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Odločba v zadevi 1463/2005/TN - Dostop do 
dokumentov v zvezi z dodelitvijo pravic do emisije 
toplogrednih plinov 

Odločba 
Primer 1463/2005/TN  - Preiskava uvedena dne 29/04/2005  - Odločba z dne 12/12/2006 

Pritožba je bila v zvezi z dejstvom, da je Komisija zavrnila dostop do dokumentov v zvezi z 
nacionalnimi načrti za dodelitev pravic do emisije toplogrednih plinov, ki so jih Komisiji sporočili 
Združeno kraljestvo, Francija in Slovaška. Komisija je zavrnila dostop do zadevnih dokumentov 
na podlagi tretje alineje člena 4(2) in prvega odstavka člena 4(3) Uredbe 1049/2001 [1]  o 
dostopu javnosti do dokumentov z utemeljitvijo, da še vedno potekajo pogajanja z državami 
članicami in da bi dostop do zadevnih dokumentov ogrozil njeno pogajalsko izhodišče. 

Pritožnik je trdil, da je treba vse nacionalne načrte oceniti posamično in brez tajnosti, zato 
izhodišče Komisije v zvezi z enim nacionalnim načrtom ne more vplivati na njeno izhodišče v 
zvezi z drugim nacionalnim načrtom. Navedel je domnevo, da je Komisija neupravičeno zavrnila
dostop do zadevnih dokumentov. 

Komisija je v svojem mnenju navedla, da ocenjevanje nacionalnih načrtov poteka v obliki 
preiskave, katere namen je ugotoviti, ali so načrti skladni z Direktivo 2003/87 [2]  o trgovanju s 
pravicami do emisije toplogrednih plinov. Ta postopek vključuje znatno količino pogajanj, katerih
namen je poiskati rešitev, ki je skladna s pravom Skupnosti, hkrati pa upošteva posebne 
razmere v vsaki državi članici. 

Varuh človekovih pravic je ugotovil, da je bil pritožniku odobren dostop do zahtevanih 
dokumentov po zaključku postopka odobritve nacionalnih načrtov za vse države članice. Kar pa 
se tiče dejstva, da je Komisija zavrnila dostop do nacionalnih načrtov med potekom pogajanj, je 
poudaril, da načela dobrega upravljanja določajo, da je treba zagotoviti utemeljene in 
prepričljive razloge. 

Prvi odstavek člena 4(3) Uredbe 1049/2001 velja za dokumente, ki jih sestavijo institucije za 
interno uporabo. Dokumenti, za katere je zaprosil pritožnik, pa so sporočila, poslana organom 
določenih držav članic ali prejeta od njih. Zato se po varuhovem mnenju ne morejo obravnavati 
kot dokumenti, namenjeni interni uporabi. 

Člen 4(2) Uredbe določa, da je treba v primeru zavrnitve dostopa dokazati, da bi razkritje 
ogrozilo zaščito namena preiskav. Namen preiskav v okviru tega primera je bil zagotoviti, da so 



2

nacionalni načrti držav članic skladni s pravom Skupnosti. Da bi lahko uveljavila izjemo iz člena 
4(2), mora Komisija dokazati, da bi razkritje zadevnih dokumentov ogrozilo ta namen, česar ni 
storila. Zato je varuh ugotovil, da je Komisija neupravičeno zavrnila dostop do dokumentov med 
potekom pogajanj in da zavrnitev dostopa pomeni nepravilnost. V zvezi s tem je podal kritično 
oceno. 

[1]  Uredba (ES) št. 1049/2001 Evropskega parlamenta in Sveta z dne 30. maja 2001 o dostopu
javnosti do dokumentov Evropskega parlamenta, Sveta in Komisije, UL 2001 L 145, str. 43. 

[2]  Direktiva 2003/87/ES Evropskega parlamenta in Sveta z dne 13. oktobra 2003 o 
vzpostavitvi sistema za trgovanje s pravicami do emisije toplogrednih plinov v Skupnosti in o 
spremembi Direktive Sveta 96/61/ES, UL 2003 L 275, str. 32. 

 Strasbourg, 12 December 2006 
Dear Mr X, 

On 4 April 2005, you made a complaint to the European Ombudsman concerning the European 
Commission's refusal to accede to your request for access to documents, made under 
Regulation 1049/2001. The documents concerned relate to the national plans notified to the 
Commission by the UK, France and the Slovak Republic for the allocation of greenhouse gas 
emission allowances. 

On 29 April 2005, I forwarded the complaint to the President of the Commission. After an 
extension of the deadline in question, the Commission sent its opinion on 3 August 2005. I 
forwarded it to you with an invitation to make observations, which you sent on 24 October 2005.

On 12 April 2006, I wrote to the Commission, asking for further information in relation to your 
complaint. The Commission sent its reply on 29 June 2006. I forwarded it to you with an 
invitation to make observations, if you so wished, by 31 August 2006. No observations have 
been received from you. 

I am writing now to let you know the results of the inquiries that have been made. I apologise for
the time it has taken to deal with your complaint. 

THE COMPLAINT 

According to the complainant, the relevant facts are, in summary, the following: 

On 19 November 2004, he submitted to the European Commission, the European Parliament 
and the Council of the European Union a request for access to documents relating to the 
national plans notified to the Commission by the UK, France and the Slovak Republic for the 
allocation of greenhouse gas emission allowances. He requested access to those documents 
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reference to which had been made in the limited number of documents regarding the issue that 
were posted on-line. 

Parliament informed him that the documents in question only involved the Council and the 
Commission. The Council informed him that the documents were in the possession of the 
Commission. 

On 15 December 2004, the Commission explained that it needed an extension of 15 working 
days to reply to the request for access. On 17 January 2005, the complainant contacted an 
official in the Commission's Directorate-General for the Environment ("DG Environment") to 
inquire about the status of his request. He exchanged several e-mails with the official in order to
clarify the request. On 18 January 2005, the official provided him with a list of documents falling 
under one of the categories of documents covered by his request. The list contained 22 
communications. However, it was possible that several more communications might also fall 
under his request. 

On 21 January 2005, the Commission replied to the request for access, granting access to less 
than two pages of excerpts from the Minutes of the Climate Change Committee. The 
Commission argued that, although public access to documents is important, in the 
complainant's case the right thereto was overridden by the need to protect the Commission's 
decision-making process with regard to the national allocation plans on which it had not yet 
adopted decisions. The Commission referred the complainant to information available on its 
website, which, however, he was already aware of. 

On 28 January 2005, the complainant made a confirmatory application to the Commission, 
requesting a re-evaluation of his request for access to documents, such as those listed by the 
Commission official in the e-mail of 18 January 2005. In his confirmatory application, he argued 
that disclosure of the requested documents would not undermine the Commission's 
decision-making process. He pointed out that Directive 2003/87/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 13 October 2003 establishing a scheme for greenhouse gas emission 
allowance trading within the Community and amending Council Directive 96/61/EC (1)  
("Directive 2003/87") requires Member States to develop national allocation plans based on 
objective and transparent criteria. The Commission is required to evaluate, objectively and 
individually, each national allocation. He argued that, while the Member States must respect the
obligation to base their allocations on objective and transparent criteria and to consult with both 
public and private parties when doing so, the Commission is not held accountable in any way, 
making observations and issuing decisions after having conducted undisclosed, 
non-transparent and possibly biased negotiations. 

On 17 March 2005, the Commission replied to the confirmatory application, granting access to 
two documents concerning the Climate Change Committee. However, these documents were 
merely meeting agendas and contained no information on the issue of national allocation plans 
for the UK, France or the Slovak Republic. As regards the other documents, access was denied 
on the grounds that negotiations between the Commission and certain Member States were still 
ongoing. The Commission argued that to provide access to the documents in question would 
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compromise its position when negotiating with the Czech Republic, Greece and Italy. Access 
was therefore once more denied, on the basis of Article 4(2), third indent, and Article 4(3), first 
paragraph, of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 
30 May 2001 regarding public access to European Parliament, Council and Commission 
documents (2)  ("Regulation 1049/2001"). 

In his complaint to the Ombudsman, the complainant argued, however, that the negotiations in 
question were not like negotiations that take place in an international forum, in which case the 
Commission's refusal to provide access would be understandable. The discussions in question 
were between the Commission and its Member States and the Commission had to apply the 
same criteria in an objective and transparent manner to all national allocation plans. 
Furthermore, since all national allocation plans had to be assessed individually, he failed to see 
how the Commission's position on one national allocation plan could affect its position on 
another national allocation plan. The questions and answers exchanged were based on data 
submitted by the public or data obtained under the funding of public revenue. The draft and final
national allocation plans submitted by the Member States were public documents. Directive 
2003/87 makes several references to the possibility for the public to make comments and to 
have access to information. For instance, Annex III(9) states that "[t]he plan shall include 
provisions for comments to be expressed by the public, and contain information on the 
arrangements by which due account will be taken of these comments before a decision on the 
allocation of allowances is taken" . During the evaluation and decision-making process, a 
number of Member States consulted parties that would be affected by any modifications to the 
submitted plans. 

If the Commission's justifications would be accepted, the documents in question should be 
released immediately after the last national allocation plan had been approved. 

The complainant alleged that the Commission had wrongly refused access to the requested 
documents, and claimed that the Commission should grant access to the requested documents.

THE INQUIRY 
The Commission's opinion 
In its opinion, the Commission made, in summary, the following comments: 
Background 
On 19 November 2004, the complainant made a request for access to a number of documents 
concerning the process of approval by the Commission, in accordance with Directive 2003/87, 
of national plans for the allocation of greenhouse gas emission allowances ("NAPs"). This initial 
request, which was addressed simultaneously to Parliament, the Commission and the Council, 
covered three categories of documents: 

(a) All internal communications between the Commission and the Council regarding COM(2004)
681 "Communication from the Commission to the Council and to the European Parliament on 
Commission Decisions of 20 October 2004 concerning national plans of greenhouse gas 
emission allowances of Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and 
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the Slovak Republic in accordance with Directive 2003/87/EC (the "Commission 
Communication"); 

(b) A series of communications between the Commission and the authorities of France, the 
United Kingdom and the Slovak Republic respectively, made between July and October 2004 
(May and June 2004 in the case of the United Kingdom); and 

(c) Documents created by the Climate Change Committee or exchanged between this 
Committee and the Commission regarding the French, the British and the Slovak NAPs. 

On 14 December 2004, DG Environment extended the time-limit for the reply by 15 working 
days. Since some of the documents requested by the complainant could not be identified, the 
scope of his application was further clarified in a telephone conversation and successive e-mails
on 17, 18 and 20 January 2005. In particular as regards category (b) of the requested 
documents, and since the original request did not state the subject, it was agreed that this 
concerned the communications exchanged between the Commission Services and the three 
Member States respectively on the subject of NAPs. The complainant and the Commission 
eventually agreed on a list of 22 communications that were covered by the request. 

On 21 January 2005, DG Environment replied to the complainant's initial application. The only 
document that could be identified as pertaining to category (a) of the requested documents, 
namely, the Council's cover note 13953/04 of 26 October 2004 accompanying the Commission 
Communication, had already been sent to the complainant by the Council on 23 November 
2004. As regards category (b), access to the 22 identified documents was refused, based on 
the exception in Article 4(3), second subparagraph, of Regulation 1049/2001. DG Environment 
explained, however, that this assessment might change once the Commission has taken 
decisions on all NAPs. Concerning category (c), DG Environment identified two documents 
corresponding to the request, namely, the minutes of the meetings of the Climate Change 
Committee held on 24-25 June 2004 and on 15-16 September 2004. The complainant was 
granted access to the annexes of these minutes, which concern the respective NAPs. 

On 24 January 2005, the complainant submitted a confirmatory application, considering that the
two disclosed documents did not provide any added information value and arguing that DG 
Environment's refusal to disclose the other documents was not justified under Regulation 
1049/2001. Given that the Commission should make an individual evaluation of each NAP 
based on objective and transparent criteria, the complainant considered that the disclosure of 
the requested documents could not jeopardise its decision-making process. 

On 18 February 2005, the Secretariat-General of the Commission extended the time-limit for 
replying to the confirmatory application by 15 working days, that is, until 11 March 2005. The 
reply was further delayed until 17 March 2005, for which the Secretariat-General sent an 
apology by e-mail on 14 March 2005. 

In reply to the confirmatory application, the Secretariat-General explained that no further 
documents were identified as falling under category (a). As regards category (b), DG 
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Environment's refusal to disclose the documents in question was upheld. 

At the time of considering the complainant's confirmatory application, three out of 25 NAPs had 
not yet been approved by the Commission. The assessment of the NAPs submitted by the 
Member States takes the form of an investigation, the purpose of which is to ascertain whether 
the NAPs comply with Directive 2003/87. The exchanges between the Commission and the 
Member States are similar to those that take place within infringement proceedings under Article
226 of the EC Treaty. Moreover, the 25 NAP decisions are to be considered as part of a single 
EU-wide greenhouse gas allowance trading scheme, for which the decision-making process had
not been closed at the time of the complainant's request. Disclosure of the requested 
documents would have seriously undermined the decision-making process with regard to the 
three remaining Member States by putting them in a privileged and better informed position in 
comparison to the Member States for which the individual NAP decisions had already been 
adopted. This would also be contrary to the principle of equality between Member States, which 
is one of the general principles of Community law. 

As a consequence, access to the requested communications was refused based on both Article
4(2), third indent, and Article 4(3), first subparagraph, of Regulation 1049/2001. The possibility 
of granting partial access was considered but excluded. 

As regards category (c) of the requested documents, the agendas of the meetings of the 
Climate Change Committee held on 24-25 June and 15-16 September 2004 were also 
disclosed, and it was confirmed that the previously disclosed annexes constituted the only 
format in which the Committee's deliberations on the NAPs were documented. 

On 4 April 2005, the complainant submitted a complaint to the Ombudsman regarding the 
matter. 
The present complaint 
As regards the complainant's argument that the documents in category (c) are not informative, 
the Commission states that it can only repeat that the disclosed annexes to the minutes in 
question are the only existing format documenting the deliberations of the Climate Change 
Committee. The Commission holds no other documents corresponding to the request as 
regards this category. 

As regards the complainant's arguments pertaining to alleged secrecy and non-accountability of
the proceedings, the Commission does not agree, because, in its view, the process of allocation
of greenhouse gas emissions is very transparent. The criteria of the assessment are objective 
and public. The stakeholders in the Member States are consulted at the various stages of the 
procedure. At the moment of their notification, the draft NAPs presented by the Member States 
are published on the Commission's website. The same applies for the subsequent Commission 
decisions approving, conditionally or unconditionally, each NAP. The Member States are 
supposed to publish the final version of the NAPs as agreed with the Commission. During the 
process of assessing their NAPs, the Member States are associated through their participation 
in the Climate Change Committee, which also has to approve the Commission's decisions. 
These decisions are subject to judicial review. 
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The only limitations placed on the open and complete publication of the proceedings are due to 
the need to protect the discussions between the Commission and the Member States prior to 
the approval of their NAPs. These restrictions are justified under the exceptions laid down in 
Article 4 of Regulation 1049/2001, but they are temporary, as they are meant to ensure equal 
conditions for all Member States during the NAP approval procedure. 

The complainant argues that the NAP assessment procedure under Directive 2003/87 is 
different from negotiations carried out with third countries in international fora. The Commission 
argues, however, that it did not rely on an exception protecting international negotiations. In its 
decision on the complainant's confirmatory application, the Commission noted the similarity 
between the NAP approval procedure and the investigations and exchanges with the Member 
States within the framework of infringement proceedings pursuant to Article 226 of the EC 
Treaty. Both procedures aim at ensuring compliance by Member States with Community law 
and in both cases the rules to be followed are objective and public. Nevertheless, both 
proceedings involve a substantial amount of negotiations between the Commission and the 
Member States concerned with a view to finding a solution which is consistent with the criteria 
clearly set out by Community law and at the same time takes into account the specific situation 
of the Member State. In both contexts, the spirit of dialogue and the protection of the 
co-operation and mutual trust between the Member State and the Commission require the 
relevant exchanges to be kept out of the public domain until the proceedings are closed. The 
Commission therefore considers that the case-law concerning access to documents drawn up in
the framework of infringement proceedings can be transposed, by analogy, to the exchange of 
communications under the NAP assessment procedure under Directive 2003/87. 

The Commission agrees with the complainant's statement that all NAPs are assessed 
individually. The proceedings are indeed carried out separately for each of the 25 individual 
decisions. However, all the NAP proceedings have a single objective of creating a 
Community-wide scheme, allowing the control of the greenhouse gas emissions and trade in 
allowances. As already explained, this process, although based on objective and transparent 
criteria, is not a purely mechanical exercise but involves an amount of flexibility and 
negotiations. The principle of non-discrimination requires that all Member States should be 
given equal chances in these proceedings. 

The draft NAPs submitted by the Member States, the final NAPs approved by the Commission, 
and the successive Commission decisions relating to these plans are made publicly available. 
This practice provides a significant amount of information regarding the parallel approach and 
strategy followed by the Commission in all cases. Disclosing the requested communications at a
time where the decisions with regard to the Czech, Italian and Greek NAPs had not yet been 
adopted would have put these three Member States in a privileged situation in the process in 
comparison to the other Member States and would have therefore undermined the objectivity of 
the allocation process on a Community-wide scale. 

However, since the decisions on the NAPs of the Czech Republic, Italy and Greece had been 
adopted on 12 April, 25 May and 20 June 2005 respectively, the Commission no longer 
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opposed disclosure of the requested communications. The Commission therefore disclosed 11 
communications addressed respectively to the British, French and Slovak authorities, as 
requested by the complainant. However, these three authorities needed to be consulted as 
regards disclosure of their communications to the Commission, pursuant to Article 4(5) of 
Regulation 1049/2001. On 20 July 2005, the Commission informed these authorities of its 
decision to disclose its own documents on the subject and asked them to state their position as 
regards the disclosure of documents originating from them. A decision on the disclosure of the 
12 documents concerned was to be taken after having received the replies from the Member 
States. The Commission was to send directly to the complainant all documents that the national 
authorities accept to disclose. 
The complainant's observations 
In his observations, the complainant made, in summary, the following comments: 

Directive 2003/87 establishes a procedure under which the Member States develop plans 
setting out their intentions as to the precise amount of emission allowances to be allocated to 
individual installations. The procedure requires the Member States to notify their NAPs to the 
Commission for approval. It is clear that under this procedure, the Member States may not 
legally implement their NAPs without first having notified them to the Commission and received 
the Commission's approval, whether in the form of an immediate decision not to raise any 
objection or in the form of a decision accepting amendments to an NAP that was previously 
rejected. 

In its reply to his confirmatory application, the Commission expressly confirmed that the purpose
of the negotiations was to enable the approval of the NAP on the basis of changes made prior 
to the Commission's decision or subject to changes to be made subsequently, and that "the 
Member State cannot proceed to take a final allocation decision before receiving the approval 
from the Commission" . The Commission thus possesses the power of approval and the 
Member States are under a standstill obligation, being prevented from implementation of the 
NAPs, prior to receiving the Commission's approval. 

It is therefore clear that the procedure under Directive 2003/87 establishes a framework in which
the Member States may not legally implement their NAPs without first having notified them to 
the Commission and received the Commission's approval. Furthermore, this framework requires
that Member States' allocation decisions implementing the NAPs must, legally, be in 
accordance with the Commission's decisions approving the NAPs. 

The Commission's attempt to compare the NAP approval procedure to proceedings under 
Article 226 of the EC Treaty is unsustainable. Unlike in the Article 226 procedure, in the NAP 
approval procedure the Commission is exercising an approval power arising from a procedure 
involving mandatory notification, a standstill obligation and imposing legal restrictions. If 
anything, the NAP approval procedure is similar to merger control under Council Regulation 
(EC) No 139/2004 of 20 January 2004 on the control of concentrations between undertakings 
(the EC Merger Regulation) (3)  and/or the state aid control procedure under Commission 
Regulation (EC) No 794/2004 of 21 April 2004 implementing Council Regulation (EC)No 
659/1999 laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the EC Treaty (4) . Both 
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these procedures involve a similar notification requirement, a similar standstill obligation and a 
similar requirement that only a concentration or a state aid that has been approved may be 
implemented. 

Moreover, decisions under Article 9(3) of Directive 2003/87 do not involve any "prosecution 
discretion" relating to the political appropriateness of initiating proceedings against a Member 
State for a particular infringement. It is this factor - political appropriateness - which is central to 
the non-reviewability of Commission decisions under Article 226 of the EC Treaty (5) . Under 
Article 9(3) of Directive 2003/87, the Commission has no such discretion - it is obliged to apply 
the criteria laid down in Annex III and in Article 10 of the same Directive. Furthermore, the 
review of the provisional NAPs' compatibility with Annex III and Article 10 of Directive 2003/87 
does not, in any way, suggest that the Member States have acted illegally. If an NAP is 
incompatible with these provisions, it may be rejected, but this does not mean that the Member 
State has acted illegally since the Member State has fully complied with its legal obligations by 
seeking the Commission's prior approval of the NAP. The Commission's comparison with the 
infringement proceedings and its argument that the case law concerning access to documents 
drawn up in the framework of such proceedings can be transposed, by analogy, to the 
exchange of communications under the NAP assessment procedure is therefore entirely 
misplaced. 

As regards the Commission having consulted the French, British and Slovak authorities as to 
whether they would authorise disclosure of the requested documents that were produced by 
them, the Commission went on to state that "[a] decision on the disclosure of these twelve 
documents indicated hereafter shall be taken after receiving the replies from the Member States"
. This suggests that, irrespective of whether France, the United Kingdom and the Slovak 
Republic grant access to the documents drawn up by them, the Commission may decide not to 
grant access. The Commission does not provide any explanation for this possible interference. 
If the Member States authorise access to be given, the documents in question should be 
disclosed. The complainant therefore requested the Ombudsman to continue monitoring the 
matter since it was not clear whether the release of the documents emanating from the Member 
States in question depends on the Commission's approval. If the Commission fails to provide 
access to documents the release of which has been authorised by the national authorities, the 
complaint about maladministration shall remain outstanding. 
Further inquiries 
After careful consideration of the Commission's opinion and the complainant's observations, it 
appeared that further inquiries were necessary. 

The Ombudsman noted that he had no information concerning the national authorities' possible 
response to the Commission's query as to whether they would agree to the Commission's 
providing public access to the documents emanating from them. Nor did he know whether the 
Commission had decided on the disclosure of the documents in question. The Ombudsman 
further noted that the complainant had asked him to continue monitoring the matter in order to 
make sure that the Commission's decision regarding the matter did not constitute an instance of
maladministration. The Ombudsman therefore asked the Commission to answer the following 
questions and request: 
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Has the Commission made a decision on the disclosure of the documents originating from the 
British, French and Slovak authorities, and in that case, on what grounds was the decision 
made? In case of a decision, I would be grateful to obtain a copy. 

In case there has not yet been a decision, could the Commission please explain the reasons 
therefore? 
The Commission's reply 
In reply to the Ombudsman's further inquiries, the Commission stated that the British, French 
and Slovak authorities had given their consent to disclose the documents emanating from them 
and it had therefore sent the remaining documents covered by the request for access directly to 
the complainant on 31 May 2006. The Commission expressed its regret for the fact that the 
consultation with the national authorities had taken more time than expected. 
The complainant's comments 
The complainant was invited to submit comments on the Commission's reply, if he so wished. 
No comments were received from him. 

THE DECISION 
1 The allegedly erroneous refusal to grant access and the related claim 
1.1 The complaint concerns the European Commission's refusal of a request for access to 
documents made under Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 30 May 2001 regarding public access to European Parliament, Council and 
Commission documents (6)  ("Regulation 1049/2001"). The documents concerned related to the
national plans notified to the Commission by the UK, France and the Slovak Republic for the 
allocation of greenhouse gas emission allowances. Following a clarification of the request, 22 
communications between the Member States and the Commission were identified in one of the 
categories of documents to which access had been requested. However, the Commission 
refused access to these communications. The complainant made a confirmatory application, but
the Commission upheld its decision to refuse access to the communications on the ground that 
negotiations between the Commission and certain Member States were still ongoing. The 
Commission argued that to provide access to the documents in question would compromise its 
position when negotiating with the Czech Republic, Greece and Italy, whose plans had not been
dealt with yet. Access was therefore once more denied, on the basis of Article 4(2), third indent, 
and Article 4(3), first paragraph, of Regulation 1049/2001. 

1.2 In his complaint to the Ombudsman, the complainant argued, however, that the negotiations
in question were not negotiations such as those in an international forum, in which case the 
Commission's refusal to provide access would be understandable. The discussions in question 
were between the Commission and its Member States and the Commission had to apply the 
same criteria in an objective and transparent manner to all national allocation plans. 
Furthermore, since all national allocation plans had to be assessed individually, he failed to see 
how the Commission's position on one national allocation plan could affect its position on 
another national allocation plan. The questions and answers exchanged were based on data 
submitted by the public or data obtained under the funding of public revenue. The draft and final
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national allocation plans submitted by the Member States were public documents. Directive 
2003/87/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 October 2003 establishing a 
scheme for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading within the Community and amending 
Council Directive 96/61/EC (7)  ("Directive 2003/87") makes several references to the possibility
for the public to make comments and to have access to information. For instance, Annex III(9) 
states that "[t]he plan shall include provisions for comments to be expressed by the public, and 
contain information on the arrangements by which due account will be taken of these comments
before a decision on the allocation of allowances is taken" . During the evaluation and 
decision-making process, a number of Member States consulted parties that would be affected 
by any modifications to the submitted plans. If the Commission's justifications were to be 
accepted, the documents in question should be released immediately after the last national 
allocation plan had been approved. The complainant alleged that the Commission had wrongly 
refused access to the requested documents and he claimed that the Commission should grant 
access to these documents. 

1.3 The Commission argued that, at the time of considering the complainant's confirmatory 
application, three out of 25 national plans for the allocation of greenhouse gas emission 
allowances ("NAPs") had not yet been approved by it. The assessment of the NAPs submitted 
by the Member States takes the form of an investigation, the purpose of which is to ascertain 
whether the NAPs comply with Directive 2003/87. The exchanges between the Commission and
the Member States are similar to those that take place within infringement proceedings under 
Article 226 of the EC Treaty. Moreover, the 25 NAP decisions are to be considered as part of a 
single EU-wide greenhouse gas allowance trading scheme, the decision-making process for 
which had not been closed at the time the complainant's request was submitted. Disclosure of 
the requested documents would have seriously undermined the decision-making process with 
regard to the three remaining Member States, by putting them in a privileged and better 
informed position in comparison to the Member States for which the individual NAP decisions 
had already been adopted. This would also be contrary to the principle of equality between 
Member States, which is one of the general principles of Community law. As a consequence, 
access to the requested communications was refused based on both Article 4(2), third indent, 
and Article 4(3), first subparagraph, of Regulation 1049/2001. The possibility of granting partial 
access was considered but excluded. 

1.4 The Commission argued, in more detail, that the process of the allocation of greenhouse 
gas emissions is very transparent. The criteria of the assessment are objective and public. The 
stakeholders in the Member States are consulted at the various stages of the procedure. At the 
moment of their notification, the draft NAPs presented by the Member States are published on 
the Commission's website. The same applies for the subsequent Commission decisions 
approving each NAP conditionally or unconditionally. The Member States are supposed to 
publish the final version of the NAPs as agreed with the Commission. The only limitations to the 
open and complete publication of the proceedings are due to the need to protect the 
discussions between the Commission and the Member States prior to the approval of their 
NAPs. These restrictions are justified under the exceptions laid down in Article 4 of Regulation 
1049/2001, but they are temporary, as they are meant to ensure equal conditions for all 
Member States during the NAP approval procedure. There is a similarity between the NAP 
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approval procedure and the investigations and exchanges with the Member States within the 
framework of infringement proceedings, pursuant to Article 226 of the EC Treaty. Both 
procedures aim at ensuring compliance by Member States with Community law and in both 
cases the rules to be followed are objective and public. Nevertheless, both proceedings involve 
a substantial amount of negotiation between the Commission and the Member States 
concerned with a view to finding a solution which is consistent with the criteria clearly set out by 
Community law and, at the same time, takes into account the specific situation of the Member 
State. In both contexts, the spirit of dialogue and the protection of the co-operation and mutual 
trust between the Member State and the Commission require that the relevant exchanges be 
kept out of the public domain as long as the proceedings are not closed. The Commission 
therefore considers that the case-law concerning access to documents drawn up in the 
framework of infringement proceedings can be transposed, by analogy, to the exchange of 
communications under the NAP assessment procedure under Directive 2003/87. All the NAP 
proceedings have a single objective of creating a Community-wide scheme, making possible the
control of the greenhouse gas emissions and trade in allowances. This is not a purely 
mechanical exercise but involves an amount of flexibility and negotiations. The principle of 
non-discrimination requires that all Member States should be given equal chances in these 
proceedings. Disclosing the requested communications at a time when the decisions with 
regard to the Czech, Italian and Greek NAPs had not yet been adopted would have put these 
three Member States in a privileged situation in the process in comparison to the other Member 
States and would have therefore undermined the objectivity of the allocation process on a 
Community-wide scale. 

1.5 However, since the decisions on the NAPs of the Czech Republic, Italy and Greece were 
adopted on 12 April, 25 May, and 20 June 2005, the Commission no longer opposed disclosure 
of the requested communications. It therefore disclosed 11 communications addressed 
respectively to the British, French and Slovak authorities, as requested by the complainant. 
However, the Commission considered that, pursuant to Article 4(5) of Regulation 1049/2001, 
these three authorities needed to be consulted as regards disclosure of their communications to
the Commission. The Commission had therefore asked them to state their position as regards 
the disclosure of documents originating from them. The Commission envisaged taking a 
decision on the disclosure of the 12 documents concerned after having received the replies 
from the Member States. 

1.6 In his observations on the Commission's opinion, the complainant argued that the procedure
under Directive 2003/87 establishes a framework in which the Member States may not legally 
implement their NAPs without first having notified them to the Commission and received its 
approval. Furthermore, this framework requires that the Member States' allocation decisions 
implementing the NAPs must, legally, be in accordance with the Commission's decisions 
approving the NAPs. The Commission's attempt to compare the NAP approval procedure to 
proceedings under Article 226 of the EC Treaty is therefore unsustainable. Unlike in the Article 
226 procedure, in the NAP approval procedure the Commission is exercising an approval power
arising from a procedure involving mandatory notification, a standstill obligation and imposing 
legal restrictions. If anything, the NAP approval procedure is similar to merger control under 
Council Regulation (EC) No 139/2004 of 20 January 2004 on the control of concentrations 
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between undertakings (the EC Merger Regulation) (8)  and/or to the state aid control procedure 
under Commission Regulation (EC) No 794/2004 of 21 April 2004 implementing Council 
Regulation (EC) No 659/1999 laying down detailed rules for the application of Article 93 of the 
EC Treaty (9) . Moreover, decisions under Article 9(3) of Directive 2003/87 do not involve any 
"prosecution discretion" relating to the political appropriateness of initiating proceedings against 
a Member State for a particular infringement. It is this factor - political appropriateness - which is
central to the non-reviewability of Commission decisions under Article 226 of the EC Treaty (10)
. Under Article 9(3) of Directive 2003/87, the Commission has no such discretion - it is obliged to
apply the criteria laid down in Annex III and in Article 10 of the same Directive. Furthermore, the 
review of the provisional NAPs' compatibility with Annex III and Article 10 of Directive 2003/87 
does not, in any way, suggest that the Member States have acted illegally. If an NAP is 
incompatible with these provisions, it may be rejected, but this does not mean that the Member 
State has acted illegally since the Member State has fully complied with its legal obligations by 
seeking the Commission's prior approval of the NAP. 

1.7 The complainant further argued that the Commission's opinion suggested that, having 
consulted the French, British and Slovak authorities as to whether they would authorise 
disclosure of the requested documents that were produced by them, the Commission may still 
decide not to grant access irrespective of these Member States' reply. The complainant 
considered that if the Member States were to authorise access, the documents in question 
should be disclosed. The complainant therefore asked the Ombudsman to continue monitoring 
the matter since it was not clear whether the release of the documents emanating from the 
Member States in question depends on the Commission's approval. 

1.8 Following the Ombudsman's further inquiries into the matter, the Commission explained that
the British, French and Slovak authorities had given their consent to disclose the documents 
emanating from them and it had therefore, on 31 May 2006, sent the remaining documents 
covered by the request for access directly to the complainant. 

1.9 Before moving on to an analysis of the Commission's refusal of the complainant's request 
for access, the Ombudsman would like to recall that the present inquiry does not cover the issue
of the delays that appear to have occurred in the Commission's handling of the request for 
access. 

1.10 As regards the complainant's request for access, the Ombudsman notes that the 
documents concerned consist of communications between the Commission and certain Member
States under the NAP approval procedure. The complainant does not appear to dispute that the
documents identified by the Commission in this regard are the ones to which he wished to be 
given access. 

1.11 The Ombudsman notes that, in its opinion on the present complaint, the Commission 
explained that since it had finalised the NAP approval procedure for all Member States, it could 
provide access to its own communications regarding the matter. The communications in 
question were enclosed with its opinion. As regards access to the documents emanating from 
the French, British and Slovak authorities, the Commission considered that these three 
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authorities needed to be consulted, pursuant to Article 4(5) of Regulation 1049/2001. The 
Commission had therefore asked these three states to declare their position as regards the 
disclosure of documents originating from them. The Commission envisaged that a decision on 
the disclosure of the 12 documents concerned could be taken after the replies from the Member
States had been received. In his observations, the complainant asked the Ombudsman for 
continued monitoring of the issue of access to the documents covered by his complaint since, in
his view, it was not clear from the Commission's opinion whether it may decide not to grant 
access, even though these Member States may have agreed to disclosure. Following the 
Ombudsman's further inquiries into the matter, it appears that the national authorities agreed to 
disclose the 12 documents concerned and that the Commission therefore unconditionally sent 
the remaining documents covered by the request for access directly to the complainant on 31 
May 2006. The complainant does not appear to question the Commission's action in this regard.

1.12 In view of the above, it appears that that the complainant was granted access to all the 
requested documents, after the NAP approval procedure for all Member States had been 
finalised. However, in view of the arguments brought forward in the complainant's observations, 
it is clear that he considers that the Commission should have provided access to the documents
at the time the NAP procedure was still ongoing. On the basis thereof, the Ombudsman 
considers that the question remains whether the Commission was right to refuse access during 
an ongoing procedure. Principles of good administration require that valid and convincing 
arguments are provided where a request for access to documents made under Regulation 
1049/2001 is rejected. 

1.13 The Ombudsman recalls that the Commission refused access to the documents concerned
on the basis of Article 4(2), third indent, and Article 4(3), first sub-paragraph, of Regulation 
1049/2001. 

1.14 The Ombudsman is not convinced by the Commission's reference to Article 4(3), first 
sub-paragraph, of Regulation 1049/2001, which applies to documents draw up by an institution 
for internal use . The Ombudsman notes that the documents covered by the request for access 
were communications sent to and received from the authorities of certain Member States. In the
Ombudsman's view, they cannot, therefore, be considered as documents meant for internal 
use. The Commission has therefore not established that the exception in Article 4(3), first 
sub-paragraph, of Regulation 1049/2001 entitled it to refuse to grant access to the documents in
question. 

1.15 As regards Article 4(2), third indent of Regulation 1049/2001, this provision stipulates that 
access to a document shall be refused "where disclosure would undermine the protection of (...) 
the purpose of inspections, investigations and audits, unless there is an overriding public interest
in disclosure" . The Ombudsman considers that the documents in question clearly do not relate 
to inspections or audits. He notes, however, that the Commission has argued that they relate to 
investigations, namely, the Commission's assessment of the Member States' proposed NAPs. 
In this context, the Commission submitted that the assessment it carried out concerning the 
NAPs can be compared to the investigations it undertakes in the framework of examining 
possible infringements of Community law under Article 226 of the EC Treaty. 
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1.16 Even if one were to accept that the documents in question relate to investigations, regard 
would have to be had to the fact that the relevant section of Article 4(2) of Regulation 1049/2001
requires that, in order for access to be refused, it has to be established that disclosure would 
undermine the protection of the purpose of such investigations. The Ombudsman notes in this 
regard that the purpose of the investigation in the present context, that is, the Commission's 
assessment of the NAPs, was to make sure that the Member States' NAPs are in conformity 
with Community law. In order for the exception to access in Article 4(2) to be applicable, it has 
to be established that the disclosure of documents relating to the assessment of other Member 
States' NAPs would undermine this purpose. In the Ombudsman's view, this has not been 
established by the Commission. The Ombudsman further considers that the Commission's 
argument that the principle of non-discrimination requires that all Member States should be 
given equal chances in the NAP proceedings does not relate to the Commission's assessment 
of the NAPs, but to the information available to the Member States. The Commission has 
therefore not established that the relevant exception in Article 4(2) of Regulation 1049/2001 
applied to the documents in question. 

1.17 In view of the Ombudsman's conclusions in points 1.14 and 1.16 above, that is, that the 
Commission has not established that Article 4(2) and Article 4(3), first sub-paragraph, of 
Regulation 1049/2001 applied to the documents in question, it appears that the Commission 
wrongly refused access to the requested documents in its decision of 17 March 2005. This 
constitutes an instance of maladministration and the Ombudsman will make a critical remark in 
this regard. 

1.18 Since the complainant now appears to have been granted access to all the requested 
documents, the Ombudsman finds his claim to have been fulfilled. 
2 Conclusion 
On the basis of the Ombudsman's inquiries into this complaint, it is necessary to make the 
following critical remark: 

Principles of good administration require that valid and convincing arguments are provided 
where a request for access to documents made under Regulation 1049/2001 is rejected. The 
Commission refused access to the documents concerned on the basis of Article 4(2), third 
indent, and Article 4(3), first sub-paragraph, of Regulation 1049/2001. 

Article 4(3), first sub-paragraph, of Regulation 1049/2001 applies to documents draw up by an 
institution for internal use . The Ombudsman notes that the documents covered by the request 
for access were communications sent to and received from the authorities of certain Member 
States. In the Ombudsman's view, they cannot, therefore, be considered as documents meant 
for internal use. 

Article 4(2) of Regulation 1049/2001 requires that, in order for access to be refused, it has to be 
established that disclosure would undermine the protection of the purpose of investigations. The
purpose of the investigation in the present context, that is, the Commission's assessment of the 
NAPs, was to make sure that the Member States' NAPs are in conformity with Community law. 
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In order for the exception to access in Article 4(2) to be applicable, it has to be established that 
the disclosure of documents relating to the assessment of other Member States' NAPs would 
undermine this purpose. This has not been established by the Commission. In view of the 
above, the Commission has not established that the exceptions to access in Article 4(2) and 
Article 4(3), first sub-paragraph, of Regulation 1049/2001 applied to the documents in question. 
It therefore appears that the Commission wrongly refused access to the requested documents 
during ongoing NAP procedure. That constitutes an instance of maladministration. 

Given that this aspect of the case concerns procedures relating to specific events in the past 
and that the complainant now appears to have been granted access to all the requested 
documents, it is not appropriate to pursue a friendly settlement of the matter. 

The Ombudsman therefore closes the case. 

The President of the Commission will also be informed of this decision. 

Yours sincerely, 

P. Nikiforos DIAMANDOUROS 
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