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Απόφαση της Ευρωπαίας Διαμεσολαβήτριας στην 
υπόθεση 1050/2018/DL σχετικά με την άρνηση της 
Ευρωπαϊκής Επιτροπής να επιτρέψει την πρόσβαση 
του κοινού σε μηνύματα ηλεκτρονικού ταχυδρομείου 
υπαλλήλου σε σχέση με νομοθετική πρόταση 

Απόφαση 
Υπόθεση 1050/2018/DL  - Εκκίνηση έρευνας στις 10/10/2018  - Απόφαση στις 29/04/2020  -
Εμπλεκόμενο θεσμικό όργανο Ευρωπαϊκή Επιτροπή ( Υποθέσεις στις οποίες διαπιστώθηκε 
κρούσμα κακοδιοίκησης )  | 

Η υπόθεση αφορούσε την άρνηση της Ευρωπαϊκής Επιτροπής να επιτρέψει την πρόσβαση του 
κοινού στην εισερχόμενη και εξερχόμενη αλληλογραφία υπαλλήλου της Επιτροπής σε σχέση με 
το άρθρο 13 της οδηγίας για τα δικαιώματα πνευματικής ιδιοκτησίας στην ψηφιακή ενιαία αγορά.
Η Επιτροπή θεώρησε ότι δεν ήταν σε θέση να ανακτήσει, να εντοπίσει και να χορηγήσει 
πρόσβαση στα ζητηθέντα μηνύματα ηλεκτρονικού ταχυδρομείου, με βάση την προστασία της 
ιδιωτικής ζωής. 

Η Διαμεσολαβήτρια διερεύνησε το ζήτημα και έκρινε ότι τα μηνύματα ηλεκτρονικού 
ταχυδρομείου επαγγελματικής φύσεως δεν συνιστούν δεδομένα προσωπικού χαρακτήρα. 
Επιπλέον, εάν ο υπάλληλος εντόπιζε και ανακτούσε δικά του μηνύματα ηλεκτρονικού 
ταχυδρομείου, αυτό βεβαίως δεν θα μπορούσε να θεωρηθεί πράξη επεξεργασίας δεδομένων 
προσωπικού χαρακτήρα. 

Ως εκ τούτου, η Διαμεσολαβήτρια πρότεινε στην Επιτροπή, αφενός, να ζητήσει από τον 
υπάλληλο να εντοπίσει και να ανακτήσει οποιοδήποτε σχετικό έγγραφο παρέμενε 
αποθηκευμένο στον λογαριασμό ηλεκτρονικού ταχυδρομείου του υπαλλήλου και, αφετέρου, να 
αναζητήσει σχετικά έγγραφα στο μητρώο εγγράφων της. Μετά τον εντοπισμό των εγγράφων, η 
Επιτροπή θα έπρεπε να αξιολογήσει τη δυνατότητα δημοσιοποίησής τους ή μη σύμφωνα με τις 
διατάξεις που προβλέπονται από τους κανόνες της ΕΕ για την πρόσβαση του κοινού σε 
έγγραφα. 

Η Επιτροπή δεν αποδέχθηκε τη λύση την οποία πρότεινε η Διαμεσολαβήτρια. Ως εκ τούτου, η 
Διαμεσολαβήτρια διαπίστωσε ότι η παράλειψη της Επιτροπής να ζητήσει από υπάλληλο να 
εντοπίσει και να ανακτήσει μηνύματα ηλεκτρονικού ταχυδρομείου από την εισερχόμενη 
επαγγελματική ηλεκτρονική αλληλογραφία του, προκειμένου να μπορέσει η Επιτροπή να 
αξιολογήσει τη δυνατότητα δημοσιοποίησης των μηνυμάτων ηλεκτρονικού ταχυδρομείου ώστε 
να ανταποκριθεί σε αίτηση πρόσβασης του κοινού σε έγγραφο, συνιστά κακοδιοίκηση. 
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Made in accordance with Article 3(6) of the Statute of the European Ombudsman [1] 

Background to the complaint 

1. On 15 March 2018, the complainant requested the European Commission public access to 
“[a] copy of the inbox and outbox correspondence of [X [2] ] related to Article 13 of the Copyright 
in the Digital Single Market Directive”  in accordance with the EU rules on public access to 
documents. [3] [Σύνδεσμος]

2. The Commission denied access to the requested emails on 2 May 2018, based on the 
protection of privacy. [4] 

3. On 3 May 2018, the complainant filed a request for review, a so-called ‘confirmatory 
application’, asking the Commission to reconsider its position. 

4. On 6 June 2018, the Commission confirmed its refusal to grant public access to the 
requested documents. The Commission explained that e-mails originating from, or sent to, a 
specifically identified individual constitute ‘personal data’ within the meaning of the then 
applicable EU legislation regarding the protection of personal data. [5] [Σύνδεσμος] 
Consequently, according to the Commission, it would have been necessary, in order to handle 
the complainant's request, to carry out an act of processing of the official’s personal data. Since 
only in exceptional circumstances the Commission might access e-mails held in the work e-mail 
accounts of its staff, it argued it was not in a position to do so in this case. Even if the e-mails 
were retrieved and identified, the Commission contended it would be unable to transfer the 
personal data since the recipient failed to establish a necessity for such a transfer. [6] 
[Σύνδεσμος]

5. Dissatisfied with the Commission’s decision, the complainant turned to the Ombudsman on 7 
June 2018. The Ombudsman inquired into the Commission’s refusal to grant access to the 
requested e-mails. She assessed the information and arguments provided by the complainant 
and by the Commission. 

The Ombudsman's proposal for a solution 

The Ombudsman’s solution proposal 

6. Based on her inquiry, the Ombudsman presented the Commission with a proposal for a 
solution to the complaint. 

7. The Ombudsman took the view that e-mails sent or received by an official which relate to 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/#_ftn3
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/#_ftn5
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/#_ftn6
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policies, activities or decisions of the EU, and which have not been permanently deleted from 
the work e-mail account of the official when the request for public access is received by the 
Commission, are ‘documents’ ‘in the possession of the Commission’. They are therefore subject
to the EU rules on public access to documents. The Ombudsman specified that the access rules
only applied to work related emails, and that emails of a personal nature were therefore 
excluded from the scope of the EU public access rules. 

8. The Ombudsman disagreed with the Commission that identifying the requested documents 
constituted an act of “processing personal data”. Even if it were considered to be such an act, 
the Ombudsman contended that it was necessary for the Commission to comply with its legal 
obligations. 

9. The Ombudsman argued it was within the Commission’s power to retrieve the work-related 
emails from the e-mail account of the official whilst fully respecting the personal data and the 
private life of the individual. The Ombudsman considered that the Commission could ask or, if 
necessary, require the official to retrieve the relevant e-mails from his own e-mail account, since
this would certainly not require the Commission to process personal data of the official. 

10. In addition, if the requested e-mails were already registered in the document management 
system of the Commission, they could be retrieved without searching the official’s e-mail 
account. 

11. Based on the above findings, the Ombudsman proposed that “the Commission should 
order the official concerned to identify and retrieve any relevant document that is still 
stored in the staff member e-mail account. The Commission should also search its 
document register for relevant documents”. In addition, the Ombudsman proposed that “ 
after it has identified the documents, the Commission should assess whether or not to 
disclose them in accordance with the provision set forth by the EU rules on public 
access to documents”. 

The Commission’s reply to the Ombudsman’s proposal 

12. The Commission rejected the Ombudsman’s proposal for a solution. 

13. The Commission agreed with the Ombudsman that it can make public emails of its officials 
in the context of their work. However, such identification and publication could not deprive staff 
members of the right to protection of their personal data under the EU rules on public access to 
documents [7] . 

14. The Commission considered the Ombudsman’s proposal “to order the official to identify 
and retrieve any relevant document [...]” to aim at asking the official concerned whether he 
would retain e-mails relating to the request. In the present case, information about the existence
of correspondence with the identified data subject constitutes information about the specific 
professional activities of that data subject. In this regard, the Commission argued that the notion
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of ‘private life’ cannot be taken to mean that the professional or commercial activities of either 
natural or legal persons are excluded. [8] 

15. Consequently, the Commission considered the information about the existence of 
correspondence to constitute personal data of that data subject. Due to the specific scope of the
present request for access to documents, the Commission stated that both the list and the 
content of the emails constituted personal data. The Commission argued this applied to both 
unregistered emails and emails registered in its corporate management system. In addition, it 
did not deem it possible to prepare an anonymised version of the list. 

16. Against that background, and since the complainant failed to establish the necessity of 
having the data transferred [9] , the Commission stated it was not in a position to transfer, 
through public disclosure, the list of incoming and outgoing correspondence. For the same 
reasons, since the request was for access to documents was expressed in terms referring to a 
named data subject, the Commission found that a specific and individual examination of each 
document requested could only lead to a refusal on the basis of EU legislation regarding the 
protection of personal data. 

The Ombudsman's assessment after the proposal for a 
solution 

17. The Ombudsman is disappointed that the Commission did not accept her proposal for a 
solution. 

18. It is clear that if an institution were to access a staff member’s email inbox for the purpose of
identifying and retrieving emails, this access, identification and retrieval would constitute the 
processing of personal data by the institution. The institution would have to comply with the 
requirements of the data protection regulation when carrying out such processing of personal 
data. 

19. However, if an institution were to ask a staff member to identify and retrieve work-related 
emails located in his or her own email inbox, the actions needed to identify and retrieve these 
emails, by the data subject,  cannot be considered acts of ‘processing personal data’ within the
meaning of the data protection regulation. Simply stated, a person cannot infringe his or her 
own data protection rights by processing his or her own personal data. 

20. Whether the emails thus retrieved could be made public would then depend on an analysis 
of the content of the emails at issue. Were the emails to contain any personal data, such as the 
names of individuals, it could be redacted before access was granted, if that content were the 
only obstacle to disclosure. 

21. It is not possible for the Ombudsman to speculate as to whether or not relevant emails 
existed in the in-box of the official concerned. It is also not possible for the Ombudsman to 
speculate as to whether or not any such emails could, taking into account their specific content, 
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be released. This impossibility results from the Commission’s failure to ask the official to check 
his or her inbox, despite the fact that such a request could not constitute an act of processing of 
personal data by the Commission. 

22. In light of the above, the Ombudsman finds that the Commission’s refusal to ask the official 
to identify and retrieve the relevant work-related e-mails from his or her inbox, so as to allow the
Commission to assess their potential disclosure, to be maladministration. 

23. The Ombudsman deems the Commission’s approach in this case to set a dangerous 
precedent for future access to documents requests. If this approach were to be followed in other
cases, all e-mails sent or received by officials in relation to policies, activities or decisions of the 
EU would, unless they are transferred to permanent non-personal Commission databases, be 
exempted from access to documents requests, based on a spurious argument that identifying 
and retrieving those documents would constitute a breach of the data protection rules. 

24. Given that the access request dates from March 2018, it is now very likely that any 
non-registered e-mails in the inbox of the official concerned have now been deleted [10] 
[Σύνδεσμος]. In these circumstances, the Ombudsman finds that further inquiries into the 
complaint would not serve any useful purpose and closes the case with the following 
conclusion. 

Conclusion 

Based on the inquiry, the Ombudsman closes this case with the following conclusion: 

The Commission’s failure to ask an official to identify and retrieve e-mails in the official’s
work email in-box, so as to allow the Commission to assess whether the emails could be 
disclosed in response to a request for public access to document, is maladministration. 

The complainant and the European Commission will be informed of this decision. 

Emily O'Reilly 

European Ombudsman 

Strasbourg, 29/04/2020 

[1] [Σύνδεσμος] Decision of the European Parliament of 9 March 1994 on the regulations and 
general conditions governing the performance of the Ombudsman's duties (94/262/ECSC, EC, 
Euratom): https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/GA/TXT/?uri=CELEX:31994D0262 

https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/#_ftn10
https://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/#_ftnref1
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[Σύνδεσμος]. 

[2] [Σύνδεσμος] A named Commission official not occupying any senior management position. 

[3] [Σύνδεσμος] Regulation 1049/2001 regarding public access to European Parliament, Council
and Commission documents, available at: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex%3A32001R1049 [Σύνδεσμος]. 

[4] [Σύνδεσμος] In accordance with Article 4(1)(b) of Regulation 1049/2001, “[...] The institutions 
shall refuse access to a document where disclosure would undermine the protection of:[...] 
privacy and the integrity of the individual, in particular in accordance with Community 
legislation regarding the protection of personal data”. 

[5] [Σύνδεσμος] Regulation 45/2001 on the protection of individuals with regard to the 
processing of personal data by the Community institutions and bodies and on the free 
movement of such data, available at: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32001R0045 [Σύνδεσμος]. 

[6] [Σύνδεσμος] In accordance with Article 8(b) of Regulation 45/2001, “[...] personal data shall 
only be transferred to recipients [...] if the recipient establishes the necessity of having the data 
transferred and if there is no reason to assume that the data subject's legitimate interests might 
be prejudiced”. 

[7] [Σύνδεσμος] Regulation 1049/2001. 

[8] [Σύνδεσμος] Judgment of the Court of Justice of 14 February 2008, Varec v Commission , 
C-450/06, paragraph 48. 

[9] [Σύνδεσμος] As required under Regulation 45/2001. 

[10] [Σύνδεσμος] In line with the Commission’s Secretary-General’s note on rules governing 
document management and access to documents of 16 January 2015, unregistered emails are 
automatically deleted from staff member’s e-mail accounts after six months. 
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