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Brussels, 5 November 2020  

 

 

Executive Summary and basic timeline  

of the Robert McCoy whistle-blower harassment case 

For the kind attention of Members of the Budgetary Control Committee 

(CONT) 

 
Whilst there is, inevitably, an element of complexity here after so many years, the facts of my 

case can be summed up briefly as follows: 

 

• In March 2000 in my role as Financial Controller and subsequent Internal Auditor of 

the CoR, I started reporting internally to the Committee’s Secretary General and 

President widespread instances of fraud and embezzlement.  

• This resulted in the start of the CoR’s campaign of harassment, bullying, ostracism, 

abusive behaviour and general mistreatment…...which has continued in various forms 

for the last twenty years. 

• The CoR took no action. 

• In the course of my duties, I subsequently discovered more and more cases of 

systemic wrongdoing over the next three years. 

• In March 2003, I reported the fraud to Parliament (in order to prevent it from 

inadvertently granting discharge to the CoR on the basis of the Committee’s 

untruthful and misleading activity report and fraudulent accounts) and to OLAF. 

• OLAF investigated and in its October 2003 case report fully supported my position, 

concluded that fraud had indeed been committed and found that I had been mistreated. 

• OLAF recommended disciplinary action against at least two CoR senior managers, 

including the then CoR Secretary General.  

• The CoR ignored these conclusions. It did nothing. It refused to press disciplinary 

charges. It refused to implement any of OLAF’s recommendations. But it did step up 

its reprisals against me. 

• In its January 2004 Resolution1, Parliament confirmed OLAF’s position, supported 

me and the action I took in reporting wrongdoing, criticized the CoR on account of its 

“individual and institutional harassment”, demanded that I « should not suffer any 

adverse consequences as a result »  of reporting wrongdoing, declared that I was a 

bona fide whistle-blower  and concluded that that I should « receive a formal apology 

from the Present and Secretary-General of the CoR». 

• The CoR did nothing.  

• It ignored Parliament’s demands.  

• Instead, as a consequence of the above recommendations and demands, the CoR 

stepped up its taxpayer-funded campaign of retaliation against me as a result of which 

I spent twelve weeks in hospital.  

• The Committee refused to accept the amicable settlement proposal I made in my 

letter of 17 March 2004 to Ms Theato, the then Chair of COCOBU/ CONT, which 

 
1 European Parliament’s 2001 CoR discharge Resolution of 29 January 2004 
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were simple, based on a pragmatic common sense approach, without any cost (except 

to me !) and with « no blame no shame » attaching to either side: 

 

“However, my proposal is very simple and I would agree to withdraw my legal 

proceedings with the Committee provided that, at the very least, it would make two 

public statements to the effect that: 

 
1. with regard to the past, the Internal Auditor "did the right thing" and has 

done nothing improper and 

 
2. the Committee of the Regions has complete confidence in its internal 

auditor and will respect the prerogatives of its Internal Auditor's functions 

(including his independence and right of 

access to information”). 

 

• The CoR ignored my proposal. 

• Instead, it sacked my staff, it raided my office, it prevented me from doing my job, it 

refused me access to my place of work, it ostracized me and prevented from attending 

Directors’ meetings……... 

• Bullying, threats and anonymous calls, day and night, both at work and to my home, 

were daily occurrences. 

• The CoR conspired to get me to step down from my job as CoR Internal Auditor and 

engineered my constructive dismissal from the CoR in 2007 by forcibly invaliding 

me out. 

• Since then, the discussions have centered around the question of whether or not, 

according to the Committee,  it had invalided me out on occupational grounds ie on 

account of the its now long-proven retaliatory bullying and persecution. 

• In 2010, the Commission’s PMO concluded that I had indeed been invalided out on 

professional grounds on account of the Committee’s “reprehensible” and otherwise 

illegal behaviour”. 

• The CoR and its first two puppet Invalidity Committees ignored these independent 

conclusions  

• The CoR took numerous illegal decisions against me by nefariously exploiting such 

pernicious contentions issued by the above Committees, since disproved, that I was 

variously “delirious”, “hallucinatory”, "narcissistic and fragile" and have a 

“persecutive paranoid psychosis” and a “delusional paranoid disorder” ….  

• In all three of its Judgments in my favour in 2013, 2014 and 20182, the ECJ found 

that the Committee had behaved illegally towards me and committed numerous 

illegalities in its handling of my case …... 

• The Committee has always ignored the unanimous, independently established facts 

and has continues to do to this day. 

 
2 Judgments of 23.10.2018 in case T-567/16 (French only), of 7.05.2013 in case F-86/l1 and of 18.11.2014 in 

case F-156/12. 
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• It has refused repeated demands from Parliament, from me and even (in 2013) from 

the European Court of Justice to come to an amicable settlement with me. 

• Instead, it has managed to continue deceive Parliament and to cloud all the essential 

issues by creating a smokescreen of mainly irrelevant legalistic procedural issues. 

• Since OLAF’s fraud report of October 2003, the CoR has based its mismanagement of 

my case on mistruths and half-truths and legal niceties and has succeeded in turning 

its treatment of my case into a legalistic circus which bears no useful relation to the 

established facts of the case. 

• It has spared no effort in its attempt use me as the scapegoat for its own iniquity, its 

nefarious failings and its general mismanagement.  

• The notions of “good administration” and “ethical” standards of “internal 

governance” are unknown quantities at the CoR.  

• It has persistently denigrated my personal and professional reputation by turning me, 

the victim of harassment, into a culprit. 

• Over the last EIGHTEEN YEARS, Parliament has adopted TEN Resolutions in 

support of me and my case, the latest being in 2019; this was as singularly 

unsuccessful as its predecessors 

• The CoR has ignored these resolutions. 

• In the course of the 2017 CoR discharge procedure, Parliament decided in its April 

2019 Resolution to set up a mediation process in order to resolve my harassment case. 

• In May 2019, the third – and only independent - Invalidity Committee concluded that 

I had been invalided out on occupational grounds on account of the CoR’s “perfectly 

documented…...moral harassment…. (and)…... mobbing”3…  

• On 20 December 2019, the Committee made me a “take-it-or-leave-it” settlement 

proposal which fell well short of the mark and was simply an attempt to avoid 

Parliament’s mediation process, to purchase my silence and to keep this disgraceful 

affair under wraps. 

• The offer was unnegotiated and unnegotiable since it had already been adopted by the 

CoR Bureau three weeks earlier. It ignored the rules, the principles, my requirements 

and Parliament’s demands4. It required me to sign a non-disclosure agreement (NDA). 

I formally rejected this offer on those grounds.  

• Earlier this year, in July 2020, the CoR President refused to participate in this 

procedure. 

Closing remarks 
 

In his letter of 7 February 2019 to the former CONT Chair Mrs Inge Grässle, the Rapporteur 

for the 2017 CoR discharge procedure Mr Arndt Kohn, proposed to set up a mediation process 

which "would also allow CONT not to further have to deal with the matter in its discharge 

resolutions". 

As the primary victim of this institutional failure to protect me, the bone fide whistle-blower, 

from the Committee’s institutional vendetta, I cannot but wholeheartedly subscribe to this 

most laudable of intentions on CONT’s part. 

 

 
3 The third Invalidity Committee’s Report on its meeting of 24.05.2019 
4 As set out, in particular, in my letters of 10 August and 16 October 2019 to the CoR President which elicited 

nothing more than a curt acknowledgment of receipt. 
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I would, however, insist on ensuring that this statement is not misconstrued. 

This whistle-blower harassment case is not, and cannot be reduced to, a playground spat 

between two children squabbling over some futility. 

 

The crux of the matter is that this abnormal situation has been created by the following 

factors: 

 

1. The Committee’s refusal to implement OLAF’s October 2003 recommendations; 

2. The CoR’s refusal to execute the demands Parliament originally issued in its January 

2004 resolution5 in my regard and which it has frequently reiterated ever since in 

support of my case in its TEN resolutions since then; 

3. The Committee’s refusal to accept the unanimous, independently established facts of 

the case in relation to its abusive behaviour towards its own Internal Auditor and  

4. Parliament’s refusal, unwillingness or inability to require the implementation of its 

own demands by the CoR. 

 

My gratitude to Parliament for its laudable Parliament’s intentions in my regard over the 

years is boundless. 

 

However, the “bottom line” is that Parliament has inadvertently been the “enabler” for the 

Committee’s mishandling of my case, the innumerable illegalities it has committed in my 

regard and, generally, the war of attrition it has been allowed to wage against me since 2004. 

 

I ask Parliament to accept that its refusal, unwillingness or inability to require the 

implementation of its own demands has constituted a major contribution to the fact that this 

appalling harassment case is still unresolved after twenty years. 

  

EU Institutions cannot be allowed to defy Parliament, flout the rules and ignore the basic 

principles of good administration and good governance…. 

 

But the Committee has been allowed to do so with complete impunity. 

 

Parliament claimed in its 2013 CoR discharge resolution6 of 29 April 2015 “that (it) will not 

tolerate any mistreatment of whistle-blowers in its own ranks or in any other Union 

Institution and reiterates its total commitment to the spirit and the letter of the legislation 

on whistle-blower protection” ...... 

 

Now is the time for Parliament to show that it practices what it preaches. 

 

 

***** 

 
 

 
5 European Parliament Resolution of 29 January 2004 containing the comments accompanying the decision 

concerning the discharge in respect of the implementation of the general budget of the European Union for the 

2001 financial year – Section VII - Committee of the Regions – (SEC(2002) 405 – C5-0247/2002 –

2002/2107(DEC) 
6 European Parliament resolution of 29 April 2015 with observations forming an integral part of the decision 

on discharge in respect of the implementation of the general budget of the European Union for the financial 

year 2013, Section VII – Committee of the Regions (2014/2083(DEC) 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2002/2107(DEC)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2014/2083(DEC)
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