
EASE 2026/2179: nine public resources disclosed, no DPIA held by DG CONNECT, substantive 
review pending

On 16 July 2026, almost three months after my initial access-to-documents request, DG CONNECT 
issued its initial decision concerning the EU Age Verification Solution.

I had requested access to:

• any existing Data Protection Impact Assessment
• documentation of data protection by design and by default
• documentation concerning passport data, facial images and biometric processing during 
onboarding and verification
• internal reports, assessments or technical documentation addressing risks of identification, 
correlation or tracking

DG CONNECT identified nine documents and granted full access to all of them. However, all nine 
entries concern publicly available material:

• the EUDI Wallet Architecture and Reference Framework
• a general discussion paper on privacy risks and mitigations
• a discussion paper on authentication of the user to the device
• a discussion paper on pseudonyms and privacy-enhancing technologies
• pages from the public EU Age Verification Blueprint portal
• the public architecture and technical specifications
• the public Age Verification Profile
• an overview linking to public source-code repositories

Documents 6 and 7 in the decision appear to point to the same “Overall architecture” page.

No application-specific DPIA was disclosed. No internal dataflow, controller-role assessment, threat 
model or application-specific privacy-by-design assessment was identified.

DG CONNECT stated that it does not hold a DPIA because responsibility for conducting one lies 
with the entity that will publish the application, which it considers to be the controller.

My concern is not based on an assumption that DG CONNECT was necessarily required to conduct 
a DPIA.

The issue is that this reasoning does not establish whether an adequate search for existing 
documents was carried out. Whether DG CONNECT was legally required to prepare a DPIA is 
distinct from whether the Commission holds or has received a DPIA, draft, screening assessment or 
related documentation prepared by another Commission service, contractor, consortium member or 
pilot participant.

Nor does the publisher-only reasoning exclude possible responsibilities connected with 
Commission-led development, contracted work, demonstrations, hosted test services or pilot 
testing. The allocation of controller responsibilities requires an activity-specific factual assessment.

This is particularly relevant in light of the Commission President’s statement of 15 April 2026 that 
the application was “technically ready”, would be set up using a passport or identity card, was 
“completely anonymous” and that users could not be tracked.



Statements of that strength would reasonably be expected to have a documented basis, such as 
dataflows, privacy-by-design assessments, controller-role analysis, threat models and technical 
evidence supporting anonymity and unlinkability.

Saying that the future publisher will be the controller does not explain what assessments supported 
the Commission’s own public claims during Commission-led development, contracted work, 
demonstrations and pilot testing.

The disclosed public material itself presents a more qualified picture.

It describes the white-label application as a reference implementation that is not feature complete 
and requires further integration before production deployment. The public demo is expressly 
intended for testing and illustration and is not described as a production-ready solution.

The architecture envisages passport reading, document-authenticity checks, liveness detection and 
facial comparison. At the same time, some of these services are not included in the supplied 
implementation and must be provided by individual implementers.

The documents also do not appear fully aligned regarding the present implementation of zero-
knowledge proofs. Some public material states that unlinkability is achieved through ZKP, while 
other sections describe ZKP as recommended, experimental or intended for a later version.

On 17 July, the Secretariat-General closed my earlier confirmatory application concerning the 
Commission’s failure to provide its initial reply within the statutory time limit. It considered that the 
late decision of 16 July had replaced the implied refusal.

That closure does not conclude the substantive dispute.

My submission against DG CONNECT’s decision has been registered as a new confirmatory 
application under Regulation 1049/2001. The current deadline is 10 August 2026.

I have requested:

• a renewed search across relevant Commission services, project and procurement files, contractor 
records, pilot documentation and technical repositories
• clarification of whether any DPIA screening, draft DPIA, controller assessment, dataflow, threat 
model, security assessment or privacy-by-design analysis is held
• fixed copies or precise version information for the nine public and continuously updated resources
• clarification of an apparent inconsistency in the decision, which states both that full access was 
granted and that parts of documents were withheld under Article 4

Attached are redacted copies of DG CONNECT’s initial decision of 16 July and the Secretariat-
General’s closing letter of 17 July. My postal address, electronic signature fields and the names of 
individual officials have been redacted. My own name remains visible. 

The procedural complaint about the delayed initial reply has therefore been closed. The substantive 
review remains pending.

So what documented basis supported the Commission’s strong public claims about technical 
readiness, complete anonymity, unlinkability and the impossibility of tracking?














