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Lēmums lietā OI/12/2010/MMN - Pārskatatbildība par 
kļūdu pārvaldē Kopējās drošības un aizsardzības 
politikas misiju darbībās 

Lēmums 
Lieta OI/12/2010/MMN  - Uzsākta {0} 17/12/2010  - Lēmums par {0} 30/08/2013  - Iesaistītās 
iestādes Eiropas Savienības Padome ( Nav pamatojuma turpmakai izmeklešanai )  | Eiropas 
Komisija  | 

Šī lieta attiecas uz jautājumu par pārskatatbildību attiecībā uz kļūdu pārvaldē civilo un militāro 
misiju darbībās Kopējās drošības un aizsardzības politikas („KDAP”) kontekstā. Ņemot vērā 
neskaidrību par to, kura iestāde vai struktūra būs tiesīga labot iespējamās kļūdas pārvaldē, 
ombuds uzsāka izmeklēšanu pēc paša iniciatīvas. 

Komisija uzsvēra, ka tās uzraudzītāja loma ir ierobežota un attiecas tikai uz civilo misiju budžeta
īstenošanu un pareizu finanšu pārvaldību. Tādejādi no tās nevar prasīt pārskatatbildību ārpus 
šīs jomas. 

Padome pauda viedokli, ka nav kompetenta šajā jautājumā un ka šādas lietas būtu jārisina 
Augstajam pārstāvim. 

Augstais pārstāvis norādīja, ka KDAP misijas pašas par sevi nevar būt pārskatatbildīgas vairāku
iemeslu dēļ, cita starpā ietverot faktu, ka tām nav juridiskas personības. Viņa piebilda, ka 
Augsto pārstāvi pašu par sevi nevar saukt pie juridiskas atbildības, jo pretēji ES delegācijas 
stāvoklim misijas nav viņas pilnvarojumā. Tomēr Augstais pārstāvis atzina, ka viņas piekritībā ir 
individuālās sūdzības, kas iesniegtas ombudam, ka viņai ir jāprasa attiecīgo iestāžu 
departamentiem šīs sūdzības risināt un sniegt ombudam attiecīgās atbildes. 

No sākuma ombuds ar nožēlu norādīja, ka atbildes no iestādēm nav bijušas pietiekamas, lai 
likvidētu iepriekš minētās neskaidrības. Ierosinājumu, ka nevienu ES iestādi nevar saukt pie 
pārskatatbildības par kļūdu pārvaldē, nevar pieņemt. 

Tomēr ombuds novērtēja pragmatisko un noderīgo piedāvājumu, ko izteica Augstais pārstāvis, 
lai rastu risinājumu šai problēmai. 

Ombuds secināja, ka tādēļ viņš attiecībā uz turpmākām izmeklēšanām vērsīsies pie (i) 
Komisijas par jautājumiem, kas attiecas uz budžeta īstenošanu civilās misijās, un (ii) Augstā 
pārstāvja/EĀDD par visiem citiem apgalvojumiem par kļūdu pārvaldē saistībā ar KDAP misijām. 
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Šķita, ka nav jāšaubās, ka šāda kārtība nodrošinās pamattiesību — tiesību vērsties pie ombuda 
ar sūdzībām , kas ietvertas Eiropas Savienības Pamattiesību hartas 43. pantā, efektīvu izpildi. 
Tādēļ šo izmeklēšanu turpināt vairs nebija vajadzības. Tāpat bija pilnīgi skaidrs, ka šādi 
pasākumi būs pietiekoši, lai nodrošinātu pamattiesības uz labu pārvaldību , kas ietvertas 
Pamattiesību hartas 41. pantā. Ja kļūtu skaidrs, ka minētie pasākumi nav pietiekami attiecībā uz
jebkuru no šīm tiesībām, ombudam būtu pienākums šo principa jautājumu izskatīt atkal. 

The background to the complaint 

1.  The present case concerns the issue of accountability for instances of maladministration in 
the activities of missions carried out within the context of the Common Security and Defence 
Policy ('CSDP'). 

2.  In recent years, the Council, under the auspices of the CSDP, has established a number of 
military and civilian missions in third countries such as the EU Police Mission in the Palestinian 
Territories ('EUPOL COPPS'), the EU Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina ('EUPM/BiH'), 
the EU Police Mission in Afghanistan ('EUPOL AFGHANISTAN'), the EU Rule of Law Mission in
Kosovo ('EULEX'), and the EU military operation in Bosnia and Herzegovina ('EUFOR Althea'). 

3.  A common feature of the civilian  missions appears to be that the Head of Mission exercises 
operational control and day-to-day management. The Head of Mission, who enters into an 
employment contract with the European Commission ('Commission'), is supervised by the 
Commission. CSDP civilian missions employ staff seconded by the Member States and/or the 
EU institutions, and also international and local staff. As regards the latter category of mission 
staff, their conditions of employment and their rights and obligations are laid down in contracts 
between the Head of Mission and the staff members. Moreover, the Head of Mission also 
concludes employment contracts with staff members seconded by the Member States and/or 
the EU institutions. Furthermore, the Head of Mission is also responsible for disciplinary control 
over staff members. 

4.  As regards military  missions, the Council appoints (i) Operation Commanders, who exercise
military control at the strategic level and are in charge of managing the budget, as well as (ii) EU
Force Commanders, who are responsible for the day-to-day running of the mission. 

5.  The daily operations of CSDP missions could give rise to instances of maladministration in 
staff matters and in relation to other matters as well. In fact, the Ombudsman has received a 
number of complaints concerning the activities of the CSDP missions in the past. [1] 

6.  However, the institutional setup briefly summarised above has given rise to uncertainties as 
to which institution or body would be competent to remedy possible instances of 
maladministration. Moreover, a further question is to what extent CSDP missions themselves 
could be held accountable for possible instances of maladministration. 
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The subject matter of the inquiry 

7.  In view of these uncertainties, the Ombudsman decided to open an own-initiative inquiry into 
the subject of accountability for instances of maladministration in the activities of CSDP 
missions. 

The inquiry 

8.  On 17 December 2010, the Ombudsman requested the Commission and the Council of the 
EU to provide an opinion. 

9.  On 11 April 2011, the Council of the EU informed the Ombudsman that, since his letter 
related to issues pertaining to the CSDP, it had forwarded the letter to Mrs Ashton in her 
capacity as High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy ('High 
Representative'), in order for her to provide the relevant elements of answer. 

10.  On 4 May 2011, the High Representative provided the Ombudsman with an opinion in reply
to the Ombudsman's letter to the Council of the EU. 

11.  On 8 June 2011, Mrs Ashton, in her capacity as Vice-President of the Commission, 
provided the Ombudsman with an opinion on behalf of the Commission. 

12.  On 7 November 2011, the Ombudsman sent a letter to the High Representative and 
Vice-President of the Commission requesting her to provide a further opinion. On 29 November 
2011, the Ombudsman sent the same letter to the Commission. 

13.  On 29 February 2012, the Commission's Secretary-General sent a further opinion on behalf
of the Commission. 

14.  On the same date, the European External Action Service ('EEAS') sent a further opinion on 
behalf of the High Representative, who is assisted by the EEAS in her duties. 

15.  On 12 December 2012, the Ombudsman informed the parties that, in accordance with his 
practice concerning systemic own-initiative inquiries, he intended to publish on his website a 
copy of all the correspondence exchanged so far, as well as any future correspondence in the 
context of this inquiry. 

16.  The Council, on 3 January 2013, the EEAS on behalf of the High Representative, on 11 
January 2013, and the Commission, on 13 January 2013, expressed their opposition to the 
publication of the correspondence in almost identical terms. In particular, the institutions argued 
that, since the own-initiative inquiry was still pending, the publication of the correspondence 
would interfere with their right to defend their position, free from external influences. 
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The Ombudsman's analysis and conclusions 

Preliminary remarks 

17.  As a preliminary matter, the Ombudsman recalls that, as indicated above, he has had the 
opportunity to examine allegations of instances of maladministration in the activities of CFDP 
missions on a number of occasions in the past, including namely the following cases. 

18.  Complaint 955/97/IJH against the Commission concerned the payment of allowances to an 
observer in a monitoring electoral mission in Palestine. The Commission initially declined 
responsibility in the matter on the grounds, inter alia , that it did not concern an EU activity 
conducted under the responsibility of the Commission but a joint action adopted by the Council 
in the context of the Common Foreign and Security Policy ('CFSP'). Ultimately, however, the 
Commission, encouraged by the Council, accepted a friendly solution proposal for this specific 
case and agreed to pay the sums claimed by the complainant. 

19.  In his decision on complaint 3008/2005/OV against the Commission, the Ombudsman 
analysed allegations of maladministration relating to a change in the conditions of employment 
of staff employed by the EU Police Mission in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
('EUPOL Proxima'). In this case, the Commission argued, inter alia , that the Head of Mission 
remained the contracting authority and that no maladministration could be attributed to the 
Commission in this regard. The Ombudsman made two critical remarks directed at the 
Commission for failing to inform the complainants in good time of the change of their conditions 
of employment. In this respect, the Ombudsman took into account the fact that the Commission 
enters into a contract with the Head of Mission and that the Head of Mission subsequently 
enters into contracts with international staff, which are in line with the provisions of the 
Commission Communication on Specific Rules for Special Advisers. [2] 

20.  Complaint 3328/2008/ELB against the Commission concerned a dispute about the grading 
of a member of staff recruited for the monitoring mission in Georgia ('EUMM Georgia'). Although
the Head of Mission initially offered the complainant a position with a given grade, the 
Commission afterwards recommended a lower grade, which the Head of Mission finally 
adopted. In his decision, the Ombudsman made a critical remark concluding that the 
Commission committed an instance of maladministration by adopting an overly formalistic 
approach in its review of the complainant's professional experience. 

21.  In the decision on complaint 3177/2008/(JDG)OV against the Commission, the 
Ombudsman analysed the early termination of the contract of a member of staff recruited for the
EU Monitoring Mission in Former Yugoslavia ('EUMM in Former Yugoslavia'). In January 2008, 
when the complainant wrote to the Council to claim compensation for the allegedly wrongful 
early termination of his contract, he was informed that the mission had ceased to exist in 
December 2007. Moreover, the Council considered that the relationship between the 
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complainant and the Head of Mission fell under the competence of the Commission, to which 
the Council transferred the letter. The Commission took the view that the Head of Mission 
concluded contracts 'on his or her own behalf' and remained financially responsible for these 
contracts. Thus, the Commission suggested that the complainant could address himself to the 
former Head of Mission. The latter had in the meantime become the Ambassador of a Member 
State to another country. In view of the absence of a reply from the former Head of Mission, the 
complainant turned to the Ombudsman. 

22.  In that case, the Ombudsman considered that the fact that the Commission supervised the 
Head of Mission did not mean that it needed to carry out a minute review of each and every 
action undertaken by that person on the basis of his/her contract with the Commission. Nor did it
mean that the Commission was necessarily liable for any claims that a member of staff might 
derive from his contract with the Head of Mission. The Ombudsman considered, however, that 
the Commission's supervisory role meant that it should properly examine any complaints that it 
received concerning the way in which the Head of Mission had performed his/her duties under 
the latter's contract with it. [3] 

23.  The Ombudsman further noted that there were two circumstances which were particularly 
relevant in the case at hand. First, after the end of the mission, the former Head of Mission, who
had been subsequently appointed Ambassador of a Member State to a third country, did not 
react to the letters sent by the complainant and his lawyer. Second, and even more importantly, 
the complainant argued that his dismissal by the former Head of Mission was the result of 
having informed the Commission and OLAF about financial irregularities that, in his view, 
occurred in the mission. In the Ombudsman's opinion, this was a very serious matter. [4] 

24.  During the course of the Ombudsman's inquiry, the Commission suggested that the 
complainant should contact the EEAS. The Ombudsman took the view that the Commission 
thus appeared to be avoiding its responsibility in the matter. In view of the foregoing, the 
Ombudsman closed his inquiry with a critical remark to the effect that the Commission had 
failed to handle the matter appropriately. [5] 

25.  In his own-initiative inquiry OI/1/2010/(BEH)MMN, which concerned the recruitment of staff 
by EUPOL COPPS, the Ombudsman addressed himself directly at the mission as such. 
Although EUPOL COPPS expressed certain doubts about the admissibility of this inquiry, it 
provided, as a sign of good will and transparency, an opinion on the substance of the case. In 
his decision, the Ombudsman concluded that EUPOL COPPS committed an instance of 
maladministration in the recruitment procedure in question by failing to comply with the 
conditions it had laid down in its vacancy notice. 

26.  In his decision on complaint 1519/2011/AN against the Council, the Ombudsman examined
the case of a complainant who used to work as a civilian member of staff for the EU military 
mission to Bosnia and Herzegovina ('EUFOR Althea') and had received a notice of termination 
of his employment contract while he was on sick leave. In its reply to the Ombudsman's friendly 
solution proposal, the Council stated that it was not competent to deal with the case and 
suggested that the proposal be addressed to the Operation Commander of the mission. The 
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Operation Commander accepted the Ombudsman’s friendly solution proposal. 

27.  Finally, in his decision on complaint 532/2011/(FOR)CK against the EEAS, the 
Ombudsman investigated allegations of age discrimination against a member of staff of EULEX 
whose contract was terminated when he reached the age of 65. In its reply, the EEAS enclosed 
the opinion of the Head of Mission, who argued that EULEX had a uniform policy of retirement 
at the age of 65. In his decision, the Ombudsman concluded that the EEAS had committed an 
instance of maladministration, inter alia , by failing to justify the difference in treatment on the 
grounds of age. 

28.  It appears from the above analysis of the Ombudsman's decision-making practice in this 
area prior to the present own-initiative inquiry that the situation was characterised by significant 
uncertainties as to which EU institution or body would be competent to remedy possible 
instances of maladministration in this type of situations (i.e., the Council, the Commission or the 
High Representative/EEAS). Indeed, it became apparent that often none of the EU institutions 
or bodies regarded themselves as responsible for such matters. Moreover, it was equally 
unclear to what extent the CSDP missions themselves could be held accountable for possible 
instances of maladministration. In this latter respect, the EU institutions and the missions 
themselves expressed diverging views in the course of the inquiries carried out by the 
Ombudsman. 

A. The issue of accountability of CSDP missions 

Arguments presented to the Ombudsman 

29.  In its reply, the Council  pointed out that it had referred the matter to the High 
Representative, given that it was not competent to deal with issues of accountability for 
instances of maladministration in the activities of CSDP missions. 

30.  In her reply to the Ombudsman's letter to the Council, the High Representative  stated that
she understood the Ombudsman's inquiry to relate to civilian missions only. 

31.  As regards the substance of the inquiry, the High Representative referred to Article 41(2) of
the Treaty on the European Union (Chapter 2, ' Specific provisions on the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy ') which provides that: 

" Operating expenditure to which the implementation of this Chapter gives rise shall also be 
charged to the Union budget, except for such expenditure arising from operations having 
military or defence implications and cases where the Council acting unanimously decides 
otherwise. " 

32.  The High Representative added that, until then, all civilian CSDP missions had been 
financed from the EU budget. Moreover, Article 317 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU 



7

('TFEU') provided as follows: 

" The Commission shall implement the budget in cooperation with the Member States, in 
accordance with the provisions of the regulations made pursuant to Article 322, on its own 
responsibility and within the limits of the appropriations, having regard to the principles of 
sound financial management [...]. " 

33.  Furthermore, the High Representative referred to Article 54(2)(d) of the Financial 
Regulation, which establishes that the Commission may delegate budget implementation tasks 
to " persons entrusted with the implementation of specific actions pursuant to Title V of the 
Treaty on the European Union, and identified in the relevant basic act within the meaning of 
Article 49 of this Regulation ". [6] 

34.  Moreover, the High Representative indicated that the Head of Mission is under the 
supervision of the Commission in his capacity as Special Adviser to the Commission, including 
in relation to employment contracts with international and local staff. In this respect, she referred
to the Commission Communication on Specific Rules for Special Advisers of the Commission 
entrusted with the implementation of operational CFSP actions. The High Representative 
indicated that, although employment contracts with international or local staff are concluded 
between the Head of Mission and the staff, such contracts are based on models prepared by 
the Commission and follow the relevant provisions of the Specific Rules for Special Advisers (for
instance, as regards disputes). 

35.  She added that it was her understanding that the Commission fully acknowledged its 
supervisory responsibility over Heads of Mission. 

36.  Finally, the High Representative submitted that the CSDP missions themselves could not 
be held accountable for possible instances of maladministration for several reasons. First, 
civilian CSDP missions are an operational action of the EU established by the Council. Second, 
CSDP missions do not fall within the scope of the notion of 'bodies, offices or agencies' whose 
acts can be reviewed by the Court of Justice. Third, CSDP missions do not have legal 
personality. Fourth, CSDP missions cannot be party to legal proceedings before any court. 

37.  In the opinion sent on behalf of the Commission , the Commission noted that, because of 
the rather unique structure, the precarious conditions in the field, the need for quick deployment 
and the limited duration of such operations, the EU entrusts the Head of Mission with the 
recruitment and employment of the staff needed to achieve the objectives set. The majority of 
staff in such missions is made up of seconded officials from the EU institutions and from 
Member States (e.g., police officers), who continue having employment relationships with the 
relevant EU institution or national authority rather than with the Head of Mission. 

38.  The Head of Mission concludes employment contracts on his own behalf only with local and
international staff (who usually perform administrative or support functions), in conformity with 
the current version of the Specific Rules for Special Advisers. [7]  As regards local staff, the 
employment contract is subject to the law applicable at the place of the mission. As regards 
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international staff, the employment contract is subject to the law applicable in the country of 
origin of the staff member. 

39.  In view of the foregoing, the Commission concluded that it cannot be regarded as the 
employer of CSDP mission staff. 

40.  Moreover, the Commission stressed that its supervisory role as regards the Head of 
Mission is limited to the management of the budget entrusted to him/her by the Commission. 

41.  In that regard, the Commission referred to the Council decision establishing EUPOL 
COPPS, which provides that " [t]he command and control structure of the Mission should be 
without prejudice to the contractual responsibilities of the Head of Mission towards the 
European Commission for implementing the budget of the Mission. " [8]  According to the 
Commission, each Council decision establishing a CSDP mission contains a similar provision. 

42.  The Commission argued that the Head of Mission exercises his or her operational functions
without being under the Commission's authority. Thus, the Commission has no power to ensure 
that the Head of Mission modifies his/her decision relating to any operational activity to meet the
Commission's concerns. Therefore, the Commission could not be held accountable for the 
exercise of responsibilities which are assigned to the Council of the EU, to the High 
Representative or to the Civilian Operation Commander. [9] 

43.  The further opinion sent on behalf of the High Representative  by the EEAS  noted that 
Member States have responsibilities in relation to financial matters concerning military missions,
while the Commission has responsibilities in financial matters concerning civilian missions. In 
the opinion, the High Representative further noted that, leaving aside financial matters, the 
management of the missions falls upon the authorities in charge of conducting the missions, 
namely the Operation Commanders, the Force Commanders and the Heads of Mission 
concerned. Moreover, the conduct of missions is ultimately under the responsibility of the 
Council, as it is the Council that establishes each mission in the context of the CFSP which it 
defines and implements (Article 24(2) TEU). 

44.  According to the High Representative's opinion, it is the task of the High Representative to 
prepare, plan and oversee the correct implementation of the missions. However, the High 
Representative cannot be held legally responsible for instances of maladministration in the 
functioning of these missions since, unlike the EU Delegations, the former are not under the 
authority of the High Representative within the meaning of the Council decision establishing the 
EEAS. [10]  It is for this reason that allegations of maladministration within a civilian or military 
mission are handled by the Head of Mission or the Operation Commander respectively. 

45.  Again according to the opinion, Heads of civilian  missions are in charge of managing the 
budget under the terms of a contract signed with the Commission. Ultimately, the management 
of the budget is under the responsibility of the Commission. In this context, the relevant 
Commission departments act under the authority of the High Representative in her capacity as 
Vice-President of the Commission. Therefore, allegations of financial maladministration are 
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dealt with either by the Head of Mission or by the Commission itself. 

46.  As regards military  operations, Operation Commanders are in charge of managing the 
budget in their capacity as authorising officers for the budgets of the Athena Special Committee.
[11]  Ultimately, the management of the budget is under the responsibility of the Athena Special 
Committee. Therefore, allegations of financial maladministration are dealt with either by the 
operation commander or by the Athena Special Committee. 

47.  However, as part of the High Representative's political responsibility for implementing the 
Council's decisions on these missions, she will make sure at the planning and execution stages 
that all the conditions for the successful administration by Heads of Mission and Operation 
Commanders are in place. In this context, the High Representative may make proposals to the 
Council, the Commission or the Member States when these conditions are missing or need to 
be improved. 

48.  Moreover, the High Representative emphasised that she would pay particular attention to 
instances of maladministration pointed out by the Ombudsman as a means to improve the 
administration of missions and the implementation of the Council decisions setting them up 
under the High Representative's responsibility. 

49.  In conclusion, the High Representative stated that, apart from the complaints relating to the 
implementation of the budget of civilian missions which are forwarded to the Commission, it 
comes within the High Representative's competence to take cognisance of the individual 
complaints lodged with the Ombudsman, to request the relevant departments of the institutions 
to deal with them and to provide the Ombudsman with the relevant responses. 

50.  Finally, while recognising that the current legal situation may not be satisfactory, the High 
Representative stressed that she was committed to work closely with the Commission within the
existing legal framework in order to ensure that the Ombudsman's inquiries are properly 
handled. 

The Ombudsman's assessment 

51.  As a starting point, the Ombudsman notes with regret that the replies that he has received 
from the Council, the Commission and the High Representative (directly or through the EEAS) 
in the course of the present inquiry have not been sufficient to eliminate the above-mentioned 
uncertainties as regards the issue of accountability. 

52.  In essence, the thrust of the replies received can be summarised as follows. 

53.  The Council suggested that it was not competent to deal with issues of accountability 
involving instances of maladministration within the context of the activities of CSDP missions 
and that it was for the High Representative to deal with such matters. 
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54.  The Commission, for its part, emphasised that its supervisory role is limited to the area of 
budget implementation and sound financial management of civilian missions only. Thus, it 
considered that it cannot be held accountable for the exercise of responsibilities outside that 
limited area. 

55.  The High Representative submitted that the CSDP missions themselves could not be held 
accountable for several reasons, including, inter alia , the fact that they do not have legal 
personality. Moreover, although she initially argued that the Commission had supervisory 
responsibilities over a Head of a Mission, she subsequently contended that the Commission's 
supervisory role is limited to issues concerning the implementation of the budget of civilian 
missions. As far as the High Representative herself was concerned, she argued that she cannot
be held legally responsible for instances of maladministration in the functioning of these 
missions since, unlike an EU Delegation, they are not under her authority. In her view, this 
conclusion was not affected by the fact that it is the task of the High Representative to prepare, 
plan and oversee the correct implementation of such missions. However, the High 
Representative acknowledged that it is for her to take cognisance of the individual complaints 
lodged with the Ombudsman, to request the relevant departments of the institutions to deal with 
them and to provide the Ombudsman with the relevant responses. 

56.  In view of the foregoing, the Ombudsman considers the current situation regarding the 
issue as to which of the EU institution or body should be held responsible and accountable for 
instances of maladministration occurring within the context of CSDP missions set up by the EU 
to be highly unsatisfactory. Indeed, with the exception of instances of maladministration relating 
to the implementation of the budget of civilian missions, for which the Commission 
acknowledges its supervisory role, the unavoidable conclusion from the above-mentioned 
replies is that there is no institution or body that has declared itself to be responsible and 
accountable for instances of maladministration occurring in CSDP missions, which are set-up, 
managed and funded by the EU. 

57.  In this context, the Ombudsman considers it appropriate to make the following 
observations. 

58.  The position of the Council, the Commission and the High Representative/EEAS cannot 
easily be reconciled with the principle established by the case-law that the EU is based on the 
rule of law in which none of the institutions and bodies can avoid review of the conformity of 
their acts with the basic constitutional charter, the Treaty. [12] 

59.  It should further be noted that the right to good administration is a fundamental right. [13]  It 
is therefore necessary to ensure that this right be protected also as regards the activities of 
CSDP missions. 

60.  In that respect, the Ombudsman recalls that Article 24 TFEU clearly states that the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy ('CFSP') shall be put into effect by the High 
Representative and by Member States, in accordance with the Treaties. According to Article 42 
TFEU, the CSDP is a major component and an integral part of the CFSP. To date, the CSDP 
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includes more than 20 civilian and military missions and operations in three continents. 

61.  Both civilian and military CSDP missions are set up by a legal act adopted by the Council (a
decision or a joint action), in the context of the CFSP which is defined by the European Council 
and the Council (Article 26 TEU). The Council establishes the chain of command of military and 
civilian CSDP missions. Moreover, the Council exercises the political control and strategic 
direction of the missions. [14] 

62.  The High Representative ensures the implementation of the decisions adopted by the 
European Council and the Council (Article 27(1) TEU), including those relating to CSDP 
missions. In fulfilling her mandate, the High Representative is assisted by the EEAS (Article 
27(3) TEU). 

63.  The Head of Mission, in the case of civilian missions, and the Operation Commander, in the
case of military missions, are appointed by and remain under the ultimate authority of the 
Council. [15]  The Head of Mission and the Operation Commander exercise command and 
control of the mission at operational level. [16]  Moreover, the Head of Mission in civilian 
missions, and the Operation Commander in military missions, each manages the mission 
budget. In this respect, while civilian missions are financed from the EU budget, military 
missions are financed by the participating Member States. [17]  The Commission has a 
supervisory role over the Head of Mission as regards budget implementation in civilian 
missions. [18]  As regards military missions, Athena , a mechanism created by the Council, 
administers the financing of the common costs of the missions on behalf of the participating 
Member States. [19] 

64.  Furthermore, it is important to note that the Head of Mission in a civilian mission enters into 
a contract with the Commission [20]  and is appointed as a Special Advisor of the Commission 
entrusted with the implementation of CFSP actions. [21]  The Head of Mission is empowered to 
conclude contracts with international staff and local staff. [22]  In addition, participating Member 
States and the EU institutions may second staff to the mission. [23]  During the secondment, 
only the Head of Mission is responsible for the management of the staff member, to the 
exclusion of the Member State or EU institution in question. [24] 

65.  In light of the foregoing, it cannot be denied that the EU has a decisive involvement in the 
creation and running of both civilian and military CSDP missions. 

66.  Therefore, the proposition that no EU institution should be held accountable for instances of
maladministration (other than maladministration linked to budget implementation in civilian 
CSDP missions) cannot be accepted. 

67.  In that regard, the Ombudsman considers it useful to refer to an order of the President of 
the General Court adopted in the context of interim measures proceedings concerning the EU 
Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina ('EUPM/BiH'). In this case, the applicant, a member 
of staff seconded by one Member State, brought an action for annulment against a decision 
adopted by the Head of Mission concerning a staff matter. In his Order, the President of the 
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General Court held as follows: [25] 

" 24. In that regard, it must be borne in mind that it is the Council which created the EUPM and 
that, while the Head of the EUPM is responsible for the EUPM and issues instructions to all EUPM
staff (Article 6(1) and (3) of Decision 2009/906/CFSP), the Council retains responsibility for the 
action of the EUPM in several respects (Article 9(2) and (4), Article 10(1) and (2) and Article 13(1) 
and (3) of Decision 2009/906/CFSP). As regards the Commission, it has a role for budgetary and 
financial purposes in the management of the EUPM (Article 6(4) and Article 12(3) of Decision 
2009/906/CFSP). Moreover, in the present case, the applicant has asserted, and is not 
contradicted by the Council or the Commission, that the Head of the EUPM had been recruited 
by the Commission. 

25. In those circumstances, it cannot be ruled out, at first glance, that the decision of 7 April 
2010 and the decision of 30 April 2010, formally taken by the Head of the EUPM, are attributable
to the Council or to the Commission to the extent that the Head of the EUPM legally acted on 
behalf of one of those institutions. On this view, it should be ensured that those institutions do 
not evade any review by the Courts of the European Union in respect of purely administrative 
decisions which are taken in relation to staff management within the EUPM, which would be 
clearly separable from the ‘political’ measures taken as part of the CFSP. Where such a decision 
adversely affects the person to whom it is addressed and significantly alters that person’s legal 
position, it cannot be acceptable in a European Union based on the rule of law that such a 
decision escape any judicial review (see, by analogy, Case T¤411/06 Sogelma v EAR [2008] ECR 
II¤2771, paragraph 36). " [26] 

68.  In the light of the foregoing considerations, the Ombudsman considers it regrettable that the
Council, the Commission and the High Representative/EEAS have not so far achieved clarity on
the allocation of responsibility for possible instances of maladministration occurring within the 
activities of CSDP missions, with the exception of matters related to the budgetary aspects of 
civilian missions, for which the Commission has explicitly accepted responsibility. 

69.  At the same time, however, the Ombudsman notes that the High Representative has 
informed him through the EEAS that she will take cognisance of the individual complaints 
lodged with the Ombudsman, request the relevant departments of the EU institutions to deal 
with them and provide the Ombudsman with the relevant responses (see point 49 above). The 
Ombudsman very much welcomes this proposal, which is both pragmatic and helpful. He notes 
that, in fact, the High Representative would appear to be in a very good position to ensure that 
this arrangement will work, given her institutional links with both the Council and the 
Commission. 

70.  Since there seems to be no reason to doubt, at present, that the above arrangements will 
ensure the effectiveness of the fundamental right to complain to the Ombudsman  contained in 
Article 43 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights, there is no need to prolong the present inquiry. 
That being said, it is by no means obvious that the said arrangements will prove sufficient to 
ensure the fundamental right to good administration , mentioned in point 59 above, which is 
contained in Article 41 of the Charter. If it were to become apparent that the said arrangements 
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do not work in a satisfactory manner as regards either right, the Ombudsman would feel obliged
to take up the issue of principle again. 

B. Conclusions 

On the basis of his own-initiative inquiry into this complaint, the Ombudsman closes it with the 
following conclusion: 

On the basis of the results of his own-initiative inquiry into the present case, the 
Ombudsman will address himself, as regards future complaints and inquiries concerning
the activities of EU missions, (i) to the Commission in so far as issues relating to budget 
implementation in civilian missions are concerned and (ii) to the High 
Representative/EEAS in so far as all other allegations of maladministration in relation to 
CSDP missions are concerned. 

The Ombudsman considers that the above arrangements should be sufficient to ensure 
the effectiveness of the fundamental right to complain to the Ombudsman  contained in 
Article 43 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights. There are therefore no grounds for 
further inquiries in the present case. However, it is by no means obvious that these 
arrangements are sufficient to ensure the fundamental right to good administration  
contained in Article 41 of the Charter. If it were to become apparent that the said 
arrangements do not work in a satisfactory manner as regards either right, the 
Ombudsman would feel obliged to take up the issue of principle again. 

The Council of the EU, the Commission and the High Representative/EEAS will be informed of 
this decision. 

P. Nikiforos Diamandouros 

Done in Strasbourg on 30 August 2013 
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