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Subject: Your application for public access to documents
Our reference: 2026-0143C (to be quoted in future correspondence)

Dear Mr Andersson,

On 23 March 2026, the European Parliament registered your application seeking public
access to documents related to the declaration made by Ms Alice Teodorescu Mawe, Member
of the European Parliament (MEP), regarding the financial support from a private donor
related to personal security arrangements.

In particular you requested:

(a) all documents relating to the review, assessment, or approval by the European
Parliament of Ms Alice Teodorescu Mawe's declaration regarding "ongoing financial
support from a private donor related to her personal security arrangements”;

(b) any correspondence between Ms Alice Teodorescu Mawe, or her office, and the
Parliament's administration regarding this declaration; and

(c) any guidance or decision by the Advisory Committee on the Conduct of Members

(hereinafter “Advisory Committee”) concerning whether Members may omit the 0 WECRNE

identity of a donor and the amount received when declaring financial support under Bl gy
the Code of Conduct for Members of the European Parliament Regarding Integrity S
and Transparency (hereinafter, the “Code of Conduct”).

application, in accordance with point (b) of Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001, read
in conjunction with the Union legislation regarding the protection of personal data. '

By letter of 18 May 2026, Parliament informed you that it is unable to accede to your

On 9 June 2026, Parliament registered your confirmatory application, asking Parliament t
reconsider its decision and grant full access to the identified documents. In your confirmat :
application, you also expand on your argumentation related to the specific purpose in ?r?é

public interest related to transmission of personal data and provide
observations regarding the procedural treatment of your request. . oIS S
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Pursuant to R

of the DeCisi(;Jr:lezt?\(s)BOf the Rules of Procedure of the European Parliament and Article 15

Capacity as Vice-Pree- ureau of the European Parliament of 28 November 2001", in my

responding to your sident responsible for matters relating to access to documents, | am
confirmatory application on behalf and under the authority of the Bureau.

Parliament h

!aying down atiteretated your confirmatory application in light of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2Q01
institutions as weﬁr;nsRand conditions for public access to the documents of the Union
Union institutions andsbogi%g'atlo“ (EU) 2018/17252 on the processing of personal data by

Followin

g a fresh assess icati identified
ment of vour confirmatory application, one document was | en
/ A the office of the

as falling withi

Nlemberg i\:lthm the scope of your application: an email exchange between e

Members (‘ A%%St'on and the Secretariat of the Advisory Committee on the Conduct O
visory Committee’), pursuant to point (b) of your request.

No d
ocuments were identified pursuant points (&) and (2 of your request.

As
Sessment of your confirmatory application

Following a fresh assessment of the identified document, | confirm that it i .covered by the
ixceptlons protecting the privacy and the integrity of the individual under point (b) of Article
(1) of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001, and the institution’s decision-making process under

the second paragraph of Article 4(3) of that Regulation.

The protection of the privacy and the integrity of the individual

Point (b) of Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 provides that the institutions shall

refuse access to a document where disclosur
and the integrity of the individual concerne

the protection of personal data,

be the case if personal data were transmitted in breach of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725.

Paragraph 1 of Article 3 of Regulation (EU
information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person. Accordin

case law, the concept O
that relate to a data subject, directly or indirectly, in particular

purpose or effect. it is linked to such person

person identified by name in your application a
natural persons, including personal information of the Member concerned.

f personal data is broad and encompasses a

In line with the applicable ca ‘ o
| data, Parliament must apply the provisions of

in their entirety.

1 Rules governing pu
0OJ C 216 of 22.7.2011, p. 19.
2 Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of the Europ

of natural persons with regard to the p
agencies and on the free movement o

No 1247/2002/EC (OJ L 295, 21.11.218, p. 39).
ber 2017. Nowak v Data Protection Commissioner, C-434/16, ECLI.EU:C:2017:994

s Judgment of 20 Decem
paragraphs 34-35.

4 Judgments of 16 Ju
44, and of 29 June 2010, Commission v Bavarian Lager, C-28/08 P, ECLI:EU:C:2010:378, paragraph 63

2

e would undermine the protection of the privacy
d in accordance with Union legislation regarding
currently Regulation (EU) 2018/1725. This would notably

) 2018/1725 defines personal data as any
g to the established

Il kinds of information
where, due to its content,

3_Your application is directly linked to a natural
nd contains information regarding identifiable

se law, where an application for access to documents seeks
Regulation (EU) 2018/1725

‘access to persona > 5
4 Any personal data may be transmitted to a third party on the basis of

blic access to European Parliament documents, Bureau decision of 28 November 2001,

ean Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection

rocessing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and
f such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and Decision

ly 2015, ClientEarth and PAN Europe v EFSA, C-615/13 P, ECLI:EU:C:2015:489, paragraph

'\.,;‘



Regulation (EC) N

IN poj NO 1049/200
Point (b) of A tcle o 1 only where that transmission fulfils the conditions laid down

aCCOrda ¢ 1) of Re ulati
nce with the requifemegtsa;;’?t{]n(igg):tgl?é 3255 and constitutes lawful processing in

Point (b) of Art
Cle 9(1 .
ge transferreq i thé )reoci:’i Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 provides that personal data shall only
SPecific purpose in th Pient establishes that the transfer of the data is necessary for
Persong| data after it h € public lqterest. Parliament may only grant access to the requested
ISSue is the most a a8 ascertained that, on the one hand, the transmission of the data at
Specific Purpose uFt’F:rODrlate measure, among the other possible measures, to achieve the
Put torward and that, on the other hand, it is proportionate to that purpose.®

In your
confir S
Concerneqd MELTR) application, you argue that the transmission of the personal data

b it .
Publicly Statgdvour application is necessary because the Member in question and her office
that the declaration had been made with the agreement and guidance of

Parl' ) : |
ther;a fiT;er;tns adm!nistfation to be in line with Parliament’s internal rules. You ponntl‘o:t \t;a’:
Sweden’s TOngomg Investigation in Sweden into whether the agregment comp |ef i
request i ransp‘ iti ' ing Act and that the specific purpose O yo
Parliame's’to verify or refute a specific claim made by an elected public ofﬁ_cla_l about
S tr)\ts OWn Institutional conduct. In this regard, you argue }hat the publlc_ |ntere§t
N €yond this individual case to a systemic concern, which IS whether Parliament's

Inistration could be interpreting the Code of Conduct in such a way that transparency
Provisions become ineffective.

In rglgtlon to this, you state that the public has the right to know if the Parliament's
gadmlplstration has approved or accepted a declaration according to which it retains the
ldentlty of the donor and the amount. If no such approval was given and the public statements
made in this regard are inaccurate, the public has an equal right to know.

The iglentiﬁed document is an exchange of emails between the office of the Member in
question and the Secretariat of the Advisory Committee in the context of a request for

guidance under Article 10(5) of the Code of Conduct.

The arguments you provide are not conclusive to demonstrate necessity of transmission of
the personal data contained in the document. The assertions regarding possible breaches of
the Code of Conduct remain hypothetical as they are based on your views of what the
interpretation of the applicable framework could or should be. They result in speculative
concerns that do not satisfy the requirement of a direct and specific link between disclosure
and the public interest invoked. Settled case law has consistently held that derogations from
the protection of personal data must be interpreted strictly” and that no automatic priority can
be conferred on the objective of transparency over the right to protection of personal data.®

For the sake of completeness, | would like to indicate that, together with the general obligation
established in Article 4 of the Code of Conduct for Members to submit a declaration of private
interests, which is published on the MEP’s profile page on Parliament website, according to
Article 4, paragraph 2, point f) Members are frge to declarg any s.peciﬁc situations of direct or
indirect private interest. As regards declarations made in section G of the declaration of
private interests, these are not subject to requirements as to form or content. There is also

no procedure for the authorisation by Parliament of such declarations.

y 2024 |zuzquiza et al v Parliament, T-375/22, ECLI:EU:T:2024:296, paragraph 24 and the

5 Judgment of 8 Ma)
g CI:edftherem. ra et al v Parliament, Cases T-639/15 to T-666/15 and T-94/16,
6 Judgment O
ECLI:EU:T:201
7 |pidem, paragrap
8 |pidem, paragraph 91. 3

25 September 2018, Psa

8:602, paragraph 72. .
h 68 and case law cited therein.



You also invoke the fact that, in the case of persons exercising public functions

between Qata .protectlon and transparency could be tilted in fa%c?ur of transpareﬁ::r;.elt) 2:?:%
be borne in mind that the t?alancing test between the legitimate interests of the data subject
concerned gnd the propprtl_onality of such a transmission, can only be carried out if and after
the necessity of transmission in view of a specific purpose in the public interest has been

demonstrated.

,Since .tc?e conditions for tlje transmission of the personal data have not been satisfied,
Ngc;rz)sigﬁzr that the exception prov!ded for in point (b) of Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC)
001 regarding the protection of privacy and the integrity of the individual applies 10

the personal data at issue.

The protection of the institution decision-making process
of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001,
| use as part of deliberations and
e refused if its disclosure
less there is an

According to the second subparagraph of Article 4(3)
access to a document containing opinions for interna
preliminary consultations within the institution concerned is to b
would seriously undermine the institution’s decision-making process, un

overriding public interest in disclosure.

is an exchange of emails between the office of the

Member in question and the Secretariat of the Advisory Committee in the context of a request
ts. recommendations of confidential nature and

for guidance. As such, it contains assessmen
constitute opinions for internal use, which are part of deliberations and preliminary
consultations in the context of the procedure established in Article 10(5) of the Code of
Conduct. Under Article 10(5) of the Code of Conduct, any guidance is given “in confidence”
and the confidential nature of the procedure operates to ensure that Members’ requests are

tiality were absent, Members would be

made in a full and frank manner. If such confiden
ttee Therefore, any erosion of the

hesitant to engage freely with the Advisory Commi
confidentiality of the procedure by way of disclosure to the public would be incompatible with

the proper conduct of the procedure and would undermine it, depriving it of its practical effect,
which relates mainly to facilitating compliance with the Code of Conduct.

ed in the second subparagraph of Article 4(3) of

Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 specifically protects situations in which public disclosure
would undermine the decision-making process, even after the decision has been taken. The

disclosure of the opinions and considerations for internal use, contained in the identified
document, would discourage Members from addressing their questions and requests for
guidance to the Administration, which would entail a risk of non-compliance with the Code of

Conduct.

As outlined above, the identified document

The exception to disclosure envisag

of the identified documents would seriously undermine

he disclosure
providing guidance on compliance with the

In light of the foregoing, t
king process related to

Parliament’s decision-ma

Code of Conduct.
est in disclosure within the meaning of

lation (EC) No 1049/2001, you have mentioned the public

f the origin of the declared financial support, and the Parliament's

ove it. However, the objective of transparency underpins the scope
t into question by the application of the

d case law, such general considerations
fficient to establish an overriding public

he existence of an overriding public inter

As regards t
of Article 4 of Regu

paragraph 3
interest in disclosure O

internal processes to appr _
of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 and Is not pu

exceptions laid down by its Article 4. As per settle
about the public’s right o be informed, are not su




Considerin

g the foreqoi
the document in quegzi?)?lt hconcludes that no overriding public interest in the
as been demonstrated or could be identified by the

igh the interest |
. In protecting the decision-maki
g compliance with the Code of Condu (::n making process of the

In light
of the ap
making pr OV€, the excepti '
Process applies to the idpe rcr)t?ﬁerglztcl)?;% r::e r::\e protection of the institution's decision-

In accordance wit

Considered th
e
that are not covp

h :
X Sg"b’f‘gfaph 6 of Article 4 of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001, Parliament has
IDility of granting partial access to those parts of the identified document

ered by an exception to disclosure.

However .

exceptior’rsth?,vredactlon of all elements covered by the combination of the abovementioned

domain™ a’nd ould not leave any substantive content which is not already in the public
would deprive access to those documents of any useful effect. In accordance

with ther / : ! :
e f'evant case law, in such a situation, Parliament is under no obligation to grant partial

Conclusion

In view of tha foregoing, Parliament refuses public access to the identified document, in
ac;cordance with point (b) of Article 4(1) of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001, read in conjunction
with the relevant Union legislation on the protection of personal data, and the second

subparagraph of Article 4(3) of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001.

Finally, | would like to draw your attention to the means of redress against this decision
according to Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001. You may either bring proceedings
before the General Court or file a complaint with the European Ombudsman under the

conditions specified respectively in the Treaty on the Eunctioning of the European Union.

Yours sincerely,

Roberts ZILE
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