concerned has not been contacted or there has 
only been limited contacts. The conclusion of a desk inquiry will be one of the following:  

• No maladministration; 
• Settled;  
• No further inquiries justified; or 
 

27 For instance, the European Commission’s Code of Good Administrative Behaviour establishes that ‘a reply to a letter addressed to 
the Commission shall be sent within fifteen working days from the date of receipt of the letter by the responsible Commission 
department’, see https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/code-of-good-administrative-behaviour_en.pdf.  

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/strategic-issues/strategic-inquiries
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/3510
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/publication/en/3510
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/code-of-good-administrative-behaviour_en.pdf
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231. Solution found, if the matter is solved without recourse to a formal proposal for solution.28 The 
Director of Inquiries and the Head of the CHU are empowered to decide on desk inquiries with those 
conclusions. A desk inquiry cannot make a formal finding of maladministration as the institution 
concerned has not been heard. Formal findings of maladministration must always be signed by the 
Ombudsman. Even if the Head of the CHU can decide on a desk inquiry, there may be instances 
where it is advisable to refer the case to the Director of Inquiries or the Ombudsman, for instance, 
because the issue is novel.  

232. Simple clarifications requested to an institution can be considered “limited contacts”. If the 
institution concerned is asked to elaborate or make clearer an answer already given to the 
complainant, such contacts will also be considered “limited”. The same applies to telephone-based 
contacts with the institutions. Inquiry measures, such as a meeting, an inspection or a reply to the 
Ombudsman should not be considered “limited contacts”. In practice, there are cases where it is open 
for discussion whether contacts have been limited or not. The rule of thumb is that, if there are 
reasonable doubts, the line manager should be consulted.  

233. Desk inquiries are not synonymous to delegated case handling. One can imagine, for instance, a 
PI case which is dealt with as a desk inquiry but not in delegated case handling.  

234. The institution concerned is informed about the conclusion of a desk inquiry (an inquiry has 
been carried out). If the case warrants it, the institution also receives at the same time a copy of the 
complaint. 

d. Fast-Track Cases 
235. Cases concerning an institution’s refusal to disclose documents under Regulation 1049/2001, or a 
similar legal procedure, may be dealt with in an accelerated manner. The decision whether to deal 
with such a complaint through what we refer to as the Fast-Track Procedure is taken by the inquiries 
officer in the public access team responsible for assignment of Fast-Track cases, after consulting the 
Director of Inquiries and the Cabinet, if necessary. The default position is that the ‘Fast-Track 
Procedure’ is used in all access to documents cases where the institution has issued a confirmatory 
decision. There are internal time limits for every step of a Fast-Track inquiry. 

236. Admissibility: The decision on the admissibility of a Fast-Track complaint should be taken 
within five working days from the registration of the complaint. A complaint concerning public 
access to documents is admissible if the complainant has made a request for review (‘confirmatory 
application’) and the institution has either explicitly denied access or the time limit for the 
institution’s reply to the request for review has lapsed without a reply (implicit negative decision).  

237. At the same time as the admissibility decision is sent to the complainant, the institution 
concerned should be informed about the complaint. The institutions should be asked for (i) a copy of 
the documents, if possible in electronic format (via encrypted e-mail), to be provided within five 
working days, and (ii) possible additional comments, if any, to be provided within 15 working days. 
The templates for the opening letters can be found in the CMS “drafting templates” section. Both the 
admissibility decision and the request for reply to the institution are normally signed by the Director 
of Inquiries.  

 

28 If the closing decision follows a full proposal for solution under Article 3(5) of the Statute, the case cannot be closed as a desk 
inquiry - a full proposal for solution under Article 3(5) is signed by the Ombudsman.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32001R1049&from=EN
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/multimedia/infographics/en/58
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/multimedia/infographics/en/58
http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/main.aspx#37768978
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/statute/en
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238. Initial case meeting: Once the documents have been received from the institution, a first 
internal case meeting may be held to decide on the overall strategy. The meeting should take place 
within ten working days from the registration of the complaint. The participants are the inquiries 
officer and the public access team. If input from the hierarchy is needed, a PI meeting may be held 
instead. For the purpose of the meeting, the inquiries officer may draw up a brief note, including an 
analysis of the content of the documents to which the complainant is seeking access. The Office’s 
senior legal experts can be consulted at any stage during the Fast-Track procedure for input. 

239. Meeting with the institution concerned: If need be, a meeting can be scheduled with the 
institution concerned, either via videoconference or in person (normally at the institution’s premises). 
A meeting with the institution can be useful to:  

• define the scope of the request for access, 

• verify whether the institution has identified all documents falling within the scope of the 
request, 

• better understand the content of the documents at issue and how the reason given by the 
institution for withholding the documents relates to the content of the documents, 

• better understand the context of the documents, and 

• explore whether a solution could possibly be achieved.  

240. If a meeting with the institution is deemed necessary, it should take place no later than 20 
working days after the complaint is registered. If the inquiry team has only a few questions for the 
institution, and it is unlikely that follow-up questions will arise, an alternative inquiry step could be a 
request for a written reply. In this case, the institution should be asked to provide its written reply 
within 15 working days. 

241. If a meeting takes place, a meeting report has to be drawn up as in regular inquiries. Given that 
the non-disclosed content of the documents at issue remains confidential until the institution 
concerned decides otherwise, particular care should be taken that no confidential information is 
included in the report. This may lead to a comparatively short report, so that it may not be necessary 
to ask the complainant for comments (though complainants always receive a copy of the report for 
their information). 

242. Second internal meeting: Within 25 working days from the registration of the complaint, a 
second internal case meeting may take place based on an updated note drawn up by the inquiries 
officer. At that stage, the inquiry team should have gathered sufficient information to be able to take 
a position on the complaint. The composition is the same as for the initial case meeting. The inquiries 
officer may also proceed to drafting a decision, solution or recommendation, depending on the case 
(see next step). If it is envisaged to find that the institution should (or should not) disclose 
documents, those documents should have been reviewed by at least two inquiries officers. Experience 
shows that email contact with the Director of Inquiries, rather than a formal meeting, can be sufficient 
in most cases. 

243. The EO’s position: Within 40 working days from the registration of the complaint, the EO 
informs the institution of its position and, if warranted, asks the institution for the (full or partial) 
disclosure of the documents at issue. This is normally done by issuing a solution proposal, a 
recommendation (following a finding of maladministration) or a decision finding no 
maladministration. To enable the Cabinet/Ombudsman to approve the draft in time, it should be 
submitted within 35 working days from the registration of the complaint. Experience shows that these 
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timelines are indicative. Many cases are dealt with quicker. Some cases take longer (especially where 
there are difficulties obtaining the documents or difficult legal issues arise). 

244. There are no internal time limits for the remaining steps of a Fast-Track inquiry. 

245. Other instruments: Regulation 1049/2001 does not apply to the following institutions, which 
have their own rules on public access to documents: the Court of Justice (concerning administrative 
documents), the European Investment Bank (currently under revision), and the European Central 
Bank. These rules must always be consulted in detail in the individual case, as there are differences 
that may be relevant to the case. 

e. Parallel inquiries 
246. Through ‘parallel inquiries’, the European Ombudsman and members of the European Network 
of Ombudsmen (ENO) can look into issues involving both EU and national or regional 
administrations. These investigations involve cooperation between the different participating offices 
and aim to achieve common goals. 'Investigations in parallel' or ‘parallel inquiries’ always have an 
EU law angle. They can be launched both following a complaint and/or on the Ombudsman’s own-
initiative. They follow standard rules of procedure when it comes to investigations, with a regular 
exchange of information between the participating ENO members. Jurisdictional division is obviously 
respected (the EO’s involvement concerns EU administration, national ombudsmen investigate their 
national authorities).   

247. Before launching a parallel inquiry, the European Ombudsman would informally consult 
whether national/regional ombudsmen are interested in participating. The letters inviting ENO 
members to open a parallel inquiry, as well as their replies and related correspondence, are published 
on the European Ombudsman’s dedicated website. The EU institution concerned is informed of the 
inquiry and of the national/regional ombudsmen's replies and any other information that may be 
useful for the purposes of the parallel inquiry. If deemed necessary, a public consultation or targeted 
meetings of staff members of the participating institutions may take place. 

f. Queries 
248. Members of the European Network of Ombudsmen can submit queries to the European 
Ombudsman about EU law issues that have arisen during their inquiries. Through the query 
procedure, in which the European Ombudsman assists ENO members by obtaining expert replies 
from the EU institutions, many national and regional investigations have been resolved in a way that 
would not have been possible otherwise.  

249. Inquiries officers in the Strategic inquiries team normally deal with queries, if the language 
coverage allows. They are submitted through regular correspondence or a dedicated query form 
available on ENONET to the functional e-mail address eoquery@ombudsman.europa.eu.  

250. The query procedure normally implies asking the institution concerned for a reply. There is a 
separate summary template to be used, although the standard ‘request for reply’ templates apply. 
Correspondence in queries is signed by the Director of Inquiries. The query procedure is accelerated 
and we aim to close queries within the maximum of 20 working days. Queries are normally be 
communicated to Cabinet.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32020D0210(01)&from=FR
https://www.eib.org/en/publications/eib-group-transparency-policy.htm
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/ecb/legal/1008/1026/html/index.en.html?skey=/2004/3&highlight
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/ecb/legal/1008/1026/html/index.en.html?skey=/2004/3&highlight
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/european-network-of-ombudsmen/about/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/european-network-of-ombudsmen/about/en
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/european-network-of-ombudsmen/parallel-inquiries
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/european-network-of-ombudsmen/members/all-members
https://eno.ombudsman.europa.eu/en_GB/home.html
mailto:xxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxx.xx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Documents/Statistical%20sheets/Query%20-%20open%20-%20current%20version.docx


 

40 

251. The query procedure comprises the following steps: 

• analysis of the query by the responsible inquiries officer within a maximum period of 2 working 
days; 
• request for reply on the EU law-related issue raised in the query to the Secretariat General of the 
Commission or any other relevant body; consultation of other members of the ENO network, if 
applicable; 
• reply to be obtained within 2 weeks; 
• verification of the completeness of that reply by the responsible inquiries officer within the 
following working day; 
• if the reply to the query does not require further contact with the Commission, the office that 
submitted the query is invited to submit comments within seven days; 
• unless further clarifications are needed, closure of the query procedure; and 
• publication of the query and of the Commission's reply in the 'Queries' section of the ENONET in 
agreement with the office that submitted the query. 

g. Established approach in certain cases 
252. Cases dealing with staff issues, infringement complaints and grant/contract cases do not follow 
any special procedure. However, the Office has an established approach how to tackle them. See the 
relevant guidance notes on CMS/SISTEO and Knowledge Management folders. 

15. Other issues  

a. The complaint file  
253. The file on each complaint is maintained by the case-handling assistants. (Archives document 
location for all official incoming, internal, and outgoing correspondence. (Working area for all 
working documents/drafts linked to an internal approval circuit)  

254. Complaint-related correspondence: The case handling assistants add to the relevant file copies 
of all incoming and outgoing correspondence, as well as all other documents relevant to the inquiry 
and the eventual decision in the “Archives” document location: for instance, notes relating to the 
inspection of documents or meetings to discuss a possible proposal for solution. The inquiries officers 
are responsible for transmitting all case-related documents to the case handling assistants for 
registration and filing, except working document and drafts that should be kept in the working areas 
only. 

255. E-mail exchanges as well as other types of messages, for instance SMS, relevant to the course of 
action of an inquiry, should be registered in the case’s “Archive” document location. These e-mails 
and messages could be disclosed following an access to documents request. The same may apply to 
the comments in the different ‘boxes’ of CMS.  

256. Notes of telephone calls: Inquiries officers should draw up a written note of any telephone 
conversations relating to complaints, unless the contents of the telephone communication are clearly 
insignificant for the Ombudsman's inquiry (this does not apply to telephone calls relating to a new 
complaint, which can simply be referred to in the relevant summary). Internal calls, that is within the 
Office, do not require a note.  

https://eno.ombudsman.europa.eu/en_GB/home.html
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Forms/AllItems.aspx
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Forms/AllItems.aspx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Knowledge%20Management/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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257. Such notes should contain at least the following information: 

1- The complaint reference; 
2- The date and time of the call; 
3- The name of the interlocutor; 
4- Who initiated the call;  
5- The points made by the interlocutor; and 
6- The inquiries officer’s name and the date of the note.  

258. Inquiries officers should consider whether to consult their supervisor before initiating a 
telephone call in relation to a complaint, see though paragraph 155 above.   

259. Inquiries officers should submit to their supervisors notes of telephone calls if the telephone call 
raises an important issue concerning the handling of the case, or if the call is from anyone other than 
the complainant.  

260. Such notes should be registered on the complaint file, for instance in the form of an e-mail.  

b. Internal meetings relevant to case handling  
261. There are different fora for discussing issues relating to case handling.  

262. Inquiries Assignment and Coordination (IAC) meeting: IAC will normally be the forum for 
discussing a recently arrived case or a case that raises crosscutting issues. IAC revises the list of 
newly-assigned cases. Individual cases may be discussed at IAC or in specific case meetings. The 
participants are normally Cabinet, the Director of Inquiries, the Head of the CHU, the Head of 
Communications, and a member of the SG team. Other staff members may be invited to participate. 
The agenda for an IAC meeting is established by the Director of Inquiries.  

263. The minutes of the Directorate meetings and the IAC are regularly published on SISTEO. 
Consult them regularly.  

264. Case meetings (also called PI meetings) are to discuss an individual case in the course of the 
inquiry, typically to establish the further course of the inquiry. Case meetings are called by the 
Director of Inquiries, on her own initiative or upon proposal from the Head of the CHU or the HLA. 
The participants are Cabinet, the Director of Inquiries, the inquiries officers responsible, and a 
member of Communications. Other staff members may also be invited to participate. 

265. Pre-complaint meetings: An Office representative (it does not need to be an inquiries officer) 
may meet with a potential complainant, before they submit a complaint. This might serve to explain 
our role and mandate, procedures and possibilities for the potential complainant’s course of action. 
Such meetings should be recorded and prior authorisation should be sought if they are not conducted 
by a member of the Ombudsman’s Cabinet. A note of the discussion should then be prepared using 
the relevant drafting template. The note must be registered in Ares (the drafting template shows 
where). Staff members taking part in a pre-complaint meeting should be familiar with the Office’s 
core work and procedures. Staff members participating in a pre-complaint meeting should not deal 
with the future complaint. The Office should exercise judgment as to who should take part in the pre-
complaint meeting. 

http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Inquiries%20assessment%20and%20coordination/Forms/AllItems.aspx?View=%7B60C0A609%2DE85F%2D42F0%2DB981%2D158D9764099D%7D
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c. Abusive or repetitive correspondence  
266. When a complainant’s communication with the Ombudsman are abusive - in the sense that they 
are manifestly repetitive, excessive in number, pointless, petty or vexatious - the Ombudsman may 
decide to stop replying. This is a two-step procedure.  

267. First, the complainant is warned that any further abusive communication may lead the 
Ombudsman to decide to cease all communication with them on the matter in question. 

268. Second, if the abusive communication continues, a decision letter shall be sent stating that the 
Ombudsman will no longer reply to communications from the person on the matter in question and 
setting out the reasons why. 

269. The basis for this decision is Article 14(3) of the European Code of Good Administrative 
Behaviour that states that: “No acknowledgement of receipt and no reply need be sent in cases where letters 
or complaints are abusive because of their excessive number or because of their repetitive or pointless 
character”. 

270. The Office’s guidelines on how to deal with abusive correspondence are available here.  

d. Cooperation with non-case handling units  
271. Inquiries officers should always be attentive to whether their work has ramifications that could 
be relevant for other units of the Office.  

272. For instance, in staff and recruitment cases it may be appropriate to seek the views of the 
Directorate of Administration.  

273.  Case handers should also be attentive to whether the Communications Unit should be informed 
about an issue that they are dealing with, for instance an inquiry measure that is about to be adopted. 
It is advisable to take contact in good time so that the Communications Unit has time to prepare its 
possible work.  

274. Pay particular attention to PI and DI cases. Be mindful of reputational damage (on social media 
as well).  

e. Requests for access to documents 
275. Access to documents requests received by the Ombudsman are handled in accordance with 
Regulation 1049/2001 and the Ombudsman’s Decision on the handling of requests for public access to 
documents by the “Freedom of Information” (FOI) team, which is composed of two Transparency 
Officers (TO) and two assistants specialised in document management. 

276. If inquiries officers receive an access to documents request, they should promptly forward such 
request to the functional mailbox eo-foi-atd@ombudsman.europa.eu for registration and processing. 
In case of doubt, inquiries officers should consult their line manager or the TOs. 

277. ‘Requests for copies’: It happens that complainants misplace the correspondence that they have 
received from the Office or sent to the Office, and then ask for a copy. Such requests are not requests 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/document/en/3510
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/document/en/3510
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Abusive%20correspondance%20-%20guidelines.pdf
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/document/en/70670
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/document/en/70670
mailto:xxxxxxxxxx@xxxxxxxxx.xxxxxx.xx


 

43 

for access to documents and are therefore dealt with by the inquiries officer who will, if need be, after 
verifying the identity of the complainant, send the copies. If such a request is received after the 
inquiries officer has left the Office, the request is transmitted to the line manager of the former 
inquiries officer who will designate an inquiries officer to deal with the request.  

278. If a complainant asks for access ‘to the file’, the request is transmitted to the TOs.  

279. More information about the procedure for handling access to documents requests can be found 
here.  

f. Confidentiality 
280. A note on confidentiality and access to documents is available here.  

281. If the complainant requests confidentiality, there is no practical need to contest this request 
unless there is a subsequent request for public access or unless the EO wishes otherwise to disclose 
information that the complainant argues is confidential (for example, when publishing a decision). 

282.  If a request for public access is made, and the EO does not immediately understand why the 
information should not be disclosed, the EO should request the complainant to explain why the 
information should remain confidential.  

283. If the EO considers it necessary to include in a published document information claimed to be 
confidential, the inquiries officers should consult with the complainant to confirm if and why the 
information is claimed to be confidential. 

284. If the complaint is confidential or contains confidential information, EO correspondence (for 
instance a request for reply) is marked CONFIDENTIAL. 

285. Regarding the confidentiality of documents obtained through an inspection, see also section 9-
b(i) on the Procedure for inspecting documents. 

286. Confidentiality checks: Two months after an inquiry is closed, that is once the period for 
submitting a request for review has elapsed, inquiries officers will receive an automatic reminder in 
CMS to check the documents on file (so-called ’confidentiality checks’). Inquiries officers shall check 
whether the case file contains any documents received from an EU institution or a Member State that 
have been marked as confidential.  

• If the check shows that there are no confidential documents received from an institution or a 
Member State, the inquiries officers should simply add a sentence in the ’description’ field stating 
this, such as "No confidential docs." It can then be marked complete.  

• If the check shows that there are confidential documents received from an institution or a Member 
State, the inquiries officers should follow the procedure described in the case activity. They should 
complete the ’Confidential documents - note for destruction of documents’, which is available in the 
Drafting Templates section in CMS, attach it to the case activity and assign that case activity back to 
the Registry team. Confidential documents in the e-safe as well as the confidential documents 
physically available in the safe will be deleted/destroyed by the case handling assistant. Please check 
with the case handling assistants if you receive encrypted documents. The EO Decision on security 
rules is available here. 

https://webgate.ec.testa.eu/Ares/renditionDownload/download.do?itemId=090166e5d2831424
https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Confidentiality%20and%20requests%20for%20access%20to%20case%20files.docx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Documents/02_Inquiries/201X00000_Confidential_documents_-_Note_destruction.docx
https://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/EO%20Decision%20on%20security%20rules%20.pdf
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g. Retention policy (articles 9.4 and 9.5 of the Ombudsman’s 
Implementing Provisions) 

287. The retention policy is set out in the Ombudsman’s Decision on Records Management, which is 
currently being revised. The points below are not under revision.  

288. The Ombudsman shall retain possession of documents obtained from an institution or a Member 
State during an inquiry, and declared to be confidential by that institution or Member State, only for 
so long as the inquiry is ongoing. This includes the period for making and deciding on a request for 
review.  

289. The Ombudsman may request an institution or Member State to retain such documents for a 
period of at least five years following a notification to them that the Ombudsman no longer retains 
the documents. 

290. The complainant shall be entitled to see the Ombudsman's file on the complaint when making a 
request for review pursuant to Article 10 of the Implementing Provisions. Such a request shall be 
transmitted to the transparency officers (TOs).  

16. Case Management System (CMS) 
291. The Case Management System (CMS or CMSEO, as commonly used by the ICT team) is the 
Ombudsman’s database of cases. In this system, all official complaint-related documents are 
registered and all case-related actions are managed. Statistics are also extracted from CMS. Inquiries 
officers and case handling assistants must have a good command of CMS.  

292. The text that follows gives a brief introduction to CMS. For more technical information on CMS, 
check the CMS User Manual available here. 

a. CMS as database 
293. All case-related documents, received, sent or internal, are registered in one of the following two 
libraries: 

i) ‘Working area’: All case-related working documents (draft letters, decisions, notes etc.) are saved in 
the working area of the case files. Confidential working documents are stored in the Working area e-
safe . Working areas are accessible only to the inquiries officer(s) responsible for the case, including 
associates, the supervisors, SG team, Director of Inquiries, HLAs and Cabinet.  

ii) ‘Archives’: All official documents are registered in this section except for confidential documents. 
All case-related documents in the Archives are accessible to everyone. The Archives documents are 
fed with metadata recorded in CMSEO, which allows a full text search. Confidential documents will 
be placed in an e-safe in the respective “Archives document location” accessible only to the 
authorised staff.  

iii) Access to a safe can be granted to additional staff on a “need to know” basis upon approval of the 
Director of Inquiries or the Head of the CHU. Access should be requested through EO Service Desk 
and copy of the above-mentioned approval should be joined to the request. 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/legal-basis/implementing-provisions/en
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Documents/CMS%20Manual/Case%20management%20system%20training%20digest.docx
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294. SharePoint search centre: It is possible to search the ‘Archives’ through the SharePoint search 
centre. All complaint-related documents since 2015 are fully text searchable.   

b. CMS as management tool 
295. Inquiries officers and supervisors work on cases through the CMS. When a complaint is 
registered, a so-called ‘case activity’ is created and assigned to the relevant inquiries officer. From 
this point on, every step of the procedure is taken through the CMS and is based on a workflow with 
the inquiries officer at the centre. This means that case activities will as good as always return to the 
inquiries officer responsible for the case for them to send it on to the next step of the approval circuit. 
An exception to this are the case activities to be submitted to the Cabinet, which are usually sent to 
Cabinet directly by the Director of Inquiries.  

296.  CMS is structured in dashboards that reflect the lifecycle of a complaint: 

IO/CH is the dashboard of inquiries officers. It reflects the work still pending action from the 
inquiries officer. For every case-related document registered there is a ‘case activity’ assigned to the 
inquiries officer, which appears on their LO/CH dashboard. This does not mean that every case 
activity requires action. For example, notifications of things that have been sent out do not usually 
require any action by the inquiries officer. “Notification” case activities are for your information only, 
and can be marked ‘complete’. Be careful not to mark complete all case activities in an ongoing case. 
There must always be at least one ‘open’ case activity as long as the case is ongoing. 

Awaiting internal feedback: Once the inquiries officer finalises a draft in the Working Area of the 
complaint, they must upload it to the open case activity of the complaint and send it on for approval. 
The inquiries officer should then mark the case activity as ‘awaiting internal feedback’ and assign it 
to the next person/team in the approval circuit. To know to whom to assign the case activity, check 
the approval circuit available here or under ‘Workplace’. For more information on the approval 
circuit check the following section.  

EO my awaiting internal feedback: This dashboard shows the case activities that the inquiries officer 
has sent to the supervisor for approval. Once the supervisor has verified the case activity, they will 
return it to the inquiries officer indicating if it has been i) approved, ii) approved with suggestions or 
iii) indicating there are suggestions that still need to be addressed before they can approve the draft. 
In this last case, the draft will have to go back to the supervisor for an additional check. In case ii) the 
procedure is to be determined by the supervisor. 

Awaiting external feedback: This dashboard shows the case activities that are awaiting a reply or 
opinion from an institution or from the complainant along with the deadline the Ombudsman set. 
Just for your information, no action is needed from you side. When a reply has been received (that 
will be registered with its own case activity), the case activity of the request will be marked as 
‘complete’ by the case handling assistant.  

My further correspondence: By definition, further correspondence (FC) concerns closed cases only. 
Correspondence related to ongoing cases is marked as MAIL. FC does not challenge the 
Ombudsman’s decision (or not sufficiently to consider it a Request for Review) but requires normally 
a reply. Inquiries officers should deal with further correspondence promptly and if that is not 
possible, send a holding reply indicating when the complainant can expect an answer.  

http://epsvlwp154.ep.parl.union.eu:8888/Pages/default.aspx
http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/main.aspx#147686878
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c. CMS as statistical tool 
297. Statistics and management reports (Annual report, Putting it right report and more) are created 
on the basis of data recorded in CMSEO. 

298. Every case activity is identified by an action document descriptor, the so-called ’Action 
document (Activity)’. These descriptors indicate the type of document that has been registered. The 
descriptor terms most commonly used by inquiries officers are “Decision”, “Reply”, and “Mail” 
related descriptors. However, the list is long and can be found here. 

d. CMS and ‘Regarding the case’ 
299. Every case has a descriptive case information section in CMS (the case form). This page shows 
the general information (reference number, the complainant’s contact information, the date 
registered, inquiries officer in charge etc…) and indicates whether the case is DI, PI or Fast-Track or 
concerns public access to documents (without being Fast-Tracked). In this page, inquiries officers can 
also see all case activities related to the case (open and closed). It is advisable to keep one case activity 
open only, per ongoing case.  

300. This page also includes a title section and a teaser. 

• The title should indicate the institution the complaint is against and briefly describe the purpose 
of the complaint. The title is generally given by the SG before assignment, but should be revised 
by inquiries officers 

• The so-called ‘teaser’ should be filled for PI cases only. This will be published on the EO’s website 
and thus, must be checked at the main updates (e.g. opening, reply, decision) in the PI case by the 
‘editorial check team’. This works as follows: when a case activity is sent to the Cabinet for the 
final check, CMS will automatically create a parallel case activity that will go to the editorial 
check team. This team will possibly edit the title and/or teaser and reassign it to the inquiries 
officer responsible. If the inquiries officer agrees with the revised text(s), he sends the case 
activity to the Registry team. You can find more information on this here. 

301. This page also includes a section ‘Next step’ that should be kept up to date in ‘full inquiries’, 
particularly in DI and PI cases. In this section, inquiries officers are asked to say where the case is, 
when the next action will be taken and the target closing date.  

302. Inquiries officers should keep updated in the information in CMS by editing the Title and the 
information in the ‘note’ and ‘next step’ sections. Inquiries officers should not modify the information 
in CMS about the complainant (contact, name, address etc.). Inquiries officers should ask case 
handling assistants to make the necessary changes.  

e. Approval circuit 
303. Before submitting a draft for approval, inquiries officers should check the appropriate approval 
circuit for the case. This circuit can be found here or under ‘Workplace’ on CMS. 

http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/main.aspx?area=nav_reports&etc=9100&page=Workplace&pageType=EntityList&web=true
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Documents/Action_document.pdf
file://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu@10000/DavWWWRoot/sites/LoisTemplates/Documents/CMS%20Manual/Stage%204%20-%20Teaser%20and%20Title.docx
http://epsvlwp095.ep.parl.union.eu:10000/sites/LoisTemplates/Pages/Approval%20and%20signature%20circuit.aspx
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f. Drafting templates  
304. Drafting templates are available in CMS under ‘Workplace’ or here. 

305. Inquiries officers must use the templates with judgment, especially for templates in a language 
other than English, as these are updated less often. Inquiries officers must always use a template as 
point of departure, and use the suggestions the templates propose when possible. However, 
templates should not be used slavishly. If the template does not fit what needs to be expressed in the 
context of the inquiry, it should not be followed.  

306. When about to draft a letter or a decision, always take the adequate template as a point of 
departure and not a (similar) letter or decision that was already done. This not only ensures that you 
use the latest language style approved by the Ombudsman, but also prevents technical problems with 
the signature headers and footers at the last stage. 

307. When using a template in a language other than English, verify that the template is in 
accordance with the English version. Normally, the Office updates the non-English templates only 
when there are substantive changes in the English version. 

g. Other useful information  
308. Guidance notes: on the top part of the templates website, you can find the link to the ‘Guidance 
notes and thematic papers’. These documents have been prepared over the years by the Office to help 
inquiries officers with specific topics. For example, the Ombudsman’s approach in infringement 
complaints, guidance on how to deal with abusive correspondence or complaints related to petitions 
etc. 

309. Glossary and style guide: The Office is committed to plain language and clear writing. Our 
documents must be as easy to understand as possible and remain professional. Documents must not 
be ‘bureaucratic’. See the note for more guidance.  

310. When translating make sure to use the other language glossaries available here. They can also be 
shared with the translation services when making a request for translation.  

311. Contacts institutions: This document under the ‘Workplace’ section of the CMS lists the 
addresses of all institutions and our contact persons, depending on the level of correspondence 
(Inquiries officers, Head of Unit or Ombudsman). When correspondence is signed by the Director of 
Inquiries, the Head of Unit correspondence level should usually be used. In case you notice that this 
information is outdated, please contact Case Management Processes Assistant. 

 

 

http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/main.aspx#863103761
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/Forms/AllItems.aspx#InplviewHashde24d863-6377-470c-be3a-08fe924f4d4e=SortField%3DModified-SortDir%3DDesc
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Handbook/GLOSSARY%20AND%20STYLE%20GUIDE.docx
http://www.sisteo.ep.parl.union.eu/LOIS/Glossaries/Forms/AllItems.aspx
http://epsvlwp222.ep.parl.union.eu/CMSEO/%7B637181397920001005%7D/WebResources/eo_InstContacts
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