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OTUYET Ob YUYACTUU B MEX/JYHAPO/JHBIX ITYB/JINYHBIX
KOHCYJ/IbTAIIIAX

ARGA - Asylum Research & Global Assistance
21 okTs6ps 2026 roga

ARGA nogroroBusa nsiTb 3KCMEPTHBIX MO3ULMM M0 BOMPOCAM 3allUThl IePCOHA/IBHBIX [AHHBIX,
pery/MpoBaHUs UCKYCCTBEHHOI0 UHTeJIJIeKTa U aBTOPCKOro Ipasa. YeTsIpe MO3ULMK HallpaB/IeHbI
B paMKax IMyOIMUHBIX KOHCY/bTalLuii: Tpu - EBporeiickoMy coBeTy 110 3aiute AaHHbIx (EDPB),
ofHa - /lemapTraMeHTy 3allUThl MMepCOHaNbHBIX JaHHbIX Manaisuu (JPDP). [To koHCynbTanuu
EBpornelickoii KOMUCCUY NTOATOTOB/IEHBI JOKYMEHT U OTBETHI Ha aHKETY.

Yuactue 00BeAUHSET €BPOMEHCKYH0 W a3WaTCKyH) PETyJSTOPHYIO TIOBECTKY BOKDYT
MPaKTHUUeCKOro BOTpOca: KakK 00ecreunTbh MpOBepsieMyl) OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a HCII0/Ib30BaHUE
JJAHHBIX U [IeHICTBEHHYO 3all[UTy uesioBeKa Mpu MPUMeHeHUH HOBBIX TeXHOJIOTHA.

1. Be6-cKpeinUHT ¥ reHepaTUBHBIM UCKYCCTBEHHbIH UHTE/I/IEKT

EDPB, Guidelines 03/2026. KoHcynbTalusi 3aTpardBaeT MacCOBbIM cOop WHGopMalud u3
OTKPBITBIX MCTOYHUKOB J/1s1 cucteM reHepatuBHoro VU. [Ins ARGA ocoboe 3HaueHue HMMeeT
PUCK PpacCrpoCTpaHeHHUs yCTapeBIIMX OOBUHEHWH W UYBCTBUTE/IbHBIX CBeJIEHUH BHe
TepBOHAYAILHOTO KOHTEKCTA, B TOM UHMC/ie UH(OpMaLMH, CBI3aHHOU C YOEXXUII[EM U YTOJIOBHBIM
Tipec/ieIoBaHUEM.

IMosunua ARGA: 1poc/iexvBaeMOCTb TPOMCXOXAEHUS [JaHHbIX W WX T[0C/Ie[yIoLlero
WCII0/Ib30BaHMsI; OLIEHKAa ITPABOMEPHOCTH /10 cOopa; COXpaHeHHe CYIIeCTBEHHOTO KOHTEKCTa;
JIOCTYTIHbIM MeXaHW3M HCIpaB/ieHusI U yJajieHusl. YJajeHue 3anucu M3 UCXOAHOr0 MacCHBa
JO/DKHO OT/IMYaThCA OT TIPOBEPKM TOro, MPOJAO/DKaeT JIM MOZeIb BOCHPOWU3BOJUTH CIIOPHYHO
MH(OpMaLHIO.

Pe3y/bTart: nojjaua rno/TBep>KAeHa Ha 9KpaHe u nucbMoM EDPB ot 21 okTsi6pst 2026 roza, 16:57. Ilybnukarys
npepycMoTpeHa nocse rnposepku EDPB.

2. AHOHMMM3aL¥s ¥ PUCK TOBTOPHOU H/leHTH()UKaLIH

EDPB, Guidelines 02/2026. 3HaueHue KOHCY/JbTal[dd COCTOMT B pa3rpaHUUeHUU pealbHOU
AHOHMMHOCTU U (POpPMasibHOTO yJaneHus ujeHTUPUKaTopoB. CoueTaHue [aT, MeCT, CeMelHbIX
00CTOSITE/TLCTB U COOBITHI MOXKET paCKpbIBaTh TMUHOCTH JlaXke Oe3 UMeHHU.

ITo3urua ARGA: oljeHKa /I0/DKHAa YUWThIBaTh KOHKDeTHBIN HAa0OOp [aHHBIX, ToJyuyaTesed u
yCIOBUSL  [IOCTyTa, TIOATBEP)KAATbCS TeCTaMH U IepecMaTpuBaTbCsi TIPU  HM3MeHeHUH
obcrositennibecTB. Ocoboe BHHMMaHWe yjiefleHO MajibiM TPYINaM, UyBCTBUTE/NbHBIM HCTOPUSM U
0e30MacHBIM yCJIOBUSIM TECTUPOBAHUS IOBTOPHOM WeHTHU(PUKALIH.

Pe3ybTat: nojjaua rnoTBep>KAeHa Ha 5kpaHe U mucbMoM EDPB ot 21 okTsi6pst 2026 roga, 17:03.
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3. AAMHUHHCTpaTUBHbIE IITPa(bl U HHbIEe KOPPEKTHPYIOL{He Mepbl

EDPB, Guidelines 04/2026. KoHcynbTauys KacaeTcsi COOTHOLUIEHHs IITPAa(OB U HHBIX
MOJTHOMOUMI HaA3opHeIXx opraHoB nmo GDPR. Eé mpaktuueckoe 3HaueHue - B obecrieyeHUH
COpa3MepHOro TpaBOIpUMeHeHUsl, KOTOpOe O/HOBPEMEHHO YCTaHaB/IMBaeT OTBETCTBEHHOCTb U
NpeKpalliaeT 1oc/ie/ICTBUSI HapYLIeHHUs 1JIs1 uesioBekKa.

ITosuiua ARGA: HapylieHue, po/ib KOHKPETHOI'O YYaCTHUKA, YMbICe WU HeOCTOPOXKHOCTb U
BbIOOp CaHKIMHU TPeOylOT caMocCTosATe/NbHOro obocHOBaHMS. Macmrab rociefcTBUN Heb3si
OLIeHUBATb TOJILKO YWC/IOM 3aTPOHYTBIX JIUL]: PacKpbITHe [JAHHBIX OJHOILO Ye/J0BeKa MOJXKeT
CYILIECTBEHHO TIOB/IMATh Ha ero 06e30MacHOCTh, PeryTalyio U JOCTYI K He0OXOJUMBIM yC/TyTam.

ARGA nmpepsioxkuna CBS3bIBaTb OLIEHKY HWCIIPABUTE/IbHBIX [JIeWCTBHM C  TPOBepsSieMbIMU
pe3ysibTaTaMM: Kakue Orepalyd TpeKpalleHbl, KakKue JaHHble HMCIpaBieHbl U KakuM 00pa3om
ycTaHoB/ieHa 3(@ekTuBHOCTb Mep. LlITpad He [O/KeH MOJAMEHATh yCTpaHeHue HapylleHus, a
obeljaHye yIydIlleHUH - 0Ka3aTenbCTBO (aKTUUeCKOro ucrmpasieHus. OTenbHO MOAuepKHYThI
MOHATHOCTh PpeLIeHU, BO3MOXXHOCTb MX OCIapMBaHUSl M 3allliTa 3asBUTe/el OT MOBTOPHOIO
PaCKpBITHS IaHHbIX.

Pe3ysbTart: nojjaua rnoATBepKAeHa Ha 5KpaHe U mucbMoM EDPB ot 21 okTsi6pst 2026 roga, 17:08.

4, I/ICKYCCTBEHHLIﬁ HHTE/IJIEKT U 3dllUTA I€ePCOHA/IbHBIX JdHHBIX B Manai3uu

JPDP, Public Consultation Paper No. 1/2026. O6cyxaenre Al and Personal Data Protection
Framework rocssiiieHo yripaBiieHH0 00paboTKO# [JaHHBIX Ha BCEX CTaAUsIX )KU3HEHHOTO IMKJIa
WW. YuacTve B 3TOM KOHCY/bTallud pacIivpsieT reorpaduio 3kcrepTHoOW pabotei ARGA wu
N03BOJIsIeT IIPe/CTaBUTh MOAXOZ K 3allUTe YSI3BUMBIX JIML] B CAMOCTOSITe/IbHOM HaljMOHA/IbHOM
TIpaBOBOM KOHTEKCTe.

IMosumua ARGA: scHoe pacrpejie/ieHe OTBETCTBEHHOCTH MeXAy Ppa3paboTuuKoM,
TOCTaBIIMKOM U TO/Ib30BaTe/ieM CHUCTeMbI; JOKYMeHTHPOBaHHe UCTOYHUKOB U 1ieiell 00paboTKu;
KOHTPOJIb W3MEHEeHWW MoJereld U YCJIOBUM WCIO/Mb30BaHUS [JaHHbIX. [nsi pellieHUd C
CYLLeCTBEHHBbIMU TIOC/eICTBUSMU TIPEJJIOKEHbI CO/lep)KaTe/lbHbIN Ue/loBeuecKuid MepecMoTp U
JIOCTYIIHas MpoLe/lypa oOCliapUBaHus pe3ysbrara.

B oTBeTax Takxe mpe/jioKeHbl MTPaKTUUeCKUe UHCTPYMEHThI: KapTa poJieid, peecTp NCTOUHUKOB
JAHHBbIX, BOIMPOCHI [jiS TIPOBEPKH TIOCTABIUKOB, TMPOLEAYPbI WCIIPAB/IeHUs] OMIMOOK W
copasMepHasi TpoBepka cucTeM. MeXayHapo/JHble CTaHJApPThl pacCMaTpUBAlOTCS  Kak
OpraHu3al[OHHbIe OPUEHTHUPHI, KOTOPbIe JO/DKHBI COOTHOCUTBLCS C TPeOOBaHUSMYI Maslal3uCKOTro
TpaBa, a He 3aMeHSITh UX.

Pe3ynbTat: OTBETHI HalpaBJieHbl, YCIIelIHasl OTIIpaBKa MOATBepyKeHa coobuieHreM « Y our response has been
recorded». B npunokeHny NprBeieHb! IOATOTOB/IEHHAs [IMCbMeHHasl IO3ULHs1, MCII0/Ib30BaHHas [J1s1 OTBETOB, U
CKPHHILIOT MO/ TBeP>KAeHMUSI.

OO01iee 3HaYeHUE MPeACTAB/IEHHBIX MPe/I0KeHH

YeTbIpe 3aBepIl€éHHbIE TIOAAUM (OPMUPYIOT COTJIACOBAaHHYHO 3KCIepTHYI To3uipio ARGA:
3alUTa TpaB [IO/DKHA ONMpaThCs Ha TIpoBepsieMble  (DaKThl, TOHATHOE pacrpeziesieHne
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U JIOCTYIIHbIE CpeJCTBa WcrpasieHus. [Togxon oTpakaer mpodunb ARGA B
cdepe TpaHCTPAHUYHOM 3all[UTHI TIPAB.
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5. TexH0/I0TUHM, aBTOPCKOE NMPaBo U reHepaTuBHbIN V1IN

EBponeiickasa komuccus. Targeted consultation on a potential initiative for a better copyright
environment for European creativity and innovation. KoHCynbTalys MOCBsiIlieHa YCIOBUSIM
WCII0/Ib30BaHUSI OXpaHseMbIX MaTepuarioB B WU, 3auure mnpaBoobsasaTeneld, LUPPOBLIM
MMUTALUSIM UCTIOJTHUTE e U UCCieoBaTe/IbCKOMY JOCTYITY.

IToproroBnenHass mo3unusa ARGA: [0KyMeHTHDOBaHHE TIPOMCXOX/EHHs O00ydJaromux
MaTepHasioB, MOHSTHbIE YCIOBUS JULEH3MPOBaHUs U OrOBOPOK TipaBoo0OsiaziaTesnieid, copa3MepHbIi
JOCTyN K JlO0Ka3aTenbCTBaM MpH criope. IlybsmuHas TpPO3pauHOCTb [O/DKHA COUYETaThCs C
3alUIEHHBIMU KaHallaMU pacKpbIThsl, UTOOBI He CO3/jaBaTh HOBBIX PUCKOB [i/Isl TIepPCOHAIbHbBIX
JlAaHHBIX U KOH(DUJeHI[MaIbHON UH(OPMAaLUH.

B uactu 1MdpoBBIX HUMUTALMK MpejAaoXKeHbl afipeCHble M OCIIOpUMble Mepbl 3alUThI,
YUWTBIBAIOIIe KOHTEKCT M 3aKOHHble (OpMbI BbIpaXeHHs. B ucciefoBaTesbCKOM 4acTd -
npeficka3yeMble TIpaBWa /IOCTyra, Oe3oracHble cpeAbl YW cOopa3MepHasi JOKyMeHTaLusl,
MO3BOJISAOLLIME TIPOBOAUTL He3aBUCUMYIO NTPOBepKy cucteM V.

,Z[OKyMEHTaJIbHOE MNOATBEPIKACHHE U COCTaB HPI/IJIO)KEHI/Iﬁ

[Tonyuenve Tpéx mo3uuuii EDPB mnoarBepxgeHo aBTOMaTMyecKMMU TmMcbMamu EDPB.
[ToaTBepK/eHMe TIONy4YeHUs He O3HauaeT TMPUHATUS TIPeJJIOKEeHUM pPeryysTopoM; MHCbMa
TIpelyCMaTpUBAIOT MPOBepKy mepes mybnvkaruei. [To Manaiisuu ocHoBaHUEM /i1 (DUKCAIUU
OTIIPaBKU CIY)>XKUT COXpaHEHHBIM 3KpaH MOATBepXK/AeHusl. Bpems nuceM MpuBeJeHO Tak, KaKk OHO
0TOOpa)KeHO B MPeI0CTaBIEHHbBIX KOTHSIX.

Hirke BK/IIOUEHBI IIO/HbBIE TEKCThI 1'103HL[I/II>1 U TIOATBEpXAarolue MaTepurd/ibl. I/ICXO,Z[HbIe
JOKYMEHTbI coxpaHeHbl 6e3 wu3MeHeHUWs copep)kaHusi. OOIlasi 1ieroyka THCeM W OT[e/IbHO
npeaoCTaB/IeEHHbIE COO6H.[€HI/IH BKJ/IFOUEHBI ITO/THOCTBIO; TTOBTOPAOIHECH ITMCbMad OTHOCATCA K TEM
JKe IoJa4dM U He YBEJIMUMBAIOT X KOJINMYECTBO.

ITpunoyxenue 1. Beb-ckpedinuHr: mosuiust ARGA U moaTBepyKieHHe OTIIPABKH - CTp. 4-6.

IIpunoxxenue 2. AHoHumuzanus: nosunuss ARGA u noaTBepKeHre OTIpaBKU - CTP. 7-9.

Ipunoxxenve 3. AgMuHUCTpaTHBHbIe ITpadkl: mo3uiiusi ARGA u noATBepskJeHre OTnpaBKu - cTp. 10-12.
Ipunosxenue 4. Manaiizus: o3uiusi ARGA v oATBepskJieHre OTIpaBKy OTBeTOB - cTp. 13-16.

ITpunoskenve 5. EBporneiickasi KOMMCCHS: TIO3ULMSL M OTBETHI HA aHKeTy - cTp. 17-23.

Ipunoxenue 6. ITucema EDPB: o61iast rierouka 1 oT/ie/IbHbIe KOTIMU TIOATBEPXKIeHHH - CTp. 24-26.
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Web scraping and generative Al
Response to EDPB Guidelines 03/2026
European Data Protection Board

21 October 2026 | France

ARGA — Asylum Research & Global Assistance submits this position from a fundamental-rights
and access-to-remedy perspective. Our central concern is the loss of context when information about
identifiable people is collected, combined and reused by generative Al systems. The
recommendations below concern the consultation draft and are proposals for clarification, not
assertions that every suggested measure is already mandatory.

1 Make provenance operational

We support clearer accountability for the acquisition and reuse of personal data. The final guidance
should connect the allocation of responsibilities in paragraphs 17-20 with a practical evidence trail.
A controller should be able to link a training-data collection to its source, collection date, stated
purpose, assessed legal basis, relevant restrictions and subsequent dataset versions. The level of
detail should reflect risk and avoid retaining unnecessary personal data solely to document
compliance.

We recommend a minimum provenance record covering the collecting entity, source categories,
acquisition method, relevant filtering decisions, transfers and the training runs or model versions that
used the material. For purchased datasets, a supplier warranty alone should not close the inquiry. A
proportionate verification process should test the supplier’s account, record unresolved gaps and
identify circumstances requiring exclusion or further investigation.

The guidance should explain how responsibility follows actual decisions about purposes and means.
Contractual labels must not obscure a developer’s own decisions about selection, combination or
reuse. An upstream breach should not automatically be attributed to every downstream actor without
examining that actor’s processing and applicable duties.

2 Assess lawfulness before collection

Public availability does not resolve lawfulness, necessity or fairness. Where legitimate interests are
relied upon, the assessment should identify a concrete interest, examine less intrusive means and
address reasonable expectations in the original publication context. A general aspiration to improve a
model should not substitute for that analysis. The assessment should be revisited when the intended
use or affected population changes materially.

We recommend clearer examples involving asylum-related narratives, humanitarian assistance pages,
allegations of crime and information about children. These are illustrative risk scenarios, not client
case studies. The same passage can acquire a substantially different impact when detached from its
date, procedural status or original audience.

The guidance should distinguish special-category data under Article 9 GDPR from data concerning
criminal convictions and offences under Article 10. A balancing exercise under Article 6(1)(f) does
not itself satisfy those separate conditions. Controllers should identify whether such material is likely
to be collected and adopt source selection, exclusion and handling measures before ingestion, with a
documented response to residual collection.

3 Preserve context and enable correction

The minimisation and accuracy discussion should address outdated or contested allegations. A
withdrawn notice, an acquittal or a correction can be lost when a dataset retains only an earlier
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report. Where personal data are retained, provenance and update mechanisms should make the date,
source and relevant status discoverable without indiscriminately expanding the data collected.

We recommend an escalation procedure for credible reports of serious inaccuracies: assess the
report, identify affected dataset versions, restrict further reuse where justified, implement the
applicable correction or deletion and document verification. The final guidance should distinguish
action on a source corpus from action on a trained model and on generated outputs. Removing a row
from a dataset does not demonstrate that the model has ceased reproducing it.

Controllers should explain the capabilities and limits of their remediation method. Technical
difficulty should be evidenced, not used as a generic exemption. Tests should examine whether
relevant output risks persist, while preventing the testing process from exposing the affected person’s
data more widely.

4 Make transparency and remedies usable

For paragraphs 24-34, we recommend concrete criteria for assessing and documenting any Article
14 exception. Scale alone should not be presented as an automatic justification. Where an exception
applies, alternative information should be specific enough to help people understand the processing
and locate a usable contact point.

A searchable source register can be useful, but a public register of exact URLs may itself expose
vulnerable people. The guidance should permit layered disclosure: meaningful public information on
source categories and periods, a protected request route, and fuller evidence available to competent
authorities. It should not require fresh identifying data solely to make an anonymous or
unidentifiable record attributable to a person.

Rights procedures should accept reasonably sufficient evidence and provide a reasoned outcome. A
request should be traceable across the collecting entity, dataset supplier and model provider where
relevant responsibilities exist. Referral between organisations must not become an endless loop. Any
communication of rectification or erasure should follow the applicable GDPR requirements and
protect the requester’s identity.

5 Require evidence proportionate to risk

ARGA recommends a concise accountability annex covering provenance, the lawfulness assessment,
source exclusions, impact assessment where required, rights handling, remediation tests and material
changes. For particularly consequential processing, suitably independent review can improve
confidence; the guidance should explain when such review is useful without presenting universal
external certification as a legal requirement.

Reviewers should have relevant expertise, access sufficient to test claims, and safeguards against
conflicts of interest. Published findings should describe scope and limitations. Neither an audit label
nor a supplier assurance should create immunity from responsibility. Our priority is verifiable
prevention and effective correction, rather than documentation that cannot be tested.

References

[1] EDPB Guidelines 03/2026, consultation draft, version 1.0, adopted 7 July 2026. Principal
references: paragraphs 17-20, 24-34 and the sections on minimisation, accuracy and lawfulness.
Official source

[2] Regulation (EU) 2016/679, in particular Articles 5, 6, 9-11, 14, 16-19, 21, 24, 25 and 35.
Official source
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj
https://www.edpb.europa.eu/system/files/2026-07/edpb_guidelines_2020603_webscraping_v1_en_0.pdf

EDPB: Be6-ckpeinuHr 1 reHepaTuBHbIi U

21 okTs16pst 2026 roga | CoxpaHEHHBIM KpaH MOATBEPK/IEHUs OTIPABKU

The EDPB Secretariat staff screens all replies provided before publication (only for the purpose
of blocking unauthorised submissions, such as spam), after which the replies are made available
to the public directly on the EDPB public consultations’ page. Unauthorised submissions are
immediately deleted. The attached files are not altered in any way by the EDPB.

Please note that your contribution may be subject to a request for access to documents under
Regulation 1049/2001 on public access to European Parliament, Council and Commission
documents. In this case the request will be assessed against the conditions set out in the
Regulation and in accordance with applicable data protection rules.

All legal details can be found in our Specific Privacy Statement (SPS).

Your contribution s been submitted.

EDPB

Topics Task and duties i *~\ Coordinated
* <T> Supervision

/  Committee
Documents Our members *oe
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Anonymisation and reidentification risk
Response to EDPB Guidelines 02/2026
European Data Protection Board

21 October 2026 | France

ARGA — Asylum Research & Global Assistance welcomes guidance that makes anonymisation
assessments explainable and reviewable. Our perspective is the protection of people whose
identification can expose them to serious consequences and whose access to correction or redress
may be limited. We propose practical additions to the consultation draft while preserving the GDPR
test of identifiability.

1 Document the context of the assessment

The final guidance should provide a short assessment template stating the dataset and version,
intended recipients, release environment, relevant actors, reasonably available auxiliary information,
likely means of identification and review horizon. An anonymity claim should identify the
perspective and circumstances to which it applies. A result established for restricted access should
not be carried over automatically to unrestricted publication.

The analysis should consider realistic cooperation between recipients or other actors where relevant,
without assuming an omnipotent adversary with unlimited resources. Conversely, contractual
prohibitions should not be treated as conclusive where practical access, incentives or weak
enforcement make identification reasonably likely. The record should show why assumptions about
access and capabilities are credible.

We support the distinction between anonymisation and pseudonymisation. Replacing direct
identifiers, hashing a field or calling data “synthetic” does not by itself establish anonymity. Data-
processing steps undertaken to achieve anonymisation remain subject to the applicable GDPR
requirements while personal data are being processed.

2 Explain the three criteria and their limits

Paragraphs 52-53 and section 3.5.3 should be accompanied by a worked decision record showing
how the three criteria — No Record Isolation, No Linkage and No Inference — feed into the overall
assessment. The guidance should make clear both the significance of satisfying all three and the need
for further analysis when a criterion is not met. Failure of a screening criterion should not be reduced
to an unexplained automatic verdict.

We recommend examples involving small populations, longitudinal records and unstructured
narratives. Removing a name may leave a distinctive combination of location, dates, family
circumstances or procedural events. An assessment limited to individual database columns can miss
the identifying effect of the combined record or of linked releases.

Tests should report the attack or inference attempted, auxiliary data used, success definition, false
positives, uncertainty and limits of the evaluation. A low average success rate may conceal a readily
identifiable subgroup. No single numerical threshold should be presented as a universal safe harbour
across datasets, recipients and release conditions.

3 Protect people during reidentification testing

Reidentification testing should not create an avoidable new disclosure. We recommend controlled
environments, authorised access, minimisation of test outputs, separation of identifiers where
appropriate and documented deletion or restricted retention of test material. External evaluators
should be bound by suitable confidentiality and security arrangements.
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The likelihood of identification and the severity of its consequences should be recorded separately.
Vulnerability does not replace or redefine the legal test of identifiability. It should nevertheless
inform the safeguards, release design and scrutiny of assumptions. For sensitive narratives, aggregate
publication or controlled access may be preferable to releasing granular records.

The final guidance should include a decision point for uncertainty. Where the evidence does not
substantiate anonymity in the planned context, the organisation should continue to apply the relevant
personal-data protections or change the release design. An unresolved assessment should not be
converted into an anonymity claim merely because further testing is inconvenient.

4 Treat anonymity as a maintained conclusion

We recommend explicit review triggers: new auxiliary datasets, changes in access conditions or
recipients, improved identification techniques, additional releases that can be combined, and credible
reports of identification. The initial decision should name a review owner and record the rationale for
the review interval. Periodic reassessment should be proportionate and should not imply that every
previous assessment is automatically invalid.

A response plan should describe how to investigate a credible reidentification report, preserve
necessary evidence, contain further access where possible and reassess the processing under the
applicable law. If public release cannot be reversed, that limitation should be acknowledged before
publication and reflected in the initial decision.

We also recommend separate assessment of source data, transformed data and any model produced
from them. A conclusion that a released table is anonymous does not establish that a model trained
on identifiable source material is anonymous. Testing and documentation should identify the
particular artefact and use context to which the conclusion applies.

5 Retain accountability and access to remedy

The draft should retain the distinction between anonymisation for a recipient and the obligations of a
controller that collected identifiable data. Later anonymisation must not be used to retroactively erase
transparency obligations that arose at collection. Retention of original identifiable data should be
justified separately; anonymising one copy does not resolve the storage limitation assessment for all
other copies.

ARGA proposes a proportionate evidence package comprising the assessment record, test results,
access controls, residual uncertainties and review triggers. In cases presenting substantial
consequences for individuals, independent scrutiny may be appropriate. It should test the stated
assumptions and methods, not merely certify that a checklist exists.

A public explanation can describe the purpose, techniques, release context and limitations without
disclosing an attack recipe or personal information. A confidential channel should allow people and
qualified researchers to report credible weaknesses. The objective is an anonymity claim that remains
defensible in practice and can be challenged responsibly.

References

[1] EDPB Guidelines 02/2026, consultation draft, version 1.0, adopted 7 July 2026. Principal
references: paragraphs 3, 6-14 and 52—53; sections 2.4, 2.5 and 3.5.3. Official source

[2] Regulation (EU) 2016/679, in particular Recital 26 and Articles 4, 5, 13, 14, 24, 25 and 32.
Official source
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EDPB: anoHuMu3anus

21 okTs16pst 2026 roga | CoxpaHEHHBIM KpaH MOATBEPK/IEHUs OTIPABKU

The EDPB Secretariat staff screens all replies provided before publication (only for the purpose -
of blocking unauthorised submissions, such as spam), after which the replies are made available

to the public directly on the EDPB public consultations’ page. Unauthorised submissions are

immediately deleted. The attached files are not altered in any way by the EDPB.

Please note that your contribution may be subject to a request for access to documents under
Regulation 1049 /2001 on public access to European Parliament, Council and Commission
documents. In this case the request will be assessed against the conditions set outin the
Regulation and in accordance with applicable data protection rules.

All legal details can be found in our Specific Privacy Statement (SPS).
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Administrative fines and effective remedies
Response to EDPB Guidelines 04/2026
European Data Protection Board

21 October 2026 | France

ARGA — Asylum Research & Global Assistance supports enforcement that is effective,
proportionate and dissuasive, with reasoned decisions and meaningful procedural safeguards. Our
contribution concerns the impact of data misuse on individuals, attribution of responsibility,
evidentiary quality and the relationship between sanctions and corrective action. The
recommendations address the consultation draft adopted on 17 September 2026.

1 Preserve the sequence of the assessment

The five-step structure is useful if each step remains distinct. The final guidance should make
explicit that establishing an infringement, identifying the appropriate addressee, establishing
intention or negligence and deciding on a sanction require their own reasons. The desirability of
deterrence must not substitute for evidence of the relevant infringement and responsibility.

For complex processing chains, the decision should identify the actor’s actual role, the processing
operation, the breached duty and the evidence connecting that actor to the breach. Paragraphs 42—43
should be illustrated with cases distinguishing a processor acting within instructions, a processor
exceeding them and a controller’s separate failures of selection or oversight. Contractual labels
should neither shield actual responsibility nor justify automatic liability for every participant.

We recommend examples involving Al-assisted systems, but the mere use of Al should not be
treated as an infringement or an aggravating factor in itself. The authority should establish the
relevant facts: for example, the actual collection, use, disclosure, accuracy failure or failure to honour
an applicable right.

2 Keep culpability and individual assessment explicit

We support the requirement to establish intention or negligence. The final guidance should explain
the evidential reasoning required when awareness, organisational omissions or ignored warnings are
relied upon. A documented compliance system can be relevant evidence, but its existence alone does
not prove reasonable conduct; nor does a failed control automatically establish intentional
misconduct.

The strong presumption discussed in paragraphs 55-57 for non-minor infringements should be
accompanied by an express safeguard that it does not reverse the burden of establishing the
infringement or culpability. The authority should still give an individualised explanation of why a
fine is appropriate, taking account of the relevant Article 83 factors and the available corrective
powers.

ARGA recommends separating three questions in the reasons: why the infringement is or is not
minor; why a fine or another measure is appropriate; and how the amount is determined under the
applicable framework. This would improve reviewability and avoid collapsing distinct assessments
into a single conclusion about severity.

3 Assess consequences beyond aggregate numbers

A small number of affected people does not necessarily indicate minor consequences. The guidance
should include examples where inaccurate or improperly disclosed information can have substantial
effects on a person’s safety, reputation or access to essential services. Examples concerning
contested criminal allegations or asylum-related information would illuminate the importance of
context without creating automatic sanction categories.
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The assessment should distinguish established harm, a substantiated risk of harm and unsupported
speculation. It should consider duration, exposure, accessibility of the information, reversibility and
barriers to obtaining a remedy. Evidence should make clear whether harm is widespread,
concentrated in a vulnerable subgroup or particularly serious for one person.

The nature of the data and the context of its use can inform gravity under the GDPR framework, but
should not become a mechanical score that replaces judgment. A transparent explanation is
preferable to an undisclosed risk model or a proprietary blacklist of supposedly high-risk actors.

4 Connect sanctions to verified correction

We support distinguishing ordinary compliance from exceptional mitigating conduct, as discussed in
paragraphs 77—-78. An organisation should not receive automatic mitigation merely for doing what
the law already required. At the same time, prompt, evidenced action that genuinely limits harm
should be assessed on its merits under the applicable factors.

The guidance should identify useful evidence of remediation: when the organisation became aware,
what it stopped or restricted, which recipients or systems were affected, which corrections were
completed and how effectiveness was tested. A promise to improve, an unverified vendor assurance
or a newly purchased audit should not carry the same weight as a demonstrated result.

For Al-related processing, deletion from one training corpus does not establish correction across
model versions or generated outputs. The authority should examine the scope and limits of the action
actually taken. Corrective orders should specify a measurable objective, a proportionate timetable
and suitable verification while remaining grounded in the authority’s legal powers.

Remediation should not create immunity from a fine, and a fine should not be treated as permission
to continue unlawful processing. Where necessary and lawful, sanctions and corrective measures
should work together to stop the infringement and reduce continuing harm.

5 Make enforcement reviewable and accountable

The procedural safeguards referenced in paragraph 12 should be reflected throughout the guidance.
The addressee should be able to understand and challenge the material evidence, attribution,
technical methods and conclusions, subject to the applicable procedural rules and legitimate
protections for confidential information. A technically complex investigation must remain intelligible
enough for effective review.

Independent expert assessment can be valuable when it tests a contested technical claim. Its scope,
assumptions, conflicts of interest and limitations should be disclosed as appropriate. An audit should
be evidence to assess, not a substitute for the authority’s judgment or a presumption that all
processing is compliant.

When several authorities or legal regimes address related conduct, the guidance should encourage
coordination and an explicit explanation of how applicable safeguards against duplicative
punishment are respected. This should not be framed as a blanket exemption from distinct lawful
proceedings.

Finally, public decisions should explain the infringement and outcome while protecting complainants
and third parties from unnecessary reidentification. ARGA recommends publishing meaningful
reasoning and verified corrective outcomes, with appropriate redaction. Effective enforcement
should improve the individual’s practical position as well as deter future violations.

References
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Al and personal data protection

Response to JPDP Public Consultation Paper No. 1/2026
Department of Personal Data Protection, Malaysia

21 October 2026 | France

ARGA — Asylum Research & Global Assistance submits the following responses to questions 4.1.1
—4.1.7 of the consultation paper dated 5 October 2026. Our contribution concerns accountable Al
governance, protection of vulnerable individuals and practical access to remedies. Recommendations
for additions to the proposed Framework are identified as proposals; references to Malaysian law
remain governed by Act 709 and the applicable Malaysian legal framework.

4.1.1 Adequacy of Act 709 compliance

The proposed lifecycle approach is useful, particularly the treatment of lawful data sources,
documentation, review and continuing oversight. ARGA recommends an accompanying compliance
map connecting each operative requirement to Act 709, applicable subsidiary instruments or a clearly
identified new recommendation. This would help organisations distinguish existing legal duties from
suggested governance practice.

Paragraph 5.1 correctly states that using Al does not create a separate legal basis. The final
Framework should give worked examples of selecting and recording the applicable Malaysian
condition for processing at collection, training, testing, deployment and reuse. Concepts from foreign
regimes should not be imported as if they were independent permissions under Act 709. Publicly
accessible or purchased data should not be presumed authorised for any Al purpose.

4.1.2 Scope terms and exemptions

The final text should preserve the statutory scope and distinguish the responsibilities of controllers
and processors wherever Act 709 allocates them differently. A glossary should explain the
relationship between an Al developer, service provider, deployer and these legal roles. Actual
processing decisions and the applicable law, rather than a supplier’s product label, should determine
the analysis.

For own systems, third-party services and APIs, organisations should map who receives personal
data, who can reuse it for training, retention periods and relevant onward transfers. The guidance
should explain how exclusions or exemptions apply by reference to their legal source. It should not
appear to create new statutory exemptions, offences or extraterritorial powers through guidance
alone.

4.1.3 Al lifecycle principles

We recommend a maintained record linking intended purpose, source and acquisition conditions,
relevant processing justification, dataset versions, material model changes and deployment context.
Before a material change, the organisation should assess whether the original justification and
safeguards remain adequate. This should include a change from internal assistance to a system used
in decisions with significant effects on people.

For consequential uses, we propose meaningful human review, an accessible route to question an
outcome and a record of the role automation played. This is a recommendation for the Framework,
not a claim that every proposed safeguard is already a freestanding statutory right. Review should be
capable of changing the outcome and should address erroneous inputs and unsupported inferences.

Withdrawal, correction or deletion workflows should distinguish the source dataset, vendor copies,
the deployed system and model outputs. A claim that a correction is complete should identify the
action taken and the evidence supporting it. Where a technical limitation remains, the controller
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should evaluate other effective measures under the applicable law rather than rely on a generic
statement that Al cannot be corrected.

4.1.4 Governance and feasibility

For paragraphs 35-43, we recommend a named accountable owner, documented approval for
consequential uses, an escalation route and change-control records. Existing governance structures
can perform these functions where they have adequate authority and expertise. Smaller organisations
should be able to use concise templates and shared technical resources without losing accountability.

The proportionality approach to review and audit in paragraph 41 should be retained. Internal review
may be adequate for some uses; materially higher-risk processing may justify independent
evaluation. The guidance should describe competence, access to relevant evidence and conflict-of-
interest safeguards. It should not imply that purchasing an external certificate discharges statutory
responsibilities.

Minimum vendor terms should address permitted processing, reuse for training, retention and
deletion, incident cooperation, material changes and evidence needed to assess compliance. A
controller should record what it has verified and what remains uncertain. Where the evidence is
insufficient, the response may require limiting or suspending the proposed use rather than relying
exclusively on a contractual assurance.

4.1.5 Constraints and enforcement challenges

Key practical constraints include opaque suppliers, incomplete provenance, changing models, limited
technical expertise and the difficulty of tracing a harmful output back to relevant processing. ARGA
recommends standard evidence requests and a staged escalation process so that organisations and the
regulator can distinguish missing documentation, failed controls and demonstrated unlawful
processing.

Records under paragraphs 40—42 should support investigation without becoming an unlimited
archive of personal data. Access controls, retention rules and secure review arrangements should be
specified. Confidential examination can protect trade secrets while allowing the regulator to test a
claim. Commercial confidentiality should not be treated as a blanket reason to withhold evidence that
must lawfully be provided.

Cross-border processing should be assessed under the applicable Act 709 requirements. Vendor
assurances should be connected to actual data flows, recipient roles and safeguards. Guidance should
explain practical escalation where a provider changes location, subprocessors or reuse terms.
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4.1.6 Industry readiness and regulatory support

We recommend a starter pack containing a role-mapping worksheet, data-source register, vendor
questionnaire, material-change checklist, rights-request workflow and proportionate audit record.
Sector examples should include smaller organisations and cases involving sensitive or vulnerable
populations. Templates should show the reasoning required, not just boxes to tick.

Training, published questions and answers, and suitably governed testing environments could
improve implementation. Any transition period for new guidance should be clearly distinguished
from existing statutory obligations. JPDP could publish anonymised implementation examples and
recurring deficiencies without disclosing complainants’ identities or confidential business
information.

4.1.7 International references and standards

International risk-management and management-system frameworks, including NIST AI RMF and
ISO/IEC 42001, can offer useful terminology and organisational methods. Their use should be
mapped to Malaysian requirements rather than presented as legal equivalence. Certification, where
relevant, should identify its scope, version, limitations and the processing actually assessed.

ARGA recommends a functional comparison: which Malaysian obligation a control supports, what
evidence it generates and what remains unaddressed. The Framework should preserve local legal
requirements while encouraging interoperable records and evaluation methods. The final objective
should be demonstrable protection and a usable remedy, not a compliance label detached from actual
system behaviour.
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Technology and copyright
Supplementary position paper for the European Commission

Targeted consultation on a potential initiative for a better copyright environment for European
creativity and innovation

21 October 2026 | France

ARGA — Asylum Research & Global Assistance offers a fundamental-rights and accountability
perspective on generative Al and copyright. This paper supplements the consultation questionnaire.
It focuses on training-data provenance, licensing, enforcement, Al-generated imitations and research.
It does not claim to represent a collecting society, a model developer or a particular creative industry,
and does not provide market estimates.

1 Make copyright compliance verifiable

A workable copyright environment requires both respect for rights and a practical way to establish
what a system has done. ARGA recommends a proportionate provenance framework linking the
acquisition of training material, relevant permissions or exceptions, rights reservations and
subsequent dataset versions. The purpose is to support a reasoned compliance assessment, not to
presume that all Al training is unlawful or that every use requires a new licence.

The framework should distinguish public transparency from evidence held for competent authorities
or lawful dispute resolution. A useful public summary can describe sources, periods, categories and
acquisition channels. More granular records may be necessary to investigate a specific claim, but
publication of an unrestricted source inventory may expose personal data, confidential material or
security-sensitive information.

The Commission should build coherently on the copyright-policy and training-content-summary
obligations for general-purpose Al providers under Article 53 of the Al Act. A summary is an
information instrument; it should not be treated as proof that every use was lawful. Conversely, a
limitation in a public summary should not automatically establish infringement. The evidence needed
for each legal question should be identified.

2 Clarify rights reservations and licensing

For text and data mining, guidance should clearly distinguish the research exception in Article 3 of
Directive (EU) 2019/790 from the framework in Article 4, including lawful-access and rights-
reservation questions. It should not merge these regimes into a single universal opt-out rule or imply
that one technical signal settles every copyright issue.

We recommend interoperable, reasonably accessible ways to express and record relevant rights
reservations. A practical implementation record should capture the signal encountered, the time of
collection, the version of the interpretation method and the decision taken. Future guidance should
address conflicting signals, changes over time, intermediaries and erroneous reservations without
retrospectively inventing permissions or obligations.

Licensing options should be intelligible for smaller rights holders and smaller developers. Model
terms could identify the material covered, permitted uses, duration, territorial scope, downstream use
and complaint route. Any collective mechanism should have clear authority, governance and
safeguards for those who are not represented. ARGA does not propose an unverified remuneration
formula or a compulsory licensing model in this submission.

3 Provide a usable and fair evidence route

Rights holders need a practical channel to raise a sufficiently specific concern. We recommend a
structured process allowing them to identify the work or relevant rights, describe the suspected use
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and receive a reasoned response. Evidence requirements should be proportionate to information
realistically available to the claimant, while protecting against unsupported or abusive demands.

A graduated disclosure process could begin with a bounded search of relevant provenance records
and, where legally justified, proceed to confidential inspection or expert review. Access should be
limited to what is necessary for the dispute and should protect third-party rights. The applicable legal
rules should govern disclosure and burdens of proof; a voluntary audit should not silently reverse
them.

Technical similarity, evidence of collection, evidence of training and evidence of an infringing
output answer different questions. The Commission should encourage methods that distinguish them
and explain false positives and uncertainty. Compliance statements should identify their scope and
the model or dataset version assessed. Neither an audit label nor a generic assertion of confidentiality
should end the inquiry.

4 Address imitations with targeted remedies

Al-generated imitations of a performer can involve copyright or related rights alongside personality,
privacy, consumer-protection and other interests. The consultation should preserve those distinctions.
A technical resemblance should not be treated as conclusive proof of a particular legal violation, and
a copyright licence should not be assumed to resolve every other affected right.

ARGA recommends accessible notice and review mechanisms for credible claims of unauthorised
imitation, with proportionate interim measures where serious harm is plausibly demonstrated.
Review should consider the relevant legal basis, context and legitimate expression, including
applicable exceptions. Decisions should be reasoned, challengeable and implemented without
demanding unnecessary identity documents.

Where a response is justified, it should identify the affected content, account, functionality or dataset
as precisely as practicable. A general filter should not become a mechanism for suppressing criticism
or lawful research. Human review is particularly important where automated detection cannot
reliably distinguish an imitation from lawful quotation, parody or coincidental similarity.
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5 Preserve research and protect sensitive material

Research access should be legally predictable and operationally feasible. The Commission should
support secure environments and proportionate documentation that enable eligible research uses
while respecting applicable conditions. A research label should not be used to conceal a different
commercial purpose, and compliance requirements should not unnecessarily prevent independent
scrutiny of Al systems.

Copyright transparency must be coordinated with data protection. For example, disclosure of exact
sources may reveal a person’s asylum narrative or sensitive allegations. We recommend layered
access, minimised public explanations and protected evidentiary channels. Copyright compliance
does not itself establish a lawful basis for processing personal data, and data-protection compliance
does not itself confer copyright permission.

ARGA’s priority is an enforceable chain of accountability: identifiable decisions, relevant records,
proportionate access to evidence and remedies that can be tested. Before adopting new requirements,
the Commission should examine their practical burden, accessibility to smaller organisations and
interaction with existing EU instruments. Any proposed new duty should be clearly separated from
guidance explaining existing law.
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b Asylum Research&Global Assistance

Targeted consultation on a potential initiative for a better copyright
environment for European creativity and innovation

Copyright and generative Al: licensing and enforcement

Question 1. ITpuopuTeTHbIie MP06/1eMbI: BbIOPaHHbIE MeCTa

1. Difficulties in enforcing exclusive rights provided under EU copyright law due to limited transparency on the use of
copyright-protected content by AI model or system providers.

2. Practical challenges in expressing, identifying, and respecting rights reservations, including lack of standardised
opt-out technical protocols that can be operationalised at scale.

3. Legal uncertainty on the applicable copyright rules, including with regard to the application of the text-and data
mining exception.

Question 5. Boiopan Bapuant Other: please specify

Combine clear guidance, interoperable rights reservations, proportionate provenance records and
protected access to evidence; assess any new duties against existing law and burdens on smaller
actors.

Question 6. [TosicHeHHe K MeXxaHU3MaM 3alliThI IPaB

ARGA recommends proportionate provenance records linking acquisition, permissions or
exceptions, rights reservations and dataset versions. Public summaries should be distinguished
from granular evidence held for competent authorities or lawful dispute resolution. Build
coherently on Article 53 of the Al Act: a summary does not prove that every use was lawful, and a
limitation in it should not automatically establish infringement. A structured complaint route
should allow a sufficiently specific claim and a reasoned response. Graduated disclosure can begin
with a bounded search and, where legally justified, proceed to confidential inspection or expert
review. Protect personal data, trade secrets and third-party rights; retain records only for justified
periods. Distinguish collection, training, similarity and infringing output. Neither an audit label nor
a generic confidentiality claim should end the inquiry. Any new duty must be distinguished from
guidance on existing law and assessed for proportionality. See sections 1-3 of the attached paper.
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Copyright and generative Al: licensing and enforcement

Question 8. BbiOpanHbIe MepbI M0 JTHIEH3MPOBAHUIO

Develop model contractual clauses for licenses covering Al uses. BeibpaHbl Bce Tpu cTaauu: For
training of generative Al; For inference-time use; For output.

Question 8. [TosicHeHne K BHIOPaHHBIM MepaM

Model terms should identify the material covered, permitted uses at the relevant lifecycle stage,
duration, territorial scope, downstream use and complaint route. They should be intelligible to
smaller rights holders and developers. A licence should be required only where the applicable law
requires authorisation; model terms must not displace exceptions. Guidance must distinguish
Article 3 research TDM from Article 4 of Directive (EU) 2019/790, including lawful access and
rights reservations. Interoperable reservation methods should address conflicting signals, changes
over time and errors without retrospectively inventing permissions or duties. Any collective
mechanism needs clear authority, governance and safeguards for unrepresented persons. ARGA
does not propose a compulsory licensing model or an unverified remuneration formula. See section
2 of the attached paper.

Onucanue oxBaTa MO3UIIMH: IMoJ1e Other

Cross-sector perspective on copyright-protected training and research material, and Al-generated
imitations; no representation of a particular creative industry.
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Copyright and generative Al: Al generated imitations of performers

Question 1. In your view, how can Al be used to support creative processes, including
through the use of digitally generated imitations of performers, in a balanced and fair
manner?

ARGA recommends clear permissions for the relevant use, transparency about synthetic content
and accessible notice and review mechanisms for credible claims of unauthorised imitation.
Copyright, related rights, personality rights and privacy must be assessed separately. Review
should consider context and legitimate expression, including applicable exceptions, and provide
reasoned, challengeable decisions. Proportionate interim measures may be justified where serious
harm is plausibly demonstrated. Responses should target the affected content, account or
functionality precisely, with human review where detection cannot distinguish imitation from
lawful quotation, parody or coincidental similarity. Avoid unnecessary identity-document
collection. See section 4 of the attached paper.

Question 5. Taking into account the rationale, nature and scope of copyright protection, do
you think that EU copyright legislation would be appropriate to address these issues or that
this issue should be addressed through other legal means?

Copyright and related rights should address protected works and performances within their proper
scope. Al-generated likeness can also engage personality, privacy, consumer-protection and other
rights; a copyright licence does not resolve all these interests. The EU should preserve these
distinctions and assess gaps across the relevant legal instruments before creating new duties.
Technical resemblance is not conclusive evidence of a specific violation. Remedies must be
proportionate, reasoned and open to challenge, with safeguards for lawful expression and research.
A general filter must not suppress criticism or lawful research. See section 4 of the attached paper.
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Copyright and research

Question 2. [TosicHeHHe 00 UCK/TIOYEHUH [I/Isi HAYYHBIX UCC/IeI0BaHUI

ARGA recommends legally predictable and operationally feasible research access, including
across borders. Clear guidance should identify eligible beneficiaries, permitted uses and applicable
conditions, while supporting secure research environments and proportionate documentation.
Requirements should enable independent scrutiny of Al systems without treating a research label
as sufficient justification for a different commercial purpose. ARGA does not provide an empirical
assessment of national implementation or claim that a single yes/no answer captures the adequacy
of the existing exception. See section 5 of the attached paper.

Question 3. BeiopanHbIi mogxoa Ha ypoBHe EC

Work on increasing awareness on allowed uses and developing guidelines.

QUEStiOH 4. IlosicHeHHe 0 BO3MO)XHbIX U3MEHEHUSX U noc/IeACTBUAX

Clearer beneficiaries, permitted uses and cross-border conditions should be assessed for their
ability to enable lawful independent research and reduce avoidable compliance burdens. Secure
environments and proportionate records can support access while respecting copyright conditions.
Transparency must also protect personal data: exact sources may expose asylum narratives or
sensitive allegations. Use layered access, minimised public explanations and protected evidentiary
channels. Copyright permission and a lawful basis for processing personal data remain separate
requirements. ARGA does not estimate business impacts or endorse every possible legislative
option; any new duty should be assessed for practical burden and interaction with existing EU
instruments.
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European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu> 21 October 2026 at 16:57

Reply-To: European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu>
To: ekaterina@arga.world

Dear Sergey Khrabrykh,

Thank you for your contribution to the public consultation "Guidelines 03/2026 on web scraping in the context of
generative Al".

Your feedback has been sent to the EDPB, which will screen it and publish it. The file will be available on the website
immediately after screening. Please note that this may mean that your contribution may not be immediately visible.
We may also contact you concerning your submission, if necessary.

For more information about how your personal data is processed in the context of our public consultations, you can
check our privacy statement for public consultations here: https://www.edpb.europa.eu/edpb-specific-privacy-
statements_en

Kind regards,
The EDPB Secretariat

European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu> 21 October 2026 at 17:03

Reply-To: European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu>
To: ekaterina@arga.world

Dear Sergey Khrabrykh,
Thank you for your contribution to the public consultation "Guidelines 02/2026 on Anonymisation".

[Quoted text hidden]

European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu> 21 October 2026 at 17:08

Reply-To: European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu>
To: ekaterina@arga.world

Dear Sergey Khrabrykh,

Thank you for your contribution to the public consultation "Guidelines 04/2026 on the application of the power to
impose administrative fines in relation to other corrective powers under the GDPR".

[Quoted text hidden]
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Dear Sergey Khrabrykh,
Thank you for your contribution to the public consultation "Guidelines 02/2026 on Anonymisation”.

Your feedback has been sent to the EDPB, which will screen it and publish it. The file will be available on the website
immediately after screening. Please note that this may mean that your contribution may not be immediately visible.
We may also contact you concerning your submission, if necessary.

For more information about how your personal data is processed in the context of our public consultations, you can
check our privacy statement for public consultations here: https://www.edpb.europa.eu/edpb-specific-privacy-
statements_en

Kind regards,
The EDPB Secretariat
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Your feedback on EDPB Public Consultation

European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu> 21 October 2026 at 17:08
Reply-To: European Data Protection Board <no-reply@web.edpb.europa.eu>
To: ekaterina@arga.world

Dear Sergey Khrabrykh,

Thank you for your contribution to the public consultation "Guidelines 04/2026 on the application of the power to
impose administrative fines in relation to other corrective powers under the GDPR".

[Quoted text hidden]
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