
Brussels, 16 april 2010

Dear Secretary-General Catherine Day,

Herewith I would like to appeal the reply I have received from Irene Souka to my email of March 30th 
2010 about the Commission's decision to allow Mogens Peter Carl (former director General at DG 
Environment) to become a lobbyist at Kreab Gavin Anderson (KGA), only months after retiring from the 
Commission. 

Judging from the documents I have received according to Regulation 1049/2001, I have to conclude that 
the Commission has:
– failed to actively and critically assess whether there are potential conflicts of interest related to Mr. 

Carl's move to become a lobbyist at KGA.
– and failed to intervene to secure the absence of conflicts of interest related to Mr. Carl's move to 

become a lobbyist at KGA.

The Commission concluded that “there is no incompatibility between the rules and the activities 
described in his email of 11 November 2009” [my translation from French]; in other words that there are 
no (potential) conflicts of interest. This assessment is far from convincing. KGA lobbies for numerous 
companies with an interest in the European Commission's decision-making, including DG Environment. 
The activities mentioned by Mr. Carl as part of his tasks at KGA included “strategic consulting on 
international economic relations including energy issues”. 

Article 16 (96) of the Staff Regulations enables the Commission to intervene by blocking the job move or 
attach conditions to an approval. Mr. Carl's employment at Kreab (as a lobbyist / lobbying adviser, 
including on energy issues) is clearly related to the work he has carried out during the last three years of 
service (the time frame mentioned in the Staff Regulations), most of which was in powerful roles at DG 
Environment. This means that measures should have been taken. 

Judging by the documents that have been released, the Commission has only reminded Mr. Carl that his 
activity should be in conformity with the principles of honesty and courtesy when accepting some tasks 
or benefits as well as the non-disclosure of information acquired during the exercise of his (public) duty 
when information is not in the public domain. For the rest there is no mention of any restrictions on Mr. 
Carls' activities for Kreab. 

In the form submitted by Mr. Carl, he indicates that he has not had direct contact with Kreab during his 
time in the Commission. According to Kreab's entry in the Commission's lobbying transparency register, 
the consultancy is lobbying for numerous clients that have an interest in environmental policies of the 
EU, including chemical producers and car companies. Has the Commission taken any steps to verify the 
absence of any previous contacts? 
 
The Commission could – and should - have introduced a cooling off period before allowing Mr. Carl's job 
move. A cooling off period between public service and jobs that involve lobbying can diminish the 



potential for serious ethics problems on both sides of the equation. Particularly in the first period after 
going through the revolving door, Commission officials could potentially exploit their previous status to 
unduly influence their former staff and colleagues on behalf of their new employer(s). A cooling off 
period also prevents (the appearance of) former public officials  ‘cashing in’ on their insider knowledge 
and network within the institutions. The Commission has the right to introduce a cooling off period and 
other restrictions, but has failed to do so in the case of Mr. Carl.

Parts of the documents I received are blocked out, with reference to the "protection of privacy and the 
integrity of the individual". This may be a correct measure when it comes to Mr. Carl's private address, 
telephone number and email address, but there is also text crossed out that does not seem to have any 
connection with privacy. In document 1 (Application for authorisation), there is no reason to cross out the 
date of departure from the Commission; on the contrary, this is relevant information in the context of my 
request. Mr. Carl notified the Commission about his employment plans on 11 November 2009; was he at 
that time still working at DG Environment? 

In the same document, also the 1 1/2 sentence about Mr. Carl's activities during the last three years of 
service should not have been crossed out; after all, how can activities during public service be considered 
as a matter of privacy? The date of Mr. Carl's departure and other information not related to his address or 
other private information is also crossed out in two other documents. I would like this to be reviewed as it 
seems in contradiction with Regulation 1049/2001. 

I look forward to your response on these matters.

Yours sincerely, 

Olivier Hoedeman

Corporate Europe Observatory 
(CEO) 
Rue d'Edimbourg 26 
1000 Brussels 
Belgium 
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