
This is a repository copy of Transparency Requirements in the Course of a Legislative 
Procedure: Council v. Access Info Europe.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/98865/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:

Lea, S. and Cardwell, P.J. (2015) Transparency Requirements in the Course of a 
Legislative Procedure: Council v. Access Info Europe. European Public Law, 21 (1). pp. 
61-80. ISSN 1354-3725 

eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

Reuse 

Unless indicated otherwise, fulltext items are protected by copyright with all rights reserved. The copyright 
exception in section 29 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 allows the making of a single copy 
solely for the purpose of non-commercial research or private study within the limits of fair dealing. The 
publisher or other rights-holder may allow further reproduction and re-use of this version - refer to the White 
Rose Research Online record for this item. Where records identify the publisher as the copyright holder, 
users can verify any specific terms of use on the publisher’s website. 

Takedown 

If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by 
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request. 

mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/


 1 

Transparency requirements in the course of a legislative procedure: Council v. Access Info Europe 

Case C-280/11 P, Council of the European Union v. Access Info Europe, Judgement of the Court (First 

Chamber) of 17 October 2013, nyr 

1. Introduction 

Can the identity of EU Member States be hidden from public view during the legislative process? In 

this judgment, the Court of Justice had the opportunity to consider and clarify the extent of the 

transparency duty imposed by Regulation 1049/2001,
1
 where the centralised institutions are acting 

in their legislative capacity. The appeal, brought by the Council against the decision of the General 

Court of 22 March 2011
2
 posed the question of whether, under Article 4(3) of the Regulation,

3
 the 

Council could refuse access to those parts of Council documents that disclosed the identity of 

Member States, who had submitted proposals that sought to amend draft Commission legislation.  

Specifically, the Commission legislation at issue was a proposal to recast Regulation 1049/2001 itself.    

The Court of Justice, affirming the position adopted by the General Court answered this 

question in the negative.  Supporting the view that the broad purposes outlined in recitals 1 and 2 of 

the Regulation
4
 require that the principle of transparency should generally be prioritised over 

concerns about the effectiveness of the decision-making process, the appeal was dismissed.  

Furthermore, reiterating the reasoning that it had provided in Sison v Council,
5
 Sweden and Turco v 

Council,
6
 Sweden and Others v API and Commission,

7
 and Sweden v My Travel and Commission,

8
 the 

Court concluded the exceptions provided in the Regulation, such as they permit derogations from 

ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ŽĨ ͚ǁŝĚĞƐƚ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͛ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ ŝŶ Aƌƚicle 1, must be interpreted 

and applied strictly. Thus, where access is refused, the institution concerned must provide 

compelling reasons for why disclosure of the requested information would impact specifically on the 

interest that is protected by the exception invoked under Article 4. Further, as per Sweden v My 

Travel and Commission,
9
 the reasons should detail explicitly how the risk identified is both real and 

reasonably foreseeable. 

It is ironic that ʹ as was referred to in the judgment ʹ the  information the Council refused to 

provide in this case, and which it has since fought to remain secret ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ũƵĚŝĐŝĂů 
processes, has nevertheless been publicly available since 26 November 2008, albeit as a result of 

                                                           
1
 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, O.J. 2001, L 145/43.  
2
 Case T-233/-09 Access Info Europe v. Council of the European Union [2011] ECR II-1073. 

3
 ͚Access to a document, drawn up by an institution for internal use or received by an institution, which relates 

to a matter where the decision has not been taken by the institution, shall be refused if disclosure of the 

document would seriously undermine the institution's decision-making process, unless there is an overriding 

ƉƵďůŝĐ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ͛͘ 
4
 Recital 1: ͚TŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ƐƵďƉĂƌĂŐƌĂƉŚ ŽĨ AƌƚŝĐůĞ ϭ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ TƌĞĂƚǇ ŽŶ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ UŶŝŽŶ ĞŶƐŚƌŝŶĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ 

openness, stating that the Treaty marks a new stage in the process of creating an ever closer union among the 

ƉĞŽƉůĞƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ͕ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ƚĂŬĞŶ ĂƐ ŽƉĞŶůǇ ĂƐ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ĂŶĚ ĂƐ ĐůŽƐĞůǇ ĂƐ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ͛ 
and Recital 2:  ͚OƉĞŶŶĞƐƐ ĞŶĂďůĞƐ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ƚŽ participate more closely in the decision-making process and 

guarantees that the administration enjoys greater legitimacy and is more effective and more accountable to 

ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ŝŶ Ă ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͙͛͘ 
5
 Case C-266/05 P Sison v Council [2007] ECR I-1233, para. 63. 

6
 Joined Cases C-39/05 P and C52/05 P Sweden and Turco v Council [2008] ECR I-4723, para. 36. 

7
 Case C-523/07 P Sweden and Others v API and Commission [2010] ECR I-8533, para. 73. 

8
 Case C-506/08 Sweden v My Travel and Commission [2011] ECR I-6237, para. 75. 

9
 Ibid, para. 76. 
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unauthorised disclosure by the organisation Statewatch.
10

 Notwithstanding this fact (which the 

Council claims it was unaware of at the time it took the contested decision), the Council maintains 

that Member State delegations must be allowed to submit proposals for amendments to legislation 

in secret, since the public pressure that would result from disclosure would bind those delegations 

to the positions submitted, thus debilitating the process of achieving consensus later on.    

The stark contrast between the positions taken by the Court of Justice and the Council in this 

case reveal interesting, divergent approaches to transparency in the process of EU integration. On 

the one hand, contrary to the position adopted by the Council, it is almost impossible to quantify the 

realistic possibility of legislative breakdown, which perhaps suggests an intention to forestall further 

expansion of the scope of the Regulation, along with a desire to roll back the substantive reach of 

the general principle of openness that it arguably embodies.  FƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ position exposes 

its willingness to resort to a diplomatic culture of secrecy,
11

 precisely at the moment when citizens 

(should) have an ever interest in the positions adopted by their representatives, thus casting a 

shadow over the notion that legislative transparency can or will promote further accountability in 

ƚŚĞ EU͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making processes.
12

 The Court of Justice, on the other hand, appears equally 

determined to rigidly adhere to the position it adopted in the Turco and My Travel decisions and the 

͚ƐƉŝƌŝƚ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘ Here, it effectively determined that the general principle of 

openness underpinning the Regulation could itself be invoked as an overriding public interest 

requiring disclosure, since it ͚Ğnables citizens to participate more closely in the decision making 

process and guarantees that the administration enjoys greater legitimacy...͛13
 This stance reveals the 

CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ƚƌĞŶĐŚĂŶƚ unwillingness to proffer a graduated interpretation of the transparency principle, 

wise to its nuances and transaction costs.
14

  Recalling that the original document requested in this 

case pertained to possible reforms to the transparency Regulation itself, the commitment displayed 

by the Council and the Court to their vehemently opposing and entrenched policy positions, suggests 

that EU transparency may have already reached its high-water mark if the Council is determined to 

revisit the scope of the Regulation in this way.    

 

2. Facts 

 

Access Info Europe is a civil society organisation established in Madrid, which according to its 

mission statement, ŝƐ ͚working to advance openness, transparency and the right to know͛. On 3 

December 2008, it applied to the Council under Regulation 1049/2001 for access to a note of 26 

November 2008, from the General Secretariat to the Working Party that had been set up by the 

                                                           
10

 Accessible at http://www.statewatch.org/news/2008/dec/eu-access-to-docs-16338-08.pdf, (accessed 

12/11/2013).   
11

 See for instance͕ CŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶƐĞŶ Θ VĂŶŚŽŽŶĂĐŬĞƌ͕ ͞At a critical juncture? Change and continuity in the 

institutional development of the council secretariat͕͟ 31(4) West European Politics (2008), 751.  Historical 

institutional accounts of institutional development in the EU would suggest that continuity in institutional 

culture can be explained by the phenomenon of path-dependency, which is influenced heavily by prior 

institutional choices and the inertia of bureaucratic/regulatory processes.   
12

 Cross, ͞The seen and the unseen in legislative politics: explaining censorship in the Council of Ministers of 

the European Union͕͟ 21(2) Journal of European Public Policy (2014), 268͖ LŝŶĚƐƚĞĚƚ Θ NĂƵƌŝŶ͕ ͞Transparency is 

not enough: making transparency effective in reducing corruption͕͟ 31(3) International Political Science 

Review (2010), 301.   
13

 Turco, op.cit. note 6, para. 45. 
14

 HĞĂůĚ͕ ͞Varieties of Transparency?͟, in Hood & Heald (Eds.), Transparency: The Key to Better Governance 

(OUP, 2008), pp. 25-43. 

http://www.statewatch.org/news/2008/dec/eu-access-to-docs-16338-08.pdf
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Council in connection with the amendment of that very Regulation. The requested document 

contained certain proposals for amendments, or for re-drafting, submitted by the delegations of a 

number of Member States at a meeting of the working party held on 25 November 2008.
15

  

 On 17 December 2008, the Council provided partial access to the requested document, 

having censored all references to the identity of the Member States who had submitted proposals.  

The Council cited, by means of justification, ͚ƚŚĞ ƌŝƐŬ ŽĨ ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-

making procedure [which] is reasonably foreseeable and not purely hypothetical͛͘16
 The Council 

claimed that disclosure would seriously undermine the decision-making process and that there was 

no public interest in disclosure, pursuant to Article 4(3) of Regulation 1049/2001.
17

   

 TŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚion was further confirmed by a Decision adopted on 26 February 2009, 

(͚ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͛) pursuant to a confirmatory application made by Access Info Europe under 

Article 7 of the Regulation.
 18

   

  

3. Decision of the General Court 

 

Access Info Europe brought proceedings in the General Court for annulment of the contested 

decision on the basis of a breach of Article 4(3) of the Regulation ĂŶĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĨĂŝůƵƌĞ to 

state sufficient reasons for its decision.   

On 22 March 2011, the General Court upheld the action for annulment, having regard to the 

broad principle of ƚŚĞ ͚ǁŝĚĞƐƚ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͛19
 access set out in the recitals to the Regulation and in Article 

1 thereof,
20

 it stated that exceptions to access can only be justified where an interest protected by 

an exception is actually and specifically undermined.
21

 The Court emphasised the ͚ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ exercise 

of their [citizens] democratic rights͕͛22
 and that a document concerning an interest protected by an 

exception does not provide sufficient reasoning, in and of itself, to justify application of that 

exception
23

.  The General Court relied on its own previous jurisprudence and that of the Court of 

Justice of the EU (CJEU) to emphasise the democratic and participatory nature of the Regulation. The 

Council, in seeking to rely upon the exception in Article 4(3), must show the ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ͚ůĞŐĂů ĂŶĚ 
ĨĂĐƚƵĂů ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ͛, and the Court was not swayeĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ŐĞŶĞƌŝĐ argument (supported by 

Greece and the UKͿ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ͛ ŝŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŽƉŝĐ͘24
 

The CŽƵƌƚ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶ ƚŚat damage to the decision-making 

process was in fact reasonably foreseeable and not purely hypothetical.
25

  Given that the discussions 

were still at an initial stage, the Court did not find that the process was at such a stage that the 

positions of the delegations could be entrenched.
26

 The Court gave short shrift to the assertion by 

                                                           
15

 Judgment of the CJEU, para. 5. 
16

 ibid, para 10. 
17

 ibid, para. 7. 
18

 Where an institution has made a total or partial refusal, the applicant may, within 15 days of receiving a 

negative response, make a confirmatory application requesting that the institution concerned reconsider its 

position.   
19

 Judgment of the General Court, para. 56 
20

 Ibid, paras. 55-58. 
21

 Ibid, paras. 59-60. 
22

 Ibid, para. 57. 
23

 Ibid, para. 59. 
24

 Ibid, para 46. 
25

 Ibid, para. 59. 
26

 Ibid, para. 67-68. 
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the Council that disclosure of the identity of the Member States would result in public pressure to 

ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚ ĂŶǇ ͚ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ƚĞŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŽƉĞŶŶĞƐƐ͛͘27
 Tellingly, the Court also stated 

that, ͚By its nature, a proposal is designed to be discussed, whether it be anonymous or not, not to 

remain unchanged following that discussion if the identity of its author is known. Public opinion is 

perfectly capable of understanding that the author of a proposal is likely to amend its content 

subsequently͛͘28
 The Council had not engaged the procedure for definiŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ĂƐ ͚ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ͕͛ 

as the Regulation permits in Article 9. In finding that the Council infringed the first subparagraph of 

Article 4(3) of the Regulation by precluding the disclosure, the Court did not find that it was 

necessary to assess whether there was an overriding public interest justification. 

 The Council sought leave to appeal to the Court of Justice. The opinion of Advocate General 

Cruz Villalón was delivered on 16 May 2013.  

 

4. Opinion of the Advocate General  

 

In his opinion, Advocate General Cruz Villalón helpfully amalgamated the various strands of the 

CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĂƉƉĞĂů ŝŶƚŽ ŽŶĞ ĐŽƌĞ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ͕ namely the failure to apply the Article 4(3) exception 

correctly, as a result of a failure to appropriately balance the relevant interests. He noted that the 

appeal rested on whether or not the General Court had adopted the correct interpretation of Article 

ϰ;ϯͿ͕ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƌĚ ŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ĂƉƉĞĂů ;ĂůůĞŐĞĚ ŝŶĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ ǁŝƚŚ 
the case-law of the Court of Justice, and alleged error of law) if substantiated, are evidence of a 

misapplication of exception, rather than two independent grounds of appeal.
29

 

 Regarding the appropriate balance of relevant interests, the Advocate General began by 

examining ƚŚĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů ĂĐƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͛ under primary law.  He found 

that since ƚŚĞ TƌĞĂƚǇ ŽĨ AŵƐƚĞƌĚĂŵ͕ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ŚĂƐ a specific meaning in the lexis of 

the EU, where pursuant to Article 207(3) EC, subparagraph 2,
30

 the Council was under a duty to 

define the instances in which it was actinŐ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͛͘ That duty existed precisely to 

facilitate the effectiveness of Article 255(1), which provided for a right of access to documents of the 

institutions.
31

  As such, in view of the particular importance that the Treaty has given to the concept 

of legislative capacity, and since the Union has provided access legislation, the right of access must 

apply precisely when the Council is exercising its legislative authority.
32

 This position is further 

ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ďǇ ƌĞĐŝƚĂů ϲ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞĂŵďůĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ǁŝĚĞƌ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƐŚŽƵůĚ 
ďĞ ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ͙ǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ĂĐƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ Ă ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͛͘33

  

 On the basis of this assessment of the principle of providing access where the Council is 

acting in a legislative capacity, the Advocate General further established that the Council is acting 

legislatively, according to its own rules of procedure in force at the relevant time.
34

  TŚŝƐ ͚legislative 

                                                           
27

 Ibid, para 68. 
28

 Ibid, para 69. 
29

 Opinion, para. 32 . 
30

 Now Article 240 TFEU, however, the subparagraph under discussion here has been removed. 
31

 Opinion, para. 39  
32

 Ibid.   
33

 Opinon, para. 40 . 
34

 OƉŝŶŝŽŶ͕ ƉĂƌĂ͘ ϰϭ͘  AƌƚŝĐůĞ ϳ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ‘ƵůĞƐ ŽĨ PƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ͚ƚŚĞ Council acts in its legislative 

capacity within the meaning of the second subparagraph of Article 207(3) of the EC Treaty when it adopts rules 

which are legally binding in or for the Member States, by means of Regulations, directives, framework 

decisions Žƌ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ͕ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ TƌĞĂƚŝĞƐ͙͛  
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ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͛ ŚĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂŶĂůŽŐŽƵƐ ƚŽ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ͛ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ MĞŵďĞƌ “ƚĂƚĞƐ͕ 
wherein both processes, ͚ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ƐĂƚŝƐĨǇ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ 
ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ͛͘35

 Further, the characteristics of Union legislation, namely their general 

application, binding nature, and ability to override conflicting sovereign national legislation, require 

͚Ă ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂĐǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ďĞ ďĞƐƚŽǁĞĚ ďǇ Ă ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƚhe 

principles that have traditionally governed the workings of national legislatures that are 

ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝǀĞ ŝŶ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛͘36
 

 Having clarified the expectation that the Council should maintain the principle of openness, 

the Advocate General went on to consider the nature of the requested document in light of the 

wording and purpose of the exception contained in Article 4(3) of the Regulation. Here he accepted 

that the document was, prima facie an internal ͚ŶŽƚĞ͛ ƚŚĂƚ ŚĂĚ ďĞĞŶ ĚƌĂǁ ƵƉ ďǇ ƚŚĞ GĞŶĞƌal 

“ĞĐƌĞƚĂƌŝĂƚ ĨŽƌ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚WŽƌŬŝŶŐ PĂƌƚŝĞƐ͕͛ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ĂƌĞ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ‘ƵůĞƐ ŽĨ 
Procedure.

37
  TŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ ͚ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ĨŽƌ ĂŵĞŶĚŵĞŶƚƐ͕ Žƌ ƌĞ-drafting, entered by a 

ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ MĞŵďĞƌ “ƚĂƚĞƐ͛͘38
 As such, in accordance with the CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ‘ƵůĞƐ ŽĨ PƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ͕ ƚŚĞ 

ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ǀŝĞǁĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ͚ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ƵƐĞ ĂƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ 
ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞůŝŵŝŶĂƌǇ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ͕͛ ƉƵƌƐƵĂŶƚ ƚŽ AƌƚŝĐůĞ 
4(3).

39
       

 Nevertheless, the Advocate General proceeded to distinguish between ͚ordinary͛ internal 

use and internal use as part of a legislative procedure, which, irrespective of the stage at which it 

occurs in the negotiation process, is legislative all the same.  Further, he argued that the scope of the 

exception in Article 4(3) is scarcely appropriate in the context of a legislative procedure, where it 

might even be said that there can be no sucŚ ƚŚŝŶŐ ĂƐ ĂŶ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ͛.40
 Therefore, whilst the 

exception might not be a priori inĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂŶ 
assessment of the likelihood of disclosure causing serious harm versus the existence of an overriding 

public interest in disclosure, the scale is tipped in favour of the latter. 
41

 

 The Advocate General thus concluded that in balancing the relevant interests, the General 

Court appropriately considered the range of competing considerations, determining that the 

applicant should be given access to the names of Member States who had submitted the various 

proposals contained in the note. In doing so, he further reiterated his opinion that the legislative 

process must be public, dismissing the submissions of intervening Member States before the 

General Court, who argued that transparency, and democratic debate were ensured by granting 

access to the material content of the proposals. The Advocate General concluded that this was a 

barrier to accountability,
42

 as such, a general refusal to provide the identity of Member States in 

submitting amendments as part of a legislative procedure cannot be accepted.
43

 

 In approaching the second and third grounds for appeal, the Advocate General expeditiously 

found no inconsistency with the previous case law of the Court of Justice.  Though the Council 

                                                           
35

 Opinion, para. 42 .  
36

 Opinion, para. 43. 
37

 AƌƚŝĐůĞ ϭϵ;ϯͿ ͚ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞƐ Žƌ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ƐĞƚ ƵƉ ďǇ͕ Žƌ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉƌŽǀĂů ŽĨ CŽƌĞƉĞƌ͕ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ǀŝĞǁ 
to carrying out certain prepaƌĂƚŽƌǇ ǁŽƌŬ Žƌ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ŝŶ ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ͛͘  
38

 Opinion, para. 48. 
39

 Opinion, para. 49. 
40

 Opinion, para. 51. 
41

 Opinion paras. 52-53.  
42

 Opinion paras. 63-71. 
43

 Opinion, paras. 59-60. 
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alleged that it could rely on general, rather than specific, reasons to refuse disclosure, the Advocate 

General highlighted that this was a rebuttable presumption that relates only to certain documents 

ďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐ ƚŽ Ă ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ͚ĐůĂƐƐ͕͛ ǁŚĞƌĞ ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ procedure to which those 

documents belong.   Further, the contested document did not belong to a category of documents for 

which there is a presumption against disclosure; rather the Council had submitted that it should not 

be disclosed because of its particularly sensitive nature.
44

   

 Finally, in respect of the alleged errors of law, the Advocate General concluded that the 

General Court had appropriately considered the state of progress of discussions to which the 

contested document related, along with its ƉƵƌƉŽƌƚĞĚ ͚ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞ ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͛͘  FƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂů CŽƵƌƚ 
had correctly applied the law, requiring the Council to evidence actual harm to the interest 

protected by the exception it had tried to invoke. 
45

   

5. Judgment of the Court 

In its judgment, the Court dismissed all the grounds of appeal brought by the Council (and supported 

by several Member States) against the judgment of the General Court. The Court relied, like the 

Advocate General, on the broader legal context in which Regulation 1049/2001 operates, i.e. to give 

effect to the commitment made in Article 1 TEU. This Court did not however make reference to the 

CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͛ ŝŶ ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ UŶŝŽŶ ůĂǁ͘  The Courƚ͛Ɛ ũƵĚŐŵĞŶƚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ AĚǀŽĐĂƚĞ 
General͛Ɛ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞ is placed ŽŶ ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ĐĂƐĞ ůĂǁ ĨƌŽŵ ϮϬϬϴ 
(Sweden and Turco; Sweden v Commission and Sweden v MyTravel) to show the consistency of its 

approach in interpreting and applying exceptions to the principle of the widest possible public access 

strictly.  Pursuing the now established reasoning it presented in the various Swedish cases, the Court 

found that the application of the exceptions provided for in Article 4 of the Regulation are to be 

applied restrictively. The institution concerned must in principle explain how the disclosure would 

specifically and actually undermine the interest that is protected by the exception, and further, the 

institution concerned must weigh the particular interest to be protected against the public interest 

in the document being made accessible.
46

   

 The Court then proceeded to rebut ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĐůĂŝŵ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂů CŽƵƌƚ ŚĂĚ ĨĂŝůĞĚ ƚŽ 
adequately weigh the risk to its decision-making processes. The Court also rejected arguments made 

by the Czech Republic and Spain, who claim that the content of the proposals was disclosed, thus 

guaranteeing the objective set out in recitals 1 & 2 of the Regulation.  By refusing to disclose the 

identities of the delegations submitting those proposals, the Court found that the disclosure fell 

ƐŚŽƌƚ ŽĨ ĐŽŶĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ĂƐ ͚ǁŝĚĞ Ă ƌŝŐŚƚ ŽĨ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ĂƐ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͛͘47
  Here the Court does not render its 

reasoning as explicit as that provided by the Advocate General͗ ͚ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĚĞďĂƚĞ 
involves, above all, accountability; and to have accountability it is essential to know the identity of 

ƚŚŽƐĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞďĂƚĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ͕ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ĚŽŝŶŐ ƐŽ͛͘48
  

Nevertheless, both appear to assume a symbiotic relationship between transparency and 

accountability, stemming from recital 2 of the Regulation, since both conclude that partial disclosure 

fails to obtain the objective inherent in Regulation 1049/2001.    

                                                           
44

 Opinion, paras. 74-78.   
45

 Opinion, paras. 79-84. 
46

 Judgment, paras. 27-32. 
47

 Judgment, para. 40 . 
48

 Opinion, para. 71. 
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 Rejecting the first ground as unfounded, the Court of Justice considered next ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ 
third ground of appeal, namely that the General Court erred in law.  The Court of Justice dismissed 

this as a misreading by the Council of the judgement under appeal, finding the ground for appeal to 

be partly unfounded and partly inadmissible.
49

 The Council had attempted to submit here that 

lengthiness of the legislative procedure in question was evidence of the sensitive nature of the 

requested document.  As such the General Court had erred in suggesting that this could be 

accounted for by a range of political and legal factors stemming from the passage of the Lisbon 

Treaty.  The Council, for its part, submitted to the Court of Justice that the delay was attributable, at 

least in part, to a decline in candour and completeness of discussion in the working parties following 

the unauthorised disclosure, which had diminished the effectiveness of the decision-making process 

within the Council.
50

  The Council further suggested that the delay over the legislative dossier was 

attributable also, at least in part, to the fact that Member States found it difficult to move beyond 

their initial negotiation positions following the unauthorised disclosure.
51

   

 TŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ŚĞƌĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ͕ ĂƐ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ AĚǀŽĐĂƚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂů͕ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
suggestion that the General Court failed to adequately take into account the nature of the risk of 

disclosure on the effectiveness of the decision-making process. The Court of Justice adopted a strict 

reading of the Regulation; it stated that there is nothing in the exception that would justify non-

disclosure on the basis of the preliminary nature of the discussions.
52

 Further, the Court of Justice 

then relied on Article 256 TFEU and its own settled case-law, to argue that the General Court had 

exclusive jurisdiction to make findings of fact.
53

 It had exercised that jurisdiction in finding that the 

CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚƐ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making process had been undermined.  

Accordingly, since the Council had not submitted, nor did the Court accept, that there had been a 

clear distortion of evidence, there was no point of law to answer and the ground was therefore 

partly inadmissible.
54

   

 Finally the Court of Justice considered ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛s second ground of appeal, namely that 

the General Court erred in not finding that the Council was able to rely on general considerations as 

justification for refusing access to the requested document. Here, the Court determined that 

institutions are in fact allowed to base non-disclosure decisions on general presumptions applying to 

certain categories of document, since similar general considerations are likely to apply to requests 

for disclosure for documents of a similar nature.  Nevertheless, the Court went on to find that the 

reasons provided by the Council to the General Court, in respect of needing to protect the 

delĞŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ƌŽŽŵ ĨŽƌ ŵĂŶŽĞƵǀƌĞ͕ ĚŝĚ not constitute a sufficient basis for the application of the 

exception under the first paragraph of Article 4(3).
55

 Accordingly, the appeal was dismissed.   

 

6. Commentary 

The outcome of Council v Access Info Europe is interesting for three principal reasons which merit 

comment here. First, with only a limited number of opportunities to consider the exceptions to 

                                                           
49

 Judgment, paras. 58, 61 & 68.   
50

 Judgment, para. 49. 
51

 Judgment, para. 50. 
52

 Judgment, para 60. 
53

 Case C-510/06 P Archer Daniels Midland v Commission [2009] ECR I-1843, para. 105; Case C-626/10 P 

Agapiou Joséphidès v Commmission and EACEA [2011] ECR I-169, para. 107. 
54

 Judgment, para. 65. 
55

 Judgment, para. 74. 
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transparency provided under Regulation 1049/2001, the Court has clarified for the first time the 

quality of reasoning that must be supplied by the institutions when they invoke Article 4(3) in the 

context of a legislative procedure. Second, on a related but distinct point, the decision can be 

characterised as an emphatic defence by the Court of the general principles underpinning Regulation 

1049/2001 and the legislative-administrative distinction. This is particularly significant given the 

reform process of the Regulation itself which formed the backdrop to the case, a process that has 

been forestalled by much political disagreement and controversy. Finally, the arguments used by the 

Council, and the response by the Court of Justice bring into focus the factors at play in the potential 

recasting of the Regulation and transparency in the EU. 

 

a. The nature and effects of article 4(3) in relation to ͚legislative͛ documents.    

 

Both the General Court and the Court of Justice concluded that the Council had not 

established to the requisite standard that its decision-making process would be adversely affected 

by disclosure of a document that detailed the positions of Member State delegations in relation to a 

legislative proposal. In doing so, the Court of Justice has aligned the standard for exceptions under 

Article 4(3) with its settled case-law on the exception relating to legal advice provided in Article 

4(2).
56

 What is therefore notable about this case is the similar line of reasoning pursued by the 

General Court, the Advocate General and the CJEU itself. This can be contrasted with both Sweden v 

Turco and MyTravel, where the Court of First Instance (as it was) and CJEU reached different results, 

ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ CJEU ďĞŝŶŐ ŵĂƌŬĞĚůǇ ůĞƐƐ ŝŵƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ďǇ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƚ ƐĂǁ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ŐĞŶĞƌĂů͛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ŵĂĚĞ ďǇ ƚŚĞ 
Council, in respect of the need to protect its documented legal adǀŝĐĞ ĨƌŽŵ ͚ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ͛͘57

 

Following the MyTravel litigation, the General Court was required to address the exception in article 

4(3) for the first time in Muñiz,
58

 which was not subsequently appealed. In Muñiz, the General Court 

seemed more reluctant ƚŽ ĂĐĐĞƉƚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚƐ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making process 

would be concretely and effectively undermined, if it were required to disclose documents relating 

to the preliminary meetings of a working group, pursuant to an ongoing legislative procedure. It 

ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ĂƐ ƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚůǇ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĂů ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ 
there would need to be evidence of external pressure. The General Court does not go as far as the 

Court of Justice later does when it attempts to disassociate the act of disclosure from any resultant 

                                                           
56

 Sweden and Turco v Council, supra n.6; Sweden v MyTravel & Commission, supra n.8.  In these cases, the 

General Court had made a distinction between legal advice made pursuant to a legislative procedure, and legal 

advice made pursuant to an administrative procedure, arguing that the Regulation required greater openness 

in the case of the former. The Court of Justice modified this position in MyTravel, determining that full access 

should in principle also be provided where an administrative process has ended. Article 4(2) provides for a 

ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ŽĨ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͞ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ŽĨ Ă 
natural or legal person, including intellectual property; court proceedings and legal advice; the purpose of 

ŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƵĚŝƚ͘͟ TŚĞ ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ AƌƚŝĐůĞ ϰ;ϮͿ ĂƌĞ ŵĂŶĚĂƚŽƌǇ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ 
institutions concerned must refuse disclosure where the interest concerned would be undermined. In the case 

law of both the Court of Justice and the General Court however, the institution seeking to rely on one or other 

of the exceptions has been procedurally required to show that it has conducƚĞĚ Ă ͚ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ ĂŶĚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů 
ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ͕ CĂƐĞ T-380/04, Terezakis v Commission, ECR II-11; Case T-237/05 

Editions Jacob v Commission; Case T-111/07 Agrofert Holdings v Commission.  Further, in Sweden & API v 

Commission, supra Ŷ͘ϳ͕ ďŽƚŚ ĐŽƵƌƚƐ ƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŽǀĞƌƌŝĚŝŶŐ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͛ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 
exception should be distinct from the general requirement of openness underpinning the Regulation, the 

requirement of openness itself may become overriding in the particular circumstances of the case.    
57

 See Arnull, 46(2) CMLRev, p. 1228 et seq.  
58

 Case T-144/05 Muñiz v Commission [2008] ECR II-335. 
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pressure, but this nevertheless seems to be the point at which judicial interpretation in both courts 

begins to align. Muñiz is not cited by the General Court in the Access Info Europe decision.  

As the Advocate General stated, Access Info Europe was the first opportunity to consider the 

precise extent of duty to ensure transparency on institutions where they are acting not only in their 

legislative capacity (as in Sweden and Turco v Council) but in the course of a legislative procedure.  As 

such, the judgment does not refer extensively to other case law and is distinguished from Turco
59

 

save for where it helps fuse legislative procedure and legislative capacity within a general meaning 

ŽĨ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ͛͘ 60
 The Advocate General provides some robust comments and insight into how the 

concept of acting in a legislative capacity is to be understood in the Treaties. Concluding that 

ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ modus operandi in legislative terms may characteristically be described as 

ŝŶƚĞƌŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂů͕ ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ǀŝĞǁĞĚ ĂƐ ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ ĂŶĂůŽŐŽƵƐ ƚŽ 
the process that takes place in the Member States, as such it is fundamentally bound by the same 

standards of democratic legitimacy, thus necessitating the fullest possible transparency.  

 

b. TŚĞ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ 

 

In the light of this judgment, the legislative procedure cannot be seen as a narrowly defined 

concept. As a related issue, Access Info Europe is also helpful in terms of our understanding of the 

ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞ͛ in the post-Lisbon legal order of the EU. As the 

Advocate General succinctly explained as a justification for a wide concept in terms of legitimacy, 

͚[I]n the context of this public procedure, transparency therefore plays a key role that is somewhat 

different from its role in administrative procedures. While, in administrative procedures, 

transparency serves the very specific purpose of ensuring that the authorities are subject to the rule 

of law, in the legislative procedure it serves the purpose of legitimising the law itself and with it the 

ůĞŐĂů ŽƌĚĞƌ ĂƐ Ă ǁŚŽůĞ͛͘61
  Whilst the Court did not repeat verbatim such a formulation in its decision, 

the overall tone of the CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ĚŝĐƚĂ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ƌĞďƵƚƚĂů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ĞǆŚŝďŝƚƐ ũƵƐƚ ƐƵĐŚ ĂŶ 
undĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ͘ TŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ƌĞĐŝƚĂůƐ Ϯ ĂŶĚ ϲ ŽĨ ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ϭϬϰϵͬϮϬϬϭ 
ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ͛ ŽĨ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛ ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making processes, casts a large 

ŶĞƚ ŽǀĞƌ ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ĐĂƵŐŚƚ ďǇ ͚ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůĞŐŝƚŝŵŝƐŝŶŐ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ wider access has.
62

  

This point is also supported by the continuinŐ ƚŚĞŵĞ ĚĞƚĞĐƚĂďůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ ŽĨ JƵƐƚŝĐĞ͛Ɛ 

reasoning which comes to the fore in Access Info Europe. Both the Turco and MyTravel decisions 

suggest a certain ambivalence by the Court towards any sensitivities underlying the tense political 

consensus that has influenced much of the wording of the Regulation,
63

 focussing intently on the 

legitimacy enhancing potential of the Regulation in enabling citizens to participate more closely in 

the life of the Union. This is not the case in Access Info Europe͕ ĂƐ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ 
ƌĞďƵƚƚĂů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͘ 
 This consistency ʹ and strengthening of the language ʹ might suggest that the Court is acting 

ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐĂǀŝŽƵƌ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐƉŝƌŝƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ ‘ĞŐƵlation, a discussion which is addressed in the 

following section. However, for Arnull, the failure to give appropriate consideration to the 

                                                           
59

 Judgment, para. 5. 
60

 Ibid. para 42. 
61

 Opinion, para 64. 
62

 Judgment, paras. 32 & 33. 
63

 The nature of the political compromise underpinning the terms of the Regulation was specifically highlighted 

by Denmark in Case C-64/05 P, Sweden v. IFAW, [2007] ECR I-11389, para. 33. 
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Regulation͛Ɛ ƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ was a notable weakness in the reasoning of the General 

Court, insofar as it is indicative of a failure to balance competing considerations that might tend 

towards non-disclosure. This is particularly the case when considered alongside basic principles that 

the Court has established in the interpretation of the exceptions, which themselves already seek to 

maximise openness.
64

 Nevertheless, whilst there might compelling reasons for which the 

confidentiality of legal advice given in the course of a legislative procedure ought to be protected, in 

the interests of ensuring both candour and effectiveness,
65

 the same weight cannot be attached to 

the submissions of delegations of the Member States. The most compelling and frequently cited 

ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ LĞŐĂů “ĞƌǀŝĐĞ ǁŝůů ƐŚŝĨƚ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ ŵŽƌĞ ŽƌĂů ĂŶĚ 
less candid advice, which cannot later be disclosed in a request for documents, and which would 

have the consequence of diminishing the effectiveness of the service. This is however an argument 

that has been received with some scepticism͘ AƌŶƵůů͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƉĞƌƚĂŝŶƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ 
nature and format of the Council SecretĂƌŝĂƚ͛Ɛ ůĞŐĂů ĂĚǀŝĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŐŝǀĞŶ͘ 
He believes that such advice is best characterised in terms of the principle of professional privilege, 

which underpins the very existence of Article 4(2) and the exception contained therein. In addition, 

he believes that given the detailed and technocratic nature of such advice, its disclosure would 

contribute little, if anything to promote legitimacy in the eyes of EU citizens.  

Nevertheless, here the parties are engaged in an entirely politically motivated, and 

fundamentally deliberative, process of establishing the scope of the provisions of a new legislative 

act, which ʹ according to one reading of the general principles established by the Regulation - should 

take place publicly.  Allowing Member State delegations to submit proposals in secret risks that they 

subsequently seek to evade national accountability, it may also de-legitimise their role as Member 

State representatives by allowing a culture of diplomacy to prioritise expediency over openness, 

honesty and fairness. Indeed, when operating under a veil of secrecy, it appears that the capacity to 

act deceitfully correspondingly increases the temptation to do so, a phenomenon in which certainly 

national ministers appear to have form, as the earliest (pre-Regulation 1049/2001) litigation on 

transparency lays bare.
66

   

Notwithstanding these concerns, some commentators have highlighted that fundamentally 

legislative activities in Council still take place in a setting that is also highly politically sensitive. This 

can have serious transaction implications for the positions submitted by delegations, which may 

become subjugated by the cat-calls of savvy interest groups.
67

 The Court however has chosen to 

place minimal, if any emphasis, on arguments raising such concerns, reasoning steadfastly in favour 

of openness. Equally steadfastly, the Council persisted here in submitting in its defence, an 

argument framed in almost identical terms to that which had been used by the Commission in the 

Turco decision:  

                                                           
64

 Arnull, op. cit, n.57, at p. 1231. 
65

 see Arnull, ibid.      
66

 See Case T-194/94 Carvel v Council of Ministers [1996] All ER (EC) 53 at 62, where the Council submits that 

ŝƚƐ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ĂƌĞ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚ ďǇ ͞ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ŽĨ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƚƐ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ 
freely express their national preoccupations and positions. It is essential that those positions remain 

confidential, particularly if members are forced to move away from them in order that agreement may be 

ƌĞĂĐŚĞĚ͕ ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĂďĂŶĚŽŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͙͟   
67

 This point is raised by BiƌŬŝŶƐŚĂǁ͕ ͞Transparency and Access to Documents͟, in Birkinshaw & Varney (Eds.) 

The European Legal Order After Lisbon, (Kluwer Law International, 2010), pp. 229-254.  See also, Heald, supra, 

n.14. 



 11 

͚MŽƌĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͙ĂƌŐƵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚƐ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŝƐ ǀĞƌǇ ĨůƵŝĚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ Ă 
ŚŝŐŚ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ͙  TŚĂƚ ƌŽŽŵ ĨŽƌ ŵĂŶŽĞƵǀƌĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ ŝĨ ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĚĞůĞŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ 
were disclosed too early in the procedure, in that it would have the effect of triggering pressure 

from public opinion, which would deprive the delegations themselves of the flexibility needed to 

ensure the effectiveness of the CouŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͛͘68
 

 In Turco the Court had responded to this argument by deftly sidestepping whether 

increasing transparency might result in public pressure damaging the effectiveness of the legislative 

procedure, by establishing a rigid, if also artificial, distinction between the act of disclosure and the 

risks associated with any public pressure resulting from it:   

 ͚It would be that pressure, and not the possibility of the disclosure of legal opinions, which 

ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ƌĞĐĞŝǀŝŶŐ ĨƌĂŶŬ͕ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ 
ĂĚǀŝĐĞ͙ AƐ ƌĞŐĂƌĚƐ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ĨŽƌ ĂŶ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ůĞŐĂů 
service, which had initially expressed a negative opinion regarding a legiƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĂĐƚ͙ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ƚŽ 
ĚĞĨĞŶĚ ƚŚĞ ůĂǁĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĂƚ ĂĐƚ͙ŝƚ ŵƵƐƚ ďĞ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂt such a general argument cannot justify an 

exception to openness provided fŽƌ ďǇ ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ NŽ͘ ϭϬϰϵͬϮϬϬϭ͛͘69
   

 Here, somewhat predictably, the Court gives the CŽƵŶĐŝů͛s effectiveness arguments equally 

short shrift. It determines that the General Court had found that none of the Council͛Ɛ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ 
ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ĐŽƵůĚ ͚prove that disclosure of the information relating to the identity of the Member 

States in question would have given rise to a genuine risk of seriously undermining the interest 

protected by the eǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ͙͛,70
 adding curtly that͗ ͚MŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ͕ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ 

criticism could be seen as an attempt to put in question the General Courts assessment of those 

arguments, it must be state that the council does not, in support of this ground of appeal, put 

forward anything to refute ƚŚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂů CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ͙͛.71
 

 Overall, whilst it can be appreciated that in the instant case, the risk of Council delegations 

ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ƚǁŽ ƚŽŶŐƵĞƐ͛ is likely to tip the scales in favour of openness, the implications of this 

judgement, when read with alongside the Turco decision, reveal that there are very few appreciable 

circumstances in which the Council ordinarily could refuse to disclose any document that has been 

drawn up in its legislative capacity. This demonstrates something of an extreme interpretation of 

recital 6 of the Regulation͛Ɛ ƉƌĞĂŵďůĞ͗ ͚Wider access should be granted to documents in cases where 

the institutions are acting in their ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͙ǁŚŝůĞ Ăƚ ƚhe same time preserving the 

effectiveness ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making process.͛72
 

 Indeed, the prioritisation of recitals 1 & 2 indicates a failing of the Court to appreciate the 

nuanced implications of transparency in different circumstances. Transparency as democracy may 

very well exist for the purposes of facilitating better decisions, but it ought not to be judicially 

endorsed as a mechanism of public control that is an end in itself. Deferring to populism is a 

guarantee only of decision-making that satisfies the lowest common denominator.
73

  In addition, the 

CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ continuing willingness to default to a simplistic interpretation of the relationship between 

transparency and legitimacy, in which the two are characterised as symbiotic, wilfully ignores 

                                                           
68

 Judgment, para 24. 
69

  Judgment, para. 64 & 65. 
70

 Judgment, para 38. 
71

 Judgment, para 39. 
72

 Emphasis added. 
73

 “ĐŚĂƵĞƌ͕͞Transparency in Three Dimensions͕͟ 4 University of Illinois Law Review (2011), p. 1348 et seq; 

EƚǌŝŽŶŝ͕ ͞Is Transparency the Best Disinfectant͍͟, 18(4) Journal of Political Philosophy, (2010), p. 389.   
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institutional evidence outlining the limits of the Regulation in terms of its capacity to enhance citizen 

participation.
74

 

 Bearing these considerations in mind, the approach of Advocate General Maduro in Turco, 

highlights how it would be possible for the Court of Justice to take a more sophisticated or nuanced 

approach in its interpretation of the Regulation, balancing openness with political realities.  In line 

with the previous jurisprudence of the Court of Justice, the Advocate General finds that 

transparency has acquired the status of a fundamental right and that secrecy can only be justified to 

the extent that it upholds the public interest in justifying derogation from the principle of 

transparency.
75

  He then determined that the institution subject to the request must assess the 

likelihood of whether the requested document would ͚specifically and actually undermine the 

protected interest͕͛ the risk must be reasonably foreseeable and not purely hypothetical.
76

  Beyond 

this, once the Court has established that an individual assessment of the requested document had 

been carried out, which identified the extent to which it falls within the scope of the relevant 

exception, it should be aware of the rationale underlying political choices made on the part of the 

Community legislature when it drafted the exceptions enumerated in the Regulation.
77

  

 Though Advocate General Maduro was specifically assessing the scope of the exception 

contained in article 4(2), rather than the more broadly framed article 4(3) which concerns us here, it 

is apparent that there is significant overlap in the rationale underpinning both exceptions, since both 

concern EU institutions being furnished with frank, objective and comprehensive opinions to 

facilitate the legislative process.  On the basis of that assessment, it is to be recalled that the Council 

in this instance assessed the requested document and disclosed to the applicant association the 

ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĞůĞŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƉĂƌƚǇ͕ ƌĞĚĂĐƚŝŶŐ ŽŶůǇ ƚŚĞ ŶĂŵĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ 
delegations for the purpose of ensuring their continued candour.   

 Notwithstanding any potential technical and substantive shortcomings that may characterise 

ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ Regulation͕ ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŚĂƐ ĞŶǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĂƉƉroach to transparency and 

reform of the Regulation on access in particular.
78

 Power cleavages within and between the 

                                                           
74

 Annual reports on the application of Regulation 1049/2001 consistently show that the most active 

categories of applicants are academics and law firms.  In 2012, civil society and other interest groups 

ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚ ŽŶůǇ ϭϬ͘ϯϮй ŽĨ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƐ͕ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ďƌŽĂĚĞƌ ͚ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ͛ ƌĞĂĐŚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͘ Report from 

the Commission on the application in 2012 of Regulation (EC) No. 1049/2001 regarding public access to 

European Parliament, Council and Commission documents, COM (2013) 515 final. As early as 2004 the 

Commission noted that the Regulation served predominantly as an access tool for European specialists.  

Report from the Commission on the implementation of the principles in EC Regulation No. 1049/2001 

regarding public access to European Parliament, Council and Commission documents, COM (2004) 45 final.        
75

 Opinion, para. 32   
76

 Ibid.   
77

 Opinion, paras 36-39.  This approach seems to have been supported by the General Court when it heard the 

MyTravel case.  Taking advantage of the fact that the instant decision related to administrative rather than 

legislative procedures, the Court appeared to conclude, in relation to the application of article 4(2) that there 

ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƌĞĂů ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĞƐ ĐĂƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making procedure 

if its legal service chose to confine itself to providing oral advice alone, in order to prevent documentary 

disclosure, Case T-403/05 MyTravel, [2008] 3 CMLR 49, para 54.  This position was departed from by the Court 

of Justice on appeal.  
78

 Interestingly, the Court itself has been excluded from the transparency requirements of the Treaties, save 

for when it is acting in an administrative capacity.  Its institutional position is informed extensively, as has been 

ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ ŚĞƌĞŝŶ͕ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ͚ďƌŽĂĚ ůŽŐŝĐ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ƐĞĞ API, supra n. 7, para. 76.  Nevertheless, its own 

exclusion from the Regulation has resulted in a less stringent approach to the exception in Article 4(2) in 
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institutions have prevented a successful outcome of negotiations on the content of reform to the 

Regulation, motivating the Court of Justice to attempt to entrench its own institutional position.  

This in turns begs the questions as to whether we have already reached the high-water mark for 

transparency in EU law-making.    

 

c. The future of the EU transparency Regulation: have we reached the high-water mark?   

 

Arnull characterised Turco as perhaps one of ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ͚most adventurous decisions to date on 

ƉƵďůŝĐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ͛.79
 It seems that both the Court and the General Court have followed this 

ůŝŶĞ ďǇ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŽǀĞƌĂůů ĂŝŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŚĞ ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ĐůĂŝŵƐ ĂƐ ƚŽ ǁŚĂƚ ͚ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͛ ŝŶ 
ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ͘ TŚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂů CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚ ƉŽŝŶƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƌƵůŝŶŐ ŝŶ Turco supports this 

assertion, even if it did not underline the consistency of the ruling with previous case law as strongly 

as the Court of Justice.    

The Court however is firmly committed to the articulation of transparency as a principle of 

wide public access to documents, a vision that was reflected in the positions of the other centralised 

institutions in an earlier period of EU transparency, which coincided with the introduction of the 

Regulation. IŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ ʹ but also increasingly contested ʹ 

constitutionalisation, deadlock has stymied further developments in EU transparency policy, but it 

has also effectively prevented a shifting alliance of Council members from rolling back the frontiers.   

 As such, the significance of the Access Info Europe decision is perhaps less about the text and 

more about the subtext. TŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ŽǁŶ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ the scope of the exception is remarkably 

consistent not only with that presented by the Commission in Turco, but it reiterates arguments it 

submitted before the Court of Justice in Carvel,
 ƚŚĞ ǀĞƌǇ ĨŝƌƐƚ ͚ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ͛ ůŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ 

the Joint Code on Access,
80

 the precursor to Regulation 1049/2001.  

TŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĐŽƉĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ Regulation has been 

compounded in recent years by ĂŶ ŽďƐĞƌǀĂďůĞ ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶ ŽĨ ͚ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ ĨĂƚŝŐƵĞ͛.81
 In 2007, the 

Commission initiated a consultation procedure on the revision of Regulation 1049/2001, as part of a 

broader re-examination of transparency policy within the Union, eventually producing a draft 

proposal on the recasting of the Regulation in April 2008.
82

  Whilst some expected this to provide a 

ĐĂƚĂůǇƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƌĞŶĞǁĞĚ ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ Regulation, the outcome of the 

consultation revealed a degree of inertia amongst Council members, which was reflected in the 

ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĚƌĂĨƚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů͘83
 Subsequently, the European Parliament took an 

informal vote, approving several substantive amendments to the proposal, which the Council 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĐŽƵƌƚ ƉƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶŐƐ͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŝƚ ŚĂƐ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐĞƌĞŶŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ũƵĚŝĐŝĂů ƉƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶŐƐ͛ ŶĞĞĚ 
protection from external pressure.  The Court is thus quite capable of adopting a nuanced understanding of 

transparency, though it would appear that the inherently political contexts in which the other centralised 

institutions operate, and the requirements of democratic legitimacy attendant upon those political 

environments, weigh heavily in favour of ĚŝƐĐůŽƐƵƌĞ͘ “ĞĞ AĚĂŵƐŬŝ͕ ͞HŽǁ ǁŝĚĞ ŝƐ ͞ƚŚĞ ǁŝĚĞƐƚ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͍͟ JƵĚŝĐŝĂů 
interpretation to the right of access to official documents revisited͟, 46 (2) CMLRev (2009), p. 534. 
79

 Arnull, supra n.57, p. 1238 
80

 93/731/EC OJ L 340/(31 December 1993) and 94/90/ECSC, EC, Eurstom OJ 46/58 (18 February 1994) 
81

 Hillebrandt, Curtin & Meijer, ͞Transparency in the EU Council of Ministers: An Institutional Analysis͟, 20(1) 

European Law Journal (2013), p. 15 et seq.   
82 Commission proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council regarding public access 

to European Parliament, Council and Commission documents, COM(2008)229 of 30 April 2008 
83

 For an analysis of the proposal see HardĞŶ͕ ͞The Revision of Regulation 2019/2001 on Public Access to 

Documents͟, 15(2) European Public Law (2009), p. 239. 
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considered procedurally inadmissible, owing to ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚ƌĞĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͛͘84
 This 

began a process of institutional deadlock, which was temporarily abated in 2012 when the Council 

reluctantly recommenced negotiations in order to establish a common position.  Those negotiations 

have since also ground to a halt.
85

 

Whilst interventions before the Court suggest that a minority of Council members favour 

increased transparency, which is supported by the Parliament, there is also evidence of a shift in 

allegiance amongst the remaining majority. Particularly since Turco, a more restrictive interpretation 

of the Regulation has prevailed, with members such as the UK and France also championing an 

interpretation of transparency policy generally that is cognisant of potential efficiency and 

effectiveness trade-offs.
86

 The EU institutions and their working logics have changed dramatically 

since the Regulation was first passed, partly due to the addition of thirteen new Member States and 

ƚŚĞ ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚ ďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌĞ Ă ĨŽƌŵ ŽĨ ͚ŶĞǁ ŝŶƚĞƌŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐŵ͛ and bargaining between 

them.   

In addition, the preoccupation amongst Member States working to secure financial stability, 

particularly within the Eurozone area, has provided further impetus for the Council to resort to a 

secretive diplomatic culture and modes of working.  In this respect, the European Ombudsman 

ĨŽƵŶĚ ǀĞƌǇ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ĂŶ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ŵĂůĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ƌĞĨƵƐĂů ƚŽ ĚŝƐĐůŽƐĞ 
aspects of the legal advice it had received in relation to Article 8 of the Fiscal Compact Treaty, a 

provision that would give the Court of Justice oversight of Member State compliance with the 

͚ďĂůĂŶĐĞĚ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ƌƵůĞ͛͘  TŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů ŝŶ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ƐŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŽ ĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ĨƌŽŵ the request 

made by the applicant in Turco, highlighting that the Fiscal Compact Treaty is an intergovernmental 

agreement, falling outside the scope of the Treaties. It nevertheless proceeded to process the access 

request on the basis of the principles contained in Regulation 1049/2001, citing the protection of the 

financial, monetary or economic policy of the Union (Article 4(1)(a)) and the protection of legal 

advice under Article 4(2).  The Ombudsman found, pursuant to Article 4(2) of the Regulation, and 

the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice, that the Council had failed to identify specifically how 

disclosure would undermine the interest concerned and that it had failed to supply reasons that 

were ͚foreseeable and not purely hypothetical͛. Further, though the interest protected in Article 

4(1)(a) is not subject to an overƌŝĚŝŶŐ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ƚĞƐƚ͕ ƚŚĞ OŵďƵĚƐŵĂŶ ĨŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ 
reasoning again failed to identify how disclosure would undermine the interest protected by the 

ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌŝƐŬ ŽĨ ŝŶĐŝƚŝŶŐ ůĞŐĂů Žƌ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĚĞďĂƚĞ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ƌŽůĞ ŝŶ ŽǀĞƌƐĞĞŝng the 

͚ďĂůĂŶĐĞĚ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ƌƵůĞ͕͛ ĐŽƵůĚ ŶŽƚ ďĞ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ UŶŝŽŶ͛Ɛ 
economic policy.
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In conclusion, whilst the Court may be criticised on the one hand for failing to afford 

adequate importance to the sensitive nature of Union political compromise, it must also be 

congratulated for guarding against the rolling back of transparency gains and for its commitment to 

ensuring openness, legitimacy and integrity within the closed technocratic machinery of the 

institutions. As the Advocate General put it, the Court should not be swayed by arguments of 

ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĞǆƉĞĚŝĞŶĐǇ͗ ͚IŶĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ ŵĂǇ ďĞ͕ ǁŚĞŶ ĐĂƌƌǇŝŶŐ ŽƵƚ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ĂƐ 
well as non-legislative functions, it must be said that it has never been claimed that democracy made 

ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ͚ĞĂƐŝĞƌ͕͛ ŝĨ ĞĂƐǇ ŝƐ ƚĂŬĞŶ ƚŽ ŵĞĂŶ ͚ŚŝĚĚĞŶ ĨƌŽŵ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐĐƌƵƚŝŶǇ͕͛ ĂƐ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐĐƌƵƚŝŶǇ ƉůĂĐĞƐ 
ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ͛͘88

 This logic is even more important given the uncertainty that shrouds the 

future of the access to documents Regulation. Hitherto institutional deadlock has procured relative 

stability, but it is no guarantee against sudden change in the future.   

 GŝǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ CŽƵƌƚ͛Ɛ ƌŽďƵƐƚ ƌĞĨƵƐĂů ƚŽ ĂůůŽǁ ĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ŽĨ ĂƉƉĞĂů ŵĂĚĞ ďǇ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͕ 
the importance of the decision is found in what ŝƚ ƌĞǀĞĂůƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ 
use of the exceptions provided for in the Regulation. It is also notable that the Council has found 

explicit support from several Member States in support of its arguments before the Court. Once 

again it must be borne in mind that this dispute arose in the context of possible changes to the 

Regulation itself and cannot therefore be seen as an isolated instance of brinkmanship. In short, this 

is an issue which is likely to confront the institutions repeatedly,
89

 whatever the outcome of any 

proposed reform to the Regulation. It would seem that any reform would likely result in a rolling-

back of the principles underpinning the Regulation, unless this proves unacceptable to the (uncertain 

number of) Member States in Council who maintain a commitment to openness.
90

 The Access Info 

Europe decision tells us that the Court is unlikely to budge. 
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