[ J
..... z ® . .
0%, % 20
.. . o ‘e ® () .
o ® @
ENQIH —
AZOAAIZTIKON = 5
ETAIPIQN B NAT(;)S:JE’
EAANAAOZX T.K. 105 57'

ApOp. Mpwrt. : 241195/590 5 LR} 0 84 160
AplBu. ®ak. : 055 F: (+30) 210 33 34 149

E: info@eaee.gr

ErKYKAIOZ APIOM. 25 156 www.eaee.gr

Mpo¢ Tig ACHOALOTLKEG
Etalpieg — MEAN tng Evwong

ABnva, 23 Aekeppplou 2025

Yroyn
Noutkwv YItnpeolwv
YneuBuvwv KavovioTikng Zuppopdwaong

YneuBuvwv MNpootaciag Npoowrikwv AeSopevwy

Ek6nAwon tou EDPB yLa thv avwvuponoinon kot thv Peudwvuponoinon

Y& OUVEXELO TNC EYKUKALOU pag pe aplBuod 25.086/19.09.2025, cag evnUeEPWVOURE OTL To Eupwmaiko
JupBouUALo Mpootaciog AeSopévwy (EDPB) Slopydvwoe otig 12 AskepBpiou ekdnAwon (workshop) pe
otOX0 TN oUAAoyYH amoPewv ywa TNV avwvupornoinon kot tnv Pevdwvuponoinon. H ekdniwon
TPAYUOTOTOLBNKE HETA TNV amocadrvion amo to Awkaotiplo tng Eupwmaikng Evwonc (AEE) tou
nediou edapuoyng g Evvolag Twv SeSOUEVWY TIPOCWTIKOU XOPOKTHPA otnv umobeon EDPS kata
Eviaiouv JuuBouldiou Eéuyiavonc (SRB) oto mAaiolo emefepyaociog TwV EMEPYXOUEVWV KATEUOUVTPLWY
oSnylwv yla tnv avwvuponoinon.

YnevOuuiloupe OTL n OUYKEKPLUEVN amodaon ekdOONke otnv umobeon «Eupwraio¢ Emomtng
Mpootaoiac Acsbouévwv (European Data Protection Supervisor - EDPS) katda tou Eviaiou SuuBouliou
Eéuyiavonc (Single Resolutions Board - SRB)» kat Sleukpivioe to medio epoppoyng tng £volog Twv
Sebopévwv TIpoowrikol Xapakthipa oto TAaiowo daBifaocng Yeubwvuponolnpévwy dedopévwy oe
Tpitoug. Ev cuvtopia, peta tnv e€uyiavon tng omavikng Tpamnelog Banco Popular Espafiol, to 2017, to
Eviaio JupBoUAlo E€uyiavonc (SRB) e€€dwaoe mpokatapkTik anodacn ylo To av NTav avoykaio vo
xopnynBel amolnuiwon otoug MpwnV HUETOXOUC Kol TMLOTWTEG TNG tpdmnelag s€attiog Tng ev Adyw
efuylavong. H amodoon ekd6Onke xwpig vo akouotolV Ta MPOowWra autd kal to SRB opydvwoe
petayevéotepn Sladikaoia yla va toug 600si n Suvatotnta va urtoPAAouUV TapatnproELg, 0To MAALCLO
NG onoiag to SRB dlaBiBaoe oplopéveg amno auteg, o popdn PeudwvupomolnpéVWY SE80UEVWY, OTNV
etalpio Deloitte mou eixe emudpoptiotei amd to SRB pe TNV amotipnon Twv EMMTWOEWV TG e€uyiavong
O€ UETOXOUG KO TILOTWTEG.

3TN OUVEXELQ, oL BlyouEeVOoL LETOXOL KOL TILOTWTEG UTERaAaY Katayyehieg otov Eupwmaio EmMontn, pe to
aLTloAoyLko OTL To ZupPBoUALo (SRB) Sev Toug eixe evnuepwoel OtL Sedopéva Toug Ba StapLBalovtav ot
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https://curia.europa.eu/jcms/upload/docs/application/pdf/2025-09/cp250107en.pdf
https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=295078&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN

Tpltoug KaL CUYKEKPLUEVA OTNV eTalpla Deloitte. Ztnv umoBeon to AEE petafl aAwv Sleukpivioe OTL n
UTIOXPEWON evnUEpwang adopd Tn oxeon HETAEU UTTOKELLEVOU Kal UTteuBUvou eneepyaciag, Kal n
afloAdynon yilvetal Katd Tov Xpovo cuAhoyng tTwv dedopévwy, Tiplv amo omoladnmote dlafifaon,
avefdptnTa arnod To wC I arnod notov Ta dedopéva Ba tuXouV enefepyaoiag oe EMOUEVO XPOVO. ZUVETTWC,
To SRB Odelle va evnuepwoel Ta UMOKEipeva, avefdptnta amd to av to dedouéva Bewpouvtav
TPOOWTILKA yLa Tn Deloitte petd tnv Yevdwvupomnoinaon.

310 éyypado culntnong tou EDPB mou 1éBnke oe enefepyaocia katd tnv Sidpkela tou workshop
(emouvantetatl otnv napouoa eykUKALD), TEPLYPAPETAL O TPOTOC e TOV onoio n anddaon tou AEE
(otnv umobeon EDPS katda SRB) amocadnvilel tnv afloAdynon tng Suvatdtntag tautonoinong
(AapBavovrag untodn to mAaiolo xprong Twv SeSopuévwy, Toug SLaBECLOUG TTOPOUC, TOUC ATTOSEKTEG
KOlL TOV TpOTO emefepyaoiag), Kal eldIkoTepa MOTe T Pevdwvupomnolnuéva dedopéva pmopouv va
BewpnBolv avwvuponolnuéva ota xépla 3ou unteuBUvou enefepyaciag mou dev Slabétel Ta péoa yla
TNV ENAVATOUTONOLNON TWV UTTOKELUEVWV/ GUCLKWV TIPOCWTTWV.

H ekdNAwon CUYKEVIPWOE EKMPOOWMOUC TS Plopnyxaviag, MKO, Siknyoplkwv ypadeiwv Kal tng
oKadNUAIKAG KOWwOTNTAC, e OTOXO T CUIATNON TWV CUVEMELWV TNG anodacng tou AEE. O kUpLeg
Bepatikeg mou avadeixdBnkav frav:

v" H guBlvn tou uneuBuvou eneepyaciag yla TN MepALTEPW TOPEia Twv dedopévwy otnv aAuciba
enefepyaoioc.

v" H avaykn oadoUlg 0plopoU TwV «UECWV TIOU €lval EUAGYWG TBavVO» va xpnotponotnfouv yla thv
Toutomnoinon puUGIKWY TPOCWTTWV.

v" O SUVOULKOG KOl EEALOCOUEVOG XOPAKTHPAG TWV KLVSUVWY EMavaTauTonoinong.

H Insurance Europe amod tnv MAEUpA TNC TOVLOE OTL N 0.0PAALOTIKY) oyopd avopEVEL amo To EDPB tnv
€kboon KateuBuvtnplwyv odnylwv TPAKTIKAG dUcew pe Betikd mapadelypata, dedopévou OtL oL
0o0paALOTIKEG eETALPIEC LA TIG Kplolpeg Aettoupyieg Baoilovtal oTig TexVikEG TNG Yeudwvupomnoinong
Kol avwvuporoinong. EmutAéov, To EDPB Ba mpénel va amocadnviosl OtL o apxlkog umeuBuvog
enefepyaoiog Sev pEpel euBUVN yLa UTTOOETIKEG LeAAOVTIKEG emavatautonolnoel (hypothetical future
re-identifications) amo tv otypn mou £xet AdBel ot KATOAANAQ TEXVIKA, OPYAVWTLKA UETpa BAOEL
oLPBAONG yLa TOV TEPLOPLOUO TWV KLYSUVWVY Emavatautonoinonc.

Baowka cupnepaopata tou workshop

= To EDPB avoayvwploe OtL n Euvpwnaiki Emitponr oto mAaicto tou «Digital Omnibus» slodyet
avaBewpnUéEVo oplopd Twv SeS0UEVWY TTIPOCWTILKOU XOPOKTNPA LE OKOTIO VA EVOPUOVLOTEL E TNV
andédaon SRB tou AEE. Qotoco, Se60pévou OTL oL TPOTACELG SV £XOUV aKOUN eyKpLOel, To EDPB Ba
ouVEXLOEL TO £pY0 TOU BACEL TWV LOXUOUGWY KOVOVWV.
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Ynnpée eupeia ouvaiveon yla TNV avaykn cadwv Kal TPOKTIKWY 08NyLwv, e8IKA 6cov adopd Tnv
Katavopn euBuvwy otav ta SeSoUEVa KOLVOTIOLOUVTOL OE TPLTOUC 1) LETATPETIOVTOL OO TTPOCWTILKA
OE I TIPOCWTTIKA.

H mAsoPnodia tTwv CUPPETEXOVIWY TIPOTELVE OL AfLOAOYNOELC KIVOUVOU EmavatauTomoinong va
AapBavouv umodn pHOVO TPOYHOTLKOUG KOL OUCLOOTIKOUC KwwdUvoug, Je BAon tn yvwaon mou
Sl1aBétouv ot umteUBuvoL eneepyaciag KATd Tov XpOvo TNG enetepyaciag.

Qoto00, MoAEC cuppeTéyouosg MKO emionuovav otL n unoBeon SRB Ba mpénel va Beswpeital
e€aipeon kal OxL 0 Kavovag. TNV MAELOVOTNTA TWV TIEPIMTWOEWY, Ta dedouéva Ba mpémel va
Bewpouvtal O6edopéva TIPOCWIIIKOU XOpPOKTApa. MOVO O TEPLOPLOUEVEC TEPUTTWOEL, Ba
propovoav ta Pevdwvupomnotnpéva dedopéva va BewpnBolv avwvupomnolnuéva ota xépla 3%,
6lwg otav dev udiotavtal kivduvol mepattépw Stafifaong twv Sedopévwy (T.Y. OTav UTIAPXEL

umoxp€wan Slaypadng LETA T Xpron Toug).

Emti tou mapovrtog, to EDPB enefepydletal TNV €K600N TWV TEAKWY KATELOLVTAPLWY 08NYLWV yLa TNV

Peuvdwvupornoinon (to apxtkd oxedLo KateuBuvTAPLWY YROUUWYV yla TNV Peudwvuponoinon sixe tebel

10 2024 oe Snuoota Stafouleucn) Kol oto oxESLo KATELBUVTAPLWY 08NYLWV YLO TNV avwVUoToinon.

To ZupPoUAlo bev Sleukpivics mote Ba oAokAnpwoel ta Keipeva, n Onuocisucrn Toug wWOTOCO

OVOUEVETAL EVTOG TOu 2026.

MNa Sleukplvioelg pnopeite va ansuBuvBeite otnv MNoAdvta KoukouAétoou, Noptkd ZUpBoulo kat YMNA

¢ EAEE (y.koukouletsou@eaee.gr).

Me ektipnon,

EAiva Mamaonuponoviou EVa Bapouyakn

Mevikn AteuBivtpla AteuBivTpLa NopLkAc Yrinpeoiog

& AleBvwv Zxéogwv
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https://www.edpb.europa.eu/system/files/2025-01/edpb_guidelines_202501_pseudonymisation_en.pdf
mailto:y.koukouletsou@eaee.gr

Stakeholder event on
anonymisation and
pseudonymisation in light of the
EDPS v SRB judgment -
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1 Previous work of the Article 29 Working
Party and the EDPB

The Article 29 Working Party Opinion 4/2007 on the concept of personal data provided
guidance on how the concept of personal data in Directive 95/46/EC should be understood by
clarifying when information relates to a natural person and when that natural person can be
considered to be identified or identifiable. The Working Party extended this work in its Opinion
05/2014 on “Anonymisation Techniques”.

The EDPB has been working on a new set of guidelines on anonymisation and
pseudonymisation under the GDPR. As the first result of this effort, on 16 January 2025 the
EDPB published the Guidelines 01/2025 on Pseudonymisation and held a public consultation
on its contents. The work on the Guidelines on Anonymisation is still in progress. Already, the
Joint Guidelines on the Interplay between the Digital Markets Act (DMA) and the GDPR
contain valuable guidance on achieving anonymity in the context of the transmission of
gatekeeper data pursuant to Article 6(11) DMA."

In light of the judgment in Case C-413/23 P, EDPS v SRB?, and to ensure that it can provide
concise, practical and clear guidance, the EDPB is now reassessing its work made so far in
order to take into account the latest case law of the Court of Justice of the EU.

2 The EDPS v SRB judgment

On 4 September 2025, in its judgment in Case C-413/23 P, EDPS v SRB the Court of Justice
set aside the judgment of the General Court of 26 April 2023 in T-557/20 SRB v EDPS. A
summary of the facts can be found in the press release from the Court.

First, the Court found that the EDPS was entitled to conclude that comments transmitted to
Deloitte constituted information relating to natural persons, namely the authors of those
comments.

Secondly, the Court clarified two points:

» Pseudonymised data do not constitute, in all cases and for every person, personal
data. Pseudonymisation may, depending on the circumstances of the case, effectively
prevent persons other than the controller from identifying the data subject in such a
way that, for them, the data subject is not or is no longer identifiable.>

' See, in particular, paragraphs 179-181.
2 C-413/23 P European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS) v Single Resolution Board (SRB) (“EDPS v SRB judgment”).
3 Ibid, paragraph 86.
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* In [other] circumstances, the fact that the information enabling the data subject to be
identified was in the hands of other people did not actually prevent that subject from
being identified in such a way that the subject was not identifiable for the controller.*
In particular in the context of a potential subsequent transmission of data to third
parties, and in so far as it cannot be ruled out that those third parties have means
reasonably allowing them to attribute pseudonymised data to the data subject, such
as cross-checking with other data at their disposal, the data subject must be regarded
as identifiable as regards both that transmission and any subsequent processing of
those data by those third parties. In such circumstances, pseudonymised data should
be considered to be personal in nature.’ This applies both to the receiving and the
transmitting party.

The Court further confirmed that the relevant perspective for assessing whether the data
subject is identifiable depends, in essence, on the circumstances of the processing of the data
in each individual case®. When assessing the obligation to provide information where personal
data are collected from the data subject, the relevant perspective for that assessment is that
of the controller at the time of collection”. When assessing the personal nature of data
published through a press release, the relevant perspective is that of the recipients.? Notably,
while this relevant perspective was established explicitly in the EDPS v SRB case, previous
decisions appear to have instead addressed this question implicitly.®

When assessing whether data is personal, all the means reasonably likely to be used by the
controller or any other persons must be considered. The Court clarified that the reference to
‘any other persons’ refers to persons “who have or may have access to the means reasonably
likely to be used for the purposes of identifying the data subject”'®, which includes having
means reasonably likely to be used allowing access to the data in question.

Finally, the Court ruled that, in the context of the right to information under Regulation
2018/1725, Article 15, the identifiable nature of the data subject must be assessed from the
perspective of the controller who collected the data (in this case, the SRB). It was not disputed
between the parties that the SRB, as controller, had all the information necessary to identify
the authors of those comments. Consequentially, the Court found that the information at issue
constituted personal data for the SRB."

4 Ibid, paragraph 83.

5 Ibid, paragraph 85.

8 Ibid, paragraph 100.

7 Ibid, paragraph 111.

8 C-479/22 P OC v European Commission, paragraphs 52—64 and EDPS v SRB judgment, paragraph 81.

9 C-479/22 P OC v European Commission, paragraph 64; C-319/22 Gesamtverband Autoteile-Handel v Scania, paragraphs
49-50; C-604/22 IAB Europe v Gegevensbeschermingsautoriteit, paragraph 49; and C-582/14 Breyer v Bundesrepublik
Deutschland, paragraphs 47—-48.

% EDPS vs SRB judgment, paragraph 87.

" EDPS v SRB judgment, paragraph 120.
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3 Questions to stakeholders

Question 1: According to the Court, the relevant perspective for assessing identifiability
depends, in essence, on the circumstances of each individual case'?. Based on your
experience, what are the use cases where further guidance could be beneficial regarding
the contextual assessment of the relevant perspective(s)? Further, are there any specific
GDPR provisions which pose particular challenges for this assessment? For example,
what open questions remain in practice considering different roles in processing,
e.g. controller-processor relationship, joint controllership?

Question 2: According to the case law'®, a controller may need to assess the means of
identification available through a transmission of the data in question to third parties. In
relation to this, the data could possibly change its nature (e.g. data considered anonymous
could become personal) due to (potential) transmissions between different parties, which
may also have consequences for the initial controller. Which types of use cases
(e.g. connected with third country transfers, publication to the general public) present
practical challenges to ascertain the presence or absence of means of indirect
identification? Which kind of measures could controllers take to recognise the presence of
such means?

Question 3: The Court emphasised the restriction of the analysis to means reasonably
likely to be used by the controller or another person™. Circumstances determine which
means are ‘reasonably likely’ to be used. What kind of measures can a controller
implement to limit the means ‘reasonably likely’ to be used? How can this be done in the
case of subsequent transmissions by intended recipients to third parties who may be able
to identify the data subject?

Question 4: In your experience, in which use cases would a controller processing data
that has undergone pseudonymisation (pseudonymised data) have problems in deciding
whether they are personal for a given recipient? What would be technical and
organisational means that the pseudonymising controller could apply and that a recipient
could not lift?"®

2 EDPS v SRB judgment, paragraphs 100-111.

13 C-319/22 Gesamtverband Autoteile-Handel v Scania, paragraph 49; EDPS v SRB judgment, paragraphs 84—85.
4 EDPS v SRB judgment, paragraphs 79-85.

'S EDPS v SRB judgment, paragraph 77.
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