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Cinneadh i gcás 786/2006/JF - Páirtíocaíocht as obair a 
maíodh a bhí neamhiomlán 

Cinneadh 
Cás 786/2006/JF  - Tosaithe an 10/05/2006  - Cinneadh an 14/12/2006 

Rinne an gearánaí staidéar faoi réir conartha do Coiste na Réigiún agus chuir sé a thuarascáil 
deiridh isteach. De réir an chonartha, bhí 30 lá ag an gCoiste chun glacadh leis an tuarascáil nó
diúltú di. Cúig lá tar éis na tréimhse conarthaí, dúirt an Coiste leis an ngearánaí nach raibh sé 
sásta le cáilíocht na tuarascála agus nach n-íocfadh sé mar sin ach dhá thrian na suime ar ar 
aontaíodh sa chonradh. 

Mhaigh an gearánaí nár chloígh an Coiste le forálacha an chonartha agus nár chuir sé in iúl dó 
go bhféadfaí achomharc a dhéanamh ina aghaidh. Mhaigh sé freisin nár fhreagair an Coiste a 
chuid litreacha, litir ag iarraidh réitigh neamhdhlíthiúil ar an easaontas ina measc seo. D'éiligh 
an gearánaí go n-íocfadh an gearánaí táille iomlán an chonartha leis, móide ús. 

Ba é an míniú a thug an Coiste ar an moill a rinne sé ag tabhairt a léirmheasa ar thuarascáil 
deiridh an ghearánaí, gur ghá scrúdú cruinn a dhéanamh agus comhairle a ghlacadh lena chuid
seirbhísí inmheánacha Iniúchta agus Dlí faoi na bearta a theastaigh. Níor thug sé freagra ar 
litreacha an ghearánaí mar dúirt seisean go raibh sé réidh caingean dlí a thionscnamh. 

Tá teorainn le raon athbhreithnithe an Ombudsman i gcás gearán a bhaineann le comhlíonadh 
oibleagáidí conartha. Mheas sé mar sin nár cheart dó aon iarracht a dhéanamh ar a chinneadh 
an raibh sárú conartha ann nó an raibh an Coiste i dteideal de réir an chonartha gan an tsuim 
iomlán a íoc. Mar sin féin, mura mbeadh an Coiste in ann cloí le spriocdháta an chonartha, níor 
mhór dó, ar mhaithe leis an dea-riarachán, é sin a chur in iúl don ghearánaí roimh an dáta 
éaga.. Ba bheart drochriaracháin é nach ndearna sé amhlaidh agus rinneadh ráiteas criticiúil dá
réir. 

Ba é a thuig an tOmbudsman gurbh é seasamh an Choimisiúin, cuma faoin moill a rinne sé á 
chur in iúl don ghearánaí, go raibh an ceart aige gan an tsuim chonarthach iomlán a íoc mar nár
sholáthair an gearánaí tuarascáil den cháilíocht ar a raibh teideal ag an gCoiste de réir an 
chonartha. Ba é a bhreith mar sin gur thug an Coiste cuntas réasúnta comhleanúnach ar 
bhunús dlíthiúil gach a ndearna sé agus ar an bhfáth ar chreid sé go raibh bonn cirt lena 
sheasamh maidir leis an gconradh. 

Maidir leis na gnéithe eile den ghearán, mheas an tOmbudsman, toisc go raibh foráil faoi leith 
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sa chonradh faoi chonspóidí, nach raibh iallach ar an gCoiste faisnéis faoi mhodhanna 
imeachta ginearálta eile a thabhairt don ghearánaí. Mar sin féin, cháin an tOmbudsman an 
Coiste mar nár thug sé freagra ar litreacha an ghearánaí. 

 Strasbourg, 14 December 2006 
Dear Mr B., 

On 16 March 2006, you submitted a complaint to the European Ombudsman against the 
Committee of the Regions of the European Union (the "CoR"). Your complaint concerns the 
CoR's decision on the revised final report of the study "Democratic Consolidation in the Western
Balkans - the role of regional and local authorities". 

On 10 May 2006, I forwarded the complaint to the President of the CoR. On 18 July 2006, I 
received the CoR's opinion, which I forwarded to you with an invitation to make observations. 
On 27 September 2006, I received your observations. 

I am writing now to let you know the results of the inquiries that have been made. 

THE COMPLAINT 

According to the complainant, the facts are, in summary, as follows. 

On 13 December 2004, the complainant was contracted by the CoR's Directorate for 
Consultative Works to carry out a study assessment on the "Democratic Consolidation in the 
Western Balkans - the role of regional and local authorities". According to the "Service 
Contract", the final report for this study was due on 30 September 2005. 

On 18 September 2005, the complainant submitted the final report to the CoR. 

On 21 October 2005, the CoR rejected the complainant's final report and requested him to 
introduce corrections and to submit a revised final report on the basis of Article I.4.2 of the 
Service Contract. 

On 18 November 2005, the complainant submitted the revised version of the final report. 

On 23 December 2005, the Director of the CoR's Directorate for Consultative Works informed 
the complainant that, after careful examination of the revised final report, the CoR had 
concluded that the modifications therein were still insufficient with respect to the terms of the 
Service Contract. The Director (i) noted that a part of the final report had been copied entirely 
from the internet; (ii) emphasised that the complainant had been warned, on several occasions, 
that a study which would not meet the minimum contractual standards would not be considered 
for publication; and (iii) explained that, in view of the above, the complainant's study could only 
be used by the CoR for internal purposes. The Director further informed the complainant that, 
on the basis of the Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 1605/2002 of 25 June 2002 on the 
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Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities (1)  ("the 
Financial Regulation"), and after consulting the CoR's Legal Service, it could not proceed to the 
payment of the remaining amount of EUR 24 780, but to two thirds of the total amount agreed 
under the Service Contract (that is, EUR 23 600) which would, in his view, represent a fair 
solution. Based on the fact that the complainant had already received EUR 10 620 as advance 
payment, the Director informed him that a remaining sum of EUR 12 980 was in the process of 
being paid. 

On the same day, the complainant commented on the CoR's decision in an e-mail addressed to 
the CoR's Head of Department. Up to the date of his complaint to the European Ombudsman, 
the complainant had not received any reply or acknowledgement of receipt. 

On 3 February 2006, the complainant addressed a complaint letter to the CoR's 
Secretary-General. Up to the date of his complaint to the Ombudsman, the complainant had not
received any reply or acknowledgement of receipt. 

On 16 March 2006, the complainant lodged a complaint with the Ombudsman. 

The complainant alleged that 
- the CoR failed to respect the provisions of the Service Contract. In support of this allegation, 
the complainant referred to, and provided copies of, the relevant Service Contract's articles on 
"payments" (2) . 
- the CoR failed to indicate possibilities of appeal in its decision of 23 December 2005; 
- the CoR failed to reply to complainant's letters of 23 December 2005 and 3 February 2006. 

The complainant claimed that the CoR should pay him the contractual fee in full with interest for 
late payment. 

THE INQUIRY 
The CoR's opinion 
The CoR's opinion can be summarised as follows. 
Background 
On 13 December 2004, the CoR contracted the complainant, following a public procurement 
procedure, to carry out the study "Democratic Consolidation in the Western Balkans - the role of
regional and local authorities". 

On 23 February 2005, the CoR received the complainant's first interim report. 

During March and April 2005, the CoR exchanged letters with the complainant in which it (i) 
commented on the complainant's first interim report; (ii) received a revised version of this report;
and (iii) commented on the revised version of this report. The CoR asked the complainant to 
alter his methodological approach, in particular, to redraft the questionnaire, since it did not 
meet the CoR's standards. After an initial reluctance to make the required modifications, the 
complainant requested a contract extension of six weeks. 
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The CoR agreed to an extension of the period of execution by four weeks and, on 18 and 25 
April 2005, signed an additional contract with the complainant. 

On 30 June 2005, the CoR received the complainant's second interim report. 

On 28 July 2005, the CoR (i) informed the complainant that, despite the extension granted by it, 
the second interim report did not fulfil its conditions or meet with its quality standards; and (ii) 
described the improvements to be made in the final report. Following his answer to this letter of 
the CoR, it was agreed that the complainant would present his final report at a meeting to be 
held at the CoR's premises on 30 September 2005. 

On 19 September 2005, the CoR received the complainant's final report and, on 30 September 
2006, as agreed, met the complainant at its premises. 

By letter of 21 October 2005, the CoR rejected the complainant's final report and requested him 
to provide an amended version within 30 days, as stipulated by the contract. 

On 18 November 2005, the complainant submitted his revised final report. It was accompanied 
by an invoice for the balance, which, given that an advance of EUR 10 620 had already been 
paid, amounted to EUR 24 780. 

On 23 November 2005, the CoR finalised its analysis of the complainant's revised final report. 
At this stage, the CoR realised that whole pages of the revised final report had been copied 
from the internet. Moreover, (i) not only had the complainant failed properly to take into account 
the CoR's previous comments, but (ii) the report did not meet the minimum methodological 
standards required for a scientific project; (iii) several factual errors had been identified; and (iv) 
the study was too short (only 150 pages instead of the normal 250-300 pages). 

On 24 November 2005, the CoR consulted its Internal Auditor and, on 30 November 2005, its 
Legal Service. 

On 23 December 2005, the CoR informed the complainant that, after careful examination of the 
revised final report, and after taking into account the opinions of the above-consulted services, it
had decided to reduce the payment to two thirds of the total amount, that is, to EUR 23 600. 
Considering that only parts of the study could be used, for the purposes of publication or 
internal distribution, it was considered that the payment of two thirds of the agreed amount was 
fair and in line with the provisions of the Financial Regulation. On the same day, the 
complainant commented on the CoR's decision by e-mail to that institution. 

On 7 February 2006, the CoR's Secretary-General received a request for mediation from the 
complainant (3) . 
The CoR's position on the complainant's allegations and claim 
Throughout the whole period in which the study was carried out, the CoR was confronted with 
numerous problems relating to its collaboration with the complainant. 
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Although it is true that, according to the contract, the CoR had 30 days after submission of new 
documents to approve or to reject them, given the complexity of the situation and the 
exceptionally poor quality of the study, it was necessary for the unit in charge not only to 
examine the final report thoroughly, but also to consult other services within the CoR, in 
particular, the Internal Audit Service and the Legal Service. This proved time consuming. 

It appeared from the complainant's e-mail of 23 December 2005 that he was well aware of the 
appeal possibilities set out in Article 1.7.2 of the Service Contract. According to this article, " 
[a]ny dispute between the parties resulting from the interpretation or application of the Contract
which cannot be settled amicably shall be brought before the courts of Brussels ". In this e-mail, 
the complainant informed the CoR that he would take legal action if the CoR did not reconsider 
its decision by 6 January 2006. 

This was also the reason why the CoR did not answer the complainant's request for mediation 
of 3 February 2006, given that he had himself clearly declined an amicable solution by informing
it that he intended to take the CoR to court. 

In view of the above, considering that the quality of the study failed to meet the minimum 
required standards set out by the CoR, and that this was repeatedly pointed out to the 
complainant, the CoR considered that the amount paid was more than adequate remuneration 
for the work supplied. 
The complainant's observations 
The complainant considered that the CoR acknowledged that it had failed to comply with the 
contractual provisions. 

The complainant pointed out that, according to Article 1.7.2 of the Service Contract, the contract
was governed by Belgian Law (4) . Article 1134 of the Belgian Civil Code provides that " [l]es 
conventions légalement formées tiennent lieu de loi à ceux qui les on faites. Elles ne peuvent être
révoquées que de leur consentement mutuel, ou pour les causes que la loi autorise. Elles doivent
être exécutées de bonne foi ". He emphasised that, in addition, Article II.18 of the Service 
Contract's General Conditions provided that " [a]ny amendment to the Contract shall be subject 
of a written agreement concluded by the contracting parties ". The CoR was well aware of this 
provision, as it has once correctly used it to extend the contract's execution period by four 
weeks (5) . Furthermore, according to Article 4 of the European Code of Good Administrative 
Behaviour " [t]he official shall in particular take care that decisions which affect the rights or 
interests of individuals have a basis in law and that their content complies with the law ". The 
unilateral extension of the contractual 30-day reaction period constituted, therefore, an illegal 
amendment to the Service Contract. The time-limits set for reacting were intended to ensure the
efficient delivery of services and were binding on both parties. The CoR's breach of its 
obligations under the Service Contract constitutes maladministration and its arguments were, 
therefore, of no relevance. Furthermore, given that, after receiving the corrected version of the 
final report, it took the CoR only five days to finalise its assessment, the complainant failed to 
see the reasons why the CoR took twelve days to decide whether to consult its legal service. 
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The complainant further expressed the view that the CoR's decision presupposed, in effect, that
he had knowledge of the relevant procedures and therefore omitted referring to any possibility 
of appeal. Although he agreed with the CoR's interpretation of Article 1.7.2 of the Service 
Contract, the complainant emphasised that the contract did not exempt its decision of 23 
December 2005 from referring to appeal possibilities. In this regard, the complainant also 
referred to Article 19 of the European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour (6) . 

The complainant further pointed out that the CoR failed to indicate the reasons why it did not 
answer his letter of 23 December 2005. 

As regards his letter of 3 February 2006, in which the complainant requested mediation by the 
CoR's Secretary-General, the complainant pointed out that, notwithstanding his letter of 23 
December 2005, he had clearly indicated his intention to seek mediation (7) . In this regard, the 
complainant also referred to Article 14 of the European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour 
(8) . 

The complainant concluded that the CoR did not provide him with a satisfactory answer and 
reiterated his initial allegations and claim. 

THE DECISION 
1 Preliminary remark concerning the scope of the Ombudsman's inquiry 
1.1 The Ombudsman points out that, according to Article 195 of the EC Treaty, he is 
empowered to receive complaints " concerning instances of maladministration in the activities 
of the Community institutions or bodies ". The Ombudsman considers that maladministration 
occurs when a public body fails to act in accordance with a rule or principle binding upon it (9) . 
Maladministration may thus also be found when the fulfilment of obligations arising from 
contracts concluded by the institutions or bodies of the Communities is concerned. 

1.2 However, the Ombudsman considers that the scope of the review that he can carry out in 
such cases is necessarily limited. In particular, the Ombudsman is of the view that he should not
seek to determine whether there has been a breach of contract by either party, if the matter is in
dispute. This question could be dealt with effectively only by a court of competent jurisdiction, 
which would have the possibility to hear the arguments of the parties concerning the relevant 
national law and to evaluate conflicting evidence on any disputed issues of fact. 

1.3 The Ombudsman therefore takes the view that, in cases concerning contractual disputes, he
is justified in limiting his inquiry to examining whether the Community institution or body has 
provided him with a coherent and reasonable account of the legal basis for its actions and why it
believed that its view of the contractual position is justified. If that is the case, the Ombudsman 
will conclude that his inquiry has not revealed an instance of maladministration. This conclusion 
will not affect the right of the parties to have their contractual dispute examined and 
authoritatively settled by a court of competent jurisdiction. 
2 The alleged failure to respect the provisions of the Service Contract 
2.1 The complainant alleges that the CoR failed to respect the provisions of the Service 
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Contract. In support of this allegation, the complainant referred to, and provided copies of, the 
relevant Service Contract's articles on "payments", that is, Articles I.4 and II. 4. 

The Ombudsman understands the complainant's allegation as relating to the CoR's delay in 
examining the complainant's revised final report. The substantive dispute concerning the 
amount of payment will be dealt with in part 5, which addresses the complainant's claim. 

2.2 In its opinion, the CoR, in summary, (i) recognised that, according to the Service Contract, it 
had 30 days after the submission of the complainant's revised final report to approve or reject it,
and (ii) accounted for the delay by pointing to the necessity thoroughly to examine the 
(exceptionally poor) final report, and to consult its Internal Audit and Legal services on the next 
steps. This proved time consuming. 

2.3 The Ombudsman notes that, in its opinion, the CoR has admitted its five-day delay vis-à-vis  
the contractual time-limit for reacting. 

2.4 The Ombudsman points out that, as a matter of good administration, if the CoR was unable 
to meet the contractual deadline it should have informed the complainant of that fact, in 
advance of the expiry of the deadline. The CoR's failure to inform the complainant about the 
impossibility of meeting the contractual deadline before its expiry, constituted an instance of 
maladministration and a critical remark will be made in this regard below. 
3 The CoR's alleged failure to indicate possibilities of appeal in its decision of 23 
December 2005 
3.1 The complainant alleges that the CoR failed to indicate possibilities of appeal in its decision 
of 23 December 2005. 

3.2 In its opinion, the CoR stated that, in its e-mail of 23 December 2005, the complainant gave 
the impression that he was well aware of the appeal possibilities set out in Article 1.7.2 of the 
Service Contract (according to which " [a]ny dispute between the parties resulting from the 
interpretation or application of the Contract which cannot be settled amicably shall be brought 
before the courts of Brussels "). This impression was based on the fact that the complainant 
informed the CoR that he would take legal action if it did not reconsider its decision by 6 
January 2006. 

3.3 The Ombudsman notes that the CoR's decision of 23 December 2005 did not provide the 
complainant with any information as regards the possibilities of redress available to him. 

3.4 However, since the contract contained a specific provision governing disputes, the 
Ombudsman does not consider that the CoR was obliged to inform the complainant, in its 
decision of 23 December 2005, of other more general possibilities in case of disputes. 

3.5 In light of the above, the Ombudsman takes the view that there is no maladministration as 
regards this aspect of the complaint. 
4 The alleged failure to reply to the complainant's letters of 23 December 2005 and 3 
February 2006 
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4.1 The complainant alleges that the CoR failed to reply to his letters of 23 December 2005 and 
3 February 2006. 

4.2 In its opinion, the CoR (i) admitted that it did not answer the complainant's letters of 23 
December 2005 and 3 February 2006 and (ii) explained, in this regard, that, despite his 
subsequent request for mediation of 3 February 2006 to the CoR's Secretary-General, the 
complainant had informed it, on 23 December 2006, that he was ready to take the CoR to 
Court, in accordance with Article 1.7.2 of the Service Contract. 

4.3 Principles of good administration require that every letter or complaint to an Institution shall 
receive an acknowledgement of receipt within a period of two weeks, except if a substantive 
reply can be sent within that period (10) . 

4.4 In the present case, the Ombudsman notes that the CoR did not reply to the complainant's 
letters of 23 December 2005 and 3 February 2006, and takes the view that the explanation 
offered by the CoR in its opinion to him is not such as to justify departure from this obligation. As
regards the complainant's letter of 23 December 2005, the Ombudsman does not exclude the 
possibility that, in the circumstances of the case, the CoR could legitimately have declined to 
respond substantively to the complainant's comments on the grounds that the latter had 
indicated his intention to begin legal proceedings. The Ombudsman takes the view, however, 
that the CoR should have informed the complainant accordingly. As regards the complainant's 
letter of 3 February 2006, the Ombudsman considers it regrettable that the CoR failed to 
respond to what appears to have been the complainant's expressed willingness to resolve the 
dispute by non-judicial means. The CoR's failure to (i) inform the complainant about the grounds
for not responding to his letter of 23 December 2005 and (ii) reply to the complainant's letter of 3
February 2006, constituted maladministration and a critical remark will be made in this regard 
below. 
5 The claim that the CoR should pay the complainant the contractual fee in full with 
interest for late payment 
5.1 The complainant claims that the CoR should pay him the contractual fee in full with interest 
for late payment. 

5.2 In its opinion, the CoR stated, in summary, that the complainant (i) copied whole pages of 
the revised final report from the internet; (ii) failed properly to take into account the CoR's 
previous comments; (iii) did not meet the minimum methodological standards required for a 
scientific project; (iv) committed several factual errors; and (v) produced only 150 pages instead 
of the normal 250-300 pages. Considering that the quality of the study failed to meet the 
minimum required standards and that this was repeatedly pointed out to the complainant, the 
CoR was of the view that payment of two thirds of the total amount was adequate remuneration 
for the work supplied. 

5.3 The Ombudsman therefore understands the CoR’s position to be that, despite its delay in 
informing the complainant of its position as regards the revised final report (which is dealt with in
part 2 of the present decision), the CoR is justified in not paying the contractually agreed 
amount in full because it considers that the complainant has failed to deliver a report of the 
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quality which it was entitled to receive under the contract. 

5.4 As mentioned in the preliminary remarks, if the matter is in dispute between the parties, the 
Ombudsman will not seek to determine whether there has been a breach of contract. The 
Ombudsman does not therefore take a view on whether the CoR is contractually entitled to 
refuse to pay the full amount. The Ombudsman takes the view, however that the CoR has 
provided a coherent and reasonable account of the legal basis for its actions and why it believes
that its view of the contractual position is justified. The Ombudsman therefore finds no 
maladministration in the CoR’s position in relation to the complainant’s claim. 
6 Conclusion 
On the basis of the Ombudsman's inquiries into the complaint, it is necessary to make the 
following critical remarks: 

The Committee of the Regions' failure to (i) inform the complainant about the impossibility of 
meeting the contractual deadline before its expiry; (ii) inform the complainant about the grounds 
for not responding to his letter of 23 December 2005; and (iii) reply to the complainant's letter of 
3 February 2006, constituted maladministration. 

Given that these aspects of the case concern specific events in the past, it is not appropriate to 
pursue a friendly settlement of the matter. The Ombudsman therefore closes the case. 

The President of the Committee of the Regions will be informed of this decision. 

Yours sincerely, 

P. Nikiforos DIAMANDOUROS 

(1)  OJ 2003 L 25, p. 43. 

(2)  According to the copies provided by the complainant, Article I.4 ("Payments") of the "Special
Conditions" provides: " (...) I.4.2. Payment of the balance: The payment of the balance will have 
the different stages: 1. Submission of the final report in accordance with the instructions laid 
down in Annexes I and III and of the relevant invoices; 2. The Committee shall have sixty days to 
approve or reject the document in question, and the Contractor shall have thirty days in which 
to submit new documents; 3. After the submission of these new documents, the Committee shall 
have thirty days to approve or reject them; 4. Within forty-five days of the date on which the new 
documents (final report, invoice) accompanying a request for payment are approved by the 
Committee, payment of the balance corresponding to the relevant invoices shall be made.(...) ". 
Article II.4 ("Payments") provides: " (...) II.4.2.Payment of the balance: On receipt of the 
documents, the Committee shall have the period of time indicated in the Special Conditions in 
which to (i) approve them, with or without comments, reservations or requests for additional 
information or (ii) request new documents. If the Committee does not react within this period, 
the documents shall be deemed to have been approved. Approval of the documents 
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accompanying the request for payment does not imply recognition either of the regularity or of 
the authenticity, completeness or correctness of the declarations and information enclosed. (...) 
". 

(3)  The Ombudsman understands this "request for mediation" referred to by the CoR as the 
"letter of 3 February 2006" referred to by the complainant. 

(4)  Article 1.7.2 of the Service Contract provides that " [a]ny dispute between the parties 
resulting from the interpretation or application of the Contract which cannot be settled amicably
shall be brought before the courts of Brussels ". 

(5)  The Ombudsman understands the complainant to refer to the additional contract signed by 
the CoR with the complainant on, according to the CoR, "18 and 25 April 2005". 

(6)  " 1. A decision of the Institution which may adversely affect the rights or interests of a private
person shall contain an indication of the appeal possibilities available for challenging the 
decision. It shall in particular indicate the nature of the remedies, the bodies before which they 
can be exercised, as well as the time-limits for exercising them. 2. Decision shall in particular 
refer to the possibility of judicial proceedings and complaints to the Ombudsman under the 
conditions specified in, respectively, Articles 230 and 195 of the Treaty establishing the European 
Community. " 

(7)  According to the complainant, the letter of 3 February 2006 reads: " I would like to kindly 
request your mediation concerning a Committee of the Region's decision on a service contract ". 
Neither the complainant nor the CoR provided the Ombudsman with a copy of the letter. 

(8)  " 1. Every letter or complaint to the Institution shall receive an acknowledgement of receipt 
within a period of two weeks, except if a substantive reply can be sent within that period. (...) ". 

(9)  See 1997 Annual Report, p. 22 et seq . 

(10)  Article 14 of the European Code of Good Administrative Behaviour. 


