
Subject: [Open Letter] Request for Investigation into Serious Maladministration, 
Prevarication, and Potential Fraud by the European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS) I

TO: The European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF)

CC: The European Public, European Data Protection Board, EU Ombudsman, EU Parliament 
LIBE,EU Commission, EU Institutions, EU Data Protection Officers Network, Media, etc.

This open letter will be submitted using the OLAF's Fraud Notification System  1  . The reason for 
this open letter is due to the fact that no one has taken this matter seriously, despite repeated 
attempts to address this and other related issues internally and through proper channels. I refer you 
to your cases: 12533, 12974, 14698, 15308, 15309, 16503, 17290 and 19969.

I am writing to file a formal complaint and to urgently request an investigation into the conduct of 
the European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS), specifically its Secretary-General, Mr. Leonardo 
Cervera Navas, for what I believe constitutes serious maladministration, prevarication in its 
statutory duties, and a deliberate attempt to defraud a complainant of their fundamental rights under 
EU law. 

The EDPS, as the independent authority responsible for monitoring and ensuring the application of 
data protection rules by the EU institutions, is the guardian of a fundamental right: the right to 
privacy and data protection. It is also a key advisor on legislation like the Artificial Intelligence Act.
It is therefore with profound alarm that I must report that this very institution appears to be 
fundamentally compromised and is actively engaged in a cover-up of its own failure to comply with
the law it is sworn to uphold.

My complaint stems from a complaint submitted to the EDPS regarding the logs provided by the 
EDPS that is a de facto rejection of my fundamental right of access after several requests I made 
under Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 (EUDPR) for logs pertaining to my personal data processed by 
the EDPS itself. The EDPS provided a response (Annex I with a sample of the logs added) (Ref: 
2025-0348 D(2025) 1485 (25-04-25)) signed digitally by its Secretary-General. 

This reply contained two assertions that are not only technically false but demonstrate a 
breathtaking level of bad faith and an intention to mislead: 

1. The Claim that Screen Captures Prove Evidence Has Not Been Tampered With: In the 
year 2025, in the midst of global concerns over deepfakes and AI-generated content, for the 
EU's lead data protection authority to claim that a simple screen capture is evidence that data
"hasn't been tampered with" is absurd and dangerous. This statement displays a wilful 
ignorance of basic digital forensics. Screen captures are trivial to manipulate and provide 
zero guarantees of integrity, authenticity, or non-repudiation. For the EDPS to rely on this 
demonstrates either staggering incompetence or a deliberate attempt to pass off easily 
falsifiable evidence as definitive proof. 

2. The Claim that 2500+ Non-Machine-Readable PDF Pages are EUDPR Compliant: The 

1 https://fns.olaf.europa.eu/  

https://fns.olaf.europa.eu/
https://fns.olaf.europa.eu/


Secretary-General further asserted that providing over 2500 pages of logs as non-searchable,
non-machine-readable image-based PDFs fulfils the EDPS's obligation under Article 17 of 
the EUDPR. This is a blatant misrepresentation of the law. The right of access is meant to be
effective and practical. Burying a requester under a mountain of unusable data, making it 
impossible to search, sort, or analyse, is a well-known tactic of obstructionism ("data 
dumping") and constitutes a de facto refusal of access. It is impossible to verify the 
lawfulness of the EDPS's processing activities with such provided "logs," rendering my 
fundamental right meaningless.

I have offered a 80000€ bounty to the person able to demonstrate the EDPS claims2. Of course the 
bounty is still unclaimed as EDPS’ statements are completely false and impossible to prove.

The primary objective of this official EDPS’ reply is clearly to deny, not facilitate, my fundamental 
right to privacy. Further attempts to obtain the logs again in an usable, machine-readable format as 
is my right, my requests have been:

1. rejected and labelled as "reiterative" by the very same Mr Leonardo Cervera Navas in a 
clear conflict of interest and attempt to avoid any accountability (I can provide the evidence
upon request);

2. Not even lodged as a complaint in an unsigned email (I can provide the evidence upon 
request);

Most damningly, the EDPS’ Supervision and Enforcement Unit is still currently "investigating 
itself" regarding this very complaint. There is nothing to investigate. The two core claims of its own
Secretary-General are demonstrably false. The continued "investigation" is a pantomime designed 
to run down the clock and avoid accountability.

This endless self-investigation by the EDPS’ Supervision and Enforcement Unit regarding these 
issues is concerning due to potential conflicts of interest and lack of accountability.

The European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS) has acknowledged committing three personal 
data breaches on my personal data only in 2025, which should have prompted internal concerns and
proactive measures to ensure compliance with the EUDPR. Instead, the EDPS provided over 2500 
pages of logs in a non-machine-readable format, rendering them practically unusable for requesters.
This failure to adhere to proper procedures raises serious questions about the EDPS' ability to 
enforce data protection laws effectively.

Under Article 22a of the Staff Regulations, there is an obligation for officials to report suspected 
fraud or illegal activity. The silence of other officials (like those in EDPS’ Supervision and 
Enforcement Unit) aware of misconduct could be seen as complicity, highlighting the need for 
transparency and accountability. Secure reporting channels emphasize the importance of addressing 
these issues promptly to uphold the integrity of EU governance.

2 https://www.linkedin.com/posts/juansierrapons_edps-reply-about-pictures-of-logs-and-dates-activity-  
7365678613972549633-l_lk
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It is particularly concerning that the EDPS as an advisor3:

1. to the European Parliament, Council of the EU, and the Commission, continues to provide 
advice despite its demonstrated inability to uphold its own legal obligations. Given the 
critical role it plays in advising on legislation such as the Artificial Intelligence Act, any 
compromise in its integrity undermines the quality of advice provided to these institutions. 
This situation raises serious doubts about the reliability of the EDPS's contributions to EU 
decision-making processes and necessitates urgent corrective action;

2. "can intervene before the EU courts either at the invitation of the Court of justice of the EU
or on behalf of one of the parties in a case to offer our data protection expertise."4 This 
means the same institution that is demonstrating a blatant disregard for digital evidence 
standards and the practical exercise of data subject rights positions itself as an expert whose
submissions can influence the Court of Justice. The prospect of the EDPS offering 
"expertise" on data integrity or the right of access to the courts, while internally promoting 
the idea that screen captures are reliable evidence, is a chilling prospect that threatens the 
integrity of the entire EU judicial system.

The Secretary-General, Mr. Cervera Navas is the EDPS' most senior official and responsible for 
the operational implementation of the EDPS' decisions and the day-to-day management of its 
services5, bears direct responsibility for authorising this misleading response. His professional 
background, as detailed in his CV6, makes the technical ignorance displayed in the letter 
inexcusable. This points towards a deliberate and knowing act of maladministration.

I have also tried to contact the EDPS’ Ethics officer and EDPS’ DPO regarding this and similar 
matters without any luck.

Therefore, I believe the actions of the EDPS leadership constitute: 

• Maladministration: By failing to comply with the EUDPR in a meaningful way.
• Prevarication: By knowingly making false statements to obstruct the exercise of a 

fundamental right.
• Potential Fraud: By wilfully providing misleading and unusable information to a 

complainant to create a false appearance of compliance. 

The EU's lead data protection supervisor cannot be allowed to operate in such a manner. Its role in 
advising on and supervising the ethical use of AI, as outlined in the Artificial Intelligence Act, the 
EUDPR, is completely undermined if it itself displays such a cavalier and technologically-illiterate 
disregard for digital evidence and data integrity.

The EDPS is an active participant in numerous international meetings, forums, symposiums, and 
negotiations on international data transfer agreements. Given its lack of ethical standards and even 
basic IT skills, as evidenced by its failure to comply with EUDPR and its inability to provide proper

3 https://www.edps.europa.eu/data-protection/our-role-advisor_en  
4 https://www.edps.europa.eu/data-protection/our-role-advisor_en  
5 https://www.edps.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/23-07-01_edps-secgen-responsibilities_en.pdf  
6 https://www.edps.europa.eu/system/files/2023-07/leonardo-cervera-navas_bio_en.pdf  
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access to requested logs, the EDPS is unfit to represent the European Union in these critical global 
discussions. A body that cannot uphold its own legal obligations or demonstrate a commitment to 
transparency and integrity cannot credibly advocate for or defend the EU's interests on the 
international stage.

The EDPS under its current management is not only a liability but also undermines the credibility of
the EU as a whole. Its failure to meet basic standards of ethical conduct and technical competence 
calls into question its ability to effectively engage in international dialogues and negotiations, where
the EU's reputation for leadership in privacy and data protection is at stake.

Urgent corrective action is therefore not only necessary to address the maladministration within the 
EDPS but also to safeguard the EU's standing on the global stage.

I urge OLAF to open an immediate investigation into this matter to: 

1. Determine why the EDPS leadership is making technically false and misleading statements.
2. Investigate the internal practices and integrity of evidence handling within the EDPS.
3. Ensure that my fundamental right of access is fulfilled with proper, machine-readable data.
4. Hold accountable those responsible for this severe breach of trust. 

An Invitation to EU officials:
This case is not just about my individual complaint. It is about the integrity of the entire EU 
governance system. If the body designed to hold others accountable is itself corrupt, the system 
fails. I am therefore compelled to invite all EU officials who are aware of any misconduct, fraud, or 
illegality within the EDPS or any other institution to remember their duty under Article 22a of the 
Staff Regulations  7  . This article obliges officials to report without delay any suspected fraud, 
corruption, or illegal activity that could harm the EU's interests. 

Please use Tails, Tor, proxies, VPNs, throwaway email addresses to keep your anonymity 
while using OLAF's Fraud Notification System  8  

The OLAF will receive further open letters addressing this fraud and its connections to other 
fraudulent activities. I am willing to provide as much evidence as is required about the exposed 
facts, or to meet with you as many times as is necessary.

Sincerely,

Juan Sierra Pons

Annex I:
The official EDPS reply to my complaint (Ref: 2025-0348 D(2025) 1485 (25-04-25)), signed 
digitally by its Secretary-General (disclosed as a public document by the EDPS), Mr. Leonardo 
Cervera Navas, is attached hereto for your reference. This reply contains the assertions and claims 
outlined in this letter, which are demonstrably false and misleading. A sample of the logs provided 
have been added at the end of the letter too.

7 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A01962R0031-20240101  
8 https://fns.olaf.europa.eu/  
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LEONARDO CERVERA NAVAS 
SECRETARY-GENERAL 

 
 
 
 
 

Mr. Thomas ZERDICK   
supervision@edps.europa.eu  

 
 

Brussels,   
LCN/   D(2025)1485   C 2025-0299 
(controller case: 2025-0348) 
Please use edps@edps.europa.eu for all 
correspondence 

 
 
 

Subject: EDPS complaint case 2025-0299 against the European Data Protection 
Supervisor - reply to request for comments for the data controller        

Dear Mr. Zerdick,  
 
Thank you for consulting the controller on the complaint received by the Supervisory 
Authority under Article 63(1) of the Regulation (EU) 2028/1725 (‘the Regulation’).  
 
1. Scope of the request 
 
Your letter of 8 April 2025 addressed to the EDPS Secretary-General: 

• informed about a complaint under Article 63(1) of the Regulation from Mr Juan 
Sierra Pons (‘the complainant’) against the EDPS alleging ‘that the EDPS infringed 
Articles 4(1)(a), 4(1)(c), 4(1)(d), 4(3) [sic], 14(1), 17(1) and 27 of the Regulation by 
providing him, in reply to his request for access to logs concerning his personal data 
(the EDPS cases 2024-0432, 2024-0285, and 2024-1045), logs which are ‘not valid’ and do 
not ‘allow [him] to verify the lawfulness of the EDPS’ processing activities’’, and 

• requested, ‘by 28 April 2025’, the controller’s comments on ‘the complainant’s 
allegations’ and, in particular, on ‘the EDPS’ compliance with Article 4(1)(a), 4(1)(c), 
4(1)(d), 4(3), 14(1), 17(1) and 27 of the Regulation when providing the complainant the 
logs concerning his personal data’ and ‘views on whether the logs in pdf format would 
allow the complainant to exercise his right of access under Article 17 of the Regulation’.  

 
 

mailto:supervision@edps.europa.eu
mailto:edps@edps.europa.eu
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2. Controller’s comments  
 
I would like to respectfully submit that the controller provided the complainant with logs 
on consultation operations on their personal data in compliance with the requirements of 
Articles 4, 17, 27 of the Regulation, and taking due account of the Court of Justice of the EU 
(CJEU) ruling C-579/211, establishing that ‘[...] information relating to consultation 
operations carried out on a data subject’s personal data and concerning the dates and purposes 
of those operations constitutes information which that person has the right to obtain from the 
controller under that provision.’ 
 
To date, the controller has provided consultation operations to the complainant in the 
following cases: 2023-0583; 2023-1162; 2024-0079; 2024-0285; 2024-0432 and 2024-1045 and 
not only in the cases 2024-0432, 2024-0285, and 2024-1045 as stated in the complaint. 
Furthermore, on 29 January 2025 and 10 March 2025, the complainant requested once more 
‘[a]ccess logs with the time and the purpose of each access generated by consultations 
operations.’ (requests registered under the EDPS cases 2025-0130 and 2025-0265 
respectively).  
 
Up to now, the EDPS has provided the data subject with more than 3000 pages of logs on 
consultation operations. The most recent dispatch (2025-0130) dates to 24 April 2025 
(previous one (2024-1045) dates to the first half of March 2025 and contained more than 
1200 pages of logs).    
 
It should be noted that, since 29 January 2024, when the controller provided for the first 
time logs on consultation operations to the complainant in the same format, no challenge 
has been brought forward as to their format or comprehension.  
 
Extracting logs requires manual interventions given that the result should comply with the 
conclusions of the C-579/21 ruling, so as to strike ‘a balance [...] between the rights and 
freedoms in question’. More specifically, this operation aims to provide information 
‘concerning the dates and purposes of those operations’, while, at the same time, making sure 
that this process does not adversely affect the rights and freedoms of others and, as such, 
safeguarding, ‘the identity of the employees of that controller who carried out those operations 
under its authority and in accordance with its instructions’ as mentioned in the C-579/21 
ruling.  
 
As underlined in the C-579/21 ruling, ‘Wherever possible, means of communicating personal 
data that do not infringe the rights or freedoms of others should be chosen [...]’. As such, the 
information provided (as explained below and, as exemplified, in Annex 1) ensures 
compliance with the data minimisation principle (Article 4(1)(c) of the Regulation) and, 
more specifically, of the fact that the complainant was indeed provided with the required 
information according to the case-law in order to verify the lawfulness of processing while, 
at the same time, ensuring that the rights and freedoms of others are safeguarded.   
 
In view of the C‑579/21 ruling, the purpose of providing a data subject with logs on 
consultation operations on their personal data is to ‘to verify the lawfulness of the processing 
of his or her data’. Consultation operations provided in the above-mentioned multiple cases, 
together with the additional information given on the lawfulness of processing (which was 
in any case initiated by the complainant themselves, for example, when submitting a 

                                                 
1https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf;jsessionid=748B684EEEA753044DD0D90D56C4977A?text=&docid=274867&pageInd

ex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=2881138  

https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf;jsessionid=748B684EEEA753044DD0D90D56C4977A?text=&docid=274867&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=2881138
https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf;jsessionid=748B684EEEA753044DD0D90D56C4977A?text=&docid=274867&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=2881138
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complaint to the EDPS or an access to personal data or an access to document request), 
should have allowed the complainant to verify the lawfulness of the processing of their 
personal data by the controller.  
 
As concluded by the C‑579/21 ruling ‘[...] such log data reveal the existence of data processing’, 
while ‘provid[ing] information on the frequency and intensity of the consultation operations, 
thus enabling the data subject to ensure that the processing carried out is actually motivated 
by the purposes put forward by the controller.’ The information provided to the complainant 
included details, containing the date and the purpose of consultation operations, as 
registered in the system, first, at the case file level and, then, per each entry line in the case 
file. In addition, each document provided with logs included information on the overall 
purpose of processing (i.e. handling complaints, access to personal data, access to 
documents).  
 
The above-described process represents an important administrative burden for a small 
organisation like the EDPS, requiring manual interventions to ensure that the provided 
information would, on the one hand, satisfy the request from the data subject, and, on the 
other hand, safeguard the rights of others and comply with relevant security and need-to-
know requirements. 
 
Furthermore, the controller informed the complainant on multiple occasions with regards 
to the lawfulness of processing of complainant’s personal data by the EDPS, as mentioned 
in the complaints data protection notice2, ‘Your personal data are processed by the EDPS, 
when proportionate and necessary, for the purpose of investigating your complaint and for the 
follow up of that complaint. As the supervisory authority responsible for monitoring the 
processing of personal data by the Union institutions and bodies, the EDPS has the task to 
handle complaints lodged by a data subject, a body, an organisation or association, and 
investigate, to the extent appropriate, the subject matter of the complaint.’ More specifically, 
the complainant was informed that the EDPS processes personal data in order to handle 
complaints on the basis of the Article 57(1)(e) of the Regulation (EU) 2018/1725: ‘handle 
complaints lodged by a data subject, [...] and investigate, to the extent appropriate, the subject 
matter of the complaint [...]’.  
 
By the same token, in its previous replies, the controller informed the complainant that it 
handles complaints according to a strict need-to-know principle. In other words, EDPS staff 
access information related to complaints on the basis of a strict need-to-know principle. 
When doing so, the EDPS staff process personal data under the authority of and in 
accordance with the EDPS’ instructions. More specifically, as provided in the complaints 
data protection notice, ‘[f]or the EDPS, case handlers, administrative staff and hierarchy 
involved in the complaints handling will have access to the case file containing your personal 
data on a need-to-know basis.’  
 
In addition, the EDPS informed the complainant about the lawfulness of their personal data 
processing in the context of managing their access to documents requests under Regulation 
(EC) No. 1049/2001 or data subject requests under Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 or in relation 
to their CJEU case(s) against the EDPS or regarding their complaint(s) to the European 
Ombudsman against the EDPS.   
  
The complainant was informed that the EDPS preserves logs for security and audit purposes 
(excluding technical logs kept by the processor of the EDPS Case Management System 

                                                 
2 https://www.edps.europa.eu/data-protection/our-role-supervisor/complaints-handling-data-protection-notice_en  
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(CMS), which does not have access to personal data contained in case files), which is an 
essential aspect of compliance with Article 27 - Data protection by design and by default of 
the Regulation. For example, preserved logs allow for review of compliance of the need-to-
know principle when accessing information in the EDPS CMS and, as such, ensuring 
lawfulness of processing.   

In order to ensure that the information is ‘intelligible’ (i.e. ‘it should be understood by the 
intended audience’, as per European Data Protection Board (EDPB) Guidelines 01/2022 on 
data subject rights - Right of access3 (‘the EDPB Guidance’)), the controller provided the 
complainant ‘with additional information that explains the data provided’ regarding the logs 
on consultation operations in line with the EDPB Guidance, which recommends the 
following: ‘When providing data in a raw format it is important that the controller takes the 
necessary measures to ensure that the data subject understands the data, for example, by 
providing an explanatory document that translates the raw format into a user friendly form [and 
that] such a document could explain that abbreviations and other acronyms for example “A” 
means that the purchase has been interrupted and “B” means that the purchase has gone 
through’.   

More specifically, the following information was provided:  

Entry type: this defines the category covered by the log 

• Call action =  action performed on the object 
• Change property = modification in a metadata value 

Context: details on the type of action performed.  

• Most names are self-explanatory (eg. Access Definition, Security Level) 
• Other logs contain specific wording (e.g. AttrContentGet or AttrContentSet) to 

indicate the retrieving or setting of a specific value in the system 

Furthermore, the EDPS invited the complainant to contact the controller should any of the 
explanation provided require further clarification. To date, the complainant has not 
requested any clarification regarding the logs provided.  

With respect to the date that is included in the logs, it is self-explanatory, owing to its format 
(i.e. day/month/year, hour:minutes:seconds).  

As regards the format of the information provided, it shall be mentioned that, as specified 
by the EDPB Guidance, ‘the GDPR does not specify what a commonly used electronic form is. 
Thus there are several conceivable formats that can be used. What is considered to be a 
commonly used electronic form will also vary over time.’ The EDPB however includes in its 
Guidance that ‘The data subject should, however, not be obliged to buy software in order to get 
access to the information’.  

The EDPS provided logs on consultation operations in PDF format. Accessing such format 
does not require the data subject to buy software. In fact, it is the same format the 

                                                 
3 https://www.edpb.europa.eu/our-work-tools/our-documents/guidelines/guidelines-012022-data-subject-rights-right-access_en  
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complainant used to send their complaint and used regularly in order to send their data 
subject requests.  

Furthermore, in order to ensure information accuracy and compliance with the principle of 
accuracy as provided for in Article 4(1)(d) the Regulation, the content of the logs was 
provided in a screen capture format, which shows that information has not been tampered 
with. 

Concerning the format, the EDPB Guidance makes a distinction between the applicable 
formats in case of the right of access and the right of data portability. More specifically, it 
states that the ‘format requirements are different’ on those two cases, providing that, ‘Whilst 
the right of data portability under Art. 20 GDPR requires that the information is provided in a 
machine readable format, the right to information under Art. 15 does not.’, concluding that, 
‘[h]ence, formats that are considered not to be appropriate when complying with a data 
portability request, for example pdf-files, could still be suitable when complying with an access 
request.’ The EDPB further recommends that ‘When deciding upon the format in which the 
copy of the personal data and the information under Art. 15 should be provided, the controller 
needs to keep in mind that the format must enable the information to be presented in a way that 
is both intelligible and easily accessible’.  

As regards the ‘intelligible’ requirement, the EDPB clarifies that the information provided 
‘should be understood by the intended audience’ and, as such, it is ‘made understandable and 
clear’ recommending that ‘the controller might need to supply the data subject with additional 
information that explains the data provided.’ When preparing the reply, the controller indeed 
took into account the particularities of the data subject (the complainant), who, as shown 
in the complaint, makes proof of technical knowledge on logs. Furthermore, as mentioned 
above, additional information clarifying the content of the log files was provided to the 
complainant who was also given the possibility to seek further information. To further 
ensure ‘easy access’, the complainant was provided with the information presented in such 
a way (i.e. a layered approach) to allow for straightforward visualisation (e.g. document 
name, columns per action (entry type; context), date and purpose) as well as access.    
 
As regards the requirement to ensure transparency and that the information is provided in 
a concise form, the EDPB clarifies that ‘controllers should present the information efficiently 
and succinctly in order to be easily understood by the data subject [...] tak[ing] into account 
the quantity and complexity of the data when choosing the means for providing access.’ The 
EDPB Guidelines provide also a specific example that is pertinent to the case at hand, 
referring to a large number of log files pages (‘hundreds of pages of log files where the data 
subject’s activities on the website are registered.’) to be provided to a data subject, 
highlighting that, given their format, ‘in practice no knowledge can easily be drawn from the 
log files, therefore not fulfilling the requirement of Art. 12(1) GDPR’. For this reason, the EDPB 
recommended controllers to ‘use of a layered approach’, which ‘could be an appropriate 
measure to fulfil both the requirements in Art. 15 and 12(1) GDPR.’ as well as ‘appropriate 
headings and paragraphing’. By applying this recommendation, the EDPS provided the 
complainant with logs on consultation operations per case file, with columns containing 
the name of each entry in the case file (document title), entry type, context, date and 
purpose and not with raw log files that could have obstructed clarity.   
 
Therefore, I consider that the format and the content of the information provided to the 
complainant is compliant in terms of file type, as well as information presentation (i.e. in a 
layer manner), which is ‘intelligible’, ‘easily accessible’, ‘concise’ and ensures ‘transparency’, 
allowing thus the complainant to exercise their right of access under Article 17 of the 
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Regulation. This further ensures that the controller has complied with the provisions of 
Article 4(1)(a), Article 4(1)(c), and Article 4(1)(d) and, as such, with the principle of 
accountability according to Article 4(2) of the Regulation. Furthermore, as mentioned 
above, the log preservation system of the EDPS CMS system ensures that the controller 
complies with Article 27 of the Regulation.  
 
The controller remains available for any further clarification that might be needed. 

Kind regards 

Leonardo CERVERA NAVAS 

 

 

Copy: EDPS Data Protection Officer 

 

ENCLOSURES 

Annex 1: Sample of logs on consultation operations provided to the complainant 
(password-protected; please call  in order to retrieve password) 

Annex 2: Letters sent to complainant when replying to their access to personal data 
requests (password-protected; please call  in order to retrieve password)  
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	Up to now, the EDPS has provided the data subject with more than 3000 pages of logs on consultation operations. The most recent dispatch (2025-0130) dates to 24 April 2025 (previous one (2024-1045) dates to the first half of March 2025 and contained m...
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	As concluded by the C‑579/21 ruling ‘[...] such log data reveal the existence of data processing’, while ‘provid[ing] information on the frequency and intensity of the consultation operations, thus enabling the data subject to ensure that the processi...
	The above-described process represents an important administrative burden for a small organisation like the EDPS, requiring manual interventions to ensure that the provided information would, on the one hand, satisfy the request from the data subject,...
	By the same token, in its previous replies, the controller informed the complainant that it handles complaints according to a strict need-to-know principle. In other words, EDPS staff access information related to complaints on the basis of a strict n...
	The complainant was informed that the EDPS preserves logs for security and audit purposes (excluding technical logs kept by the processor of the EDPS Case Management System (CMS), which does not have access to personal data contained in case files), w...

		2025-09-19T09:33:17+0200
	Alicante
	Juan Sierra Pons
Juan@elsotanillo.net




