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Amendment

34.
Believes that at the end of this
period the reasoned recommendation of the
independent ethics body, without prejudice
to the General Data Protection Regulation
and personal rights, should be made public,
together with the decision of the competent
authority who should provide an
explanation if the recommendations are not
fully followed; considers as a first measure
that the publication or forwarding of
recommendations and decisions could
constitute a sanction in itself; stresses that
such a body cannot replace the CJEU;
suggest that, in exceptional cases, when the
competent authority duly justifies that
more time is needed to investigate the case,
it can ask the ethics body to extend its
deadline for making a decision by up to 20
working days; considers that this two-step
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approach should apply whenever there are
no reasonable grounds to believe that the
individual acted in bad faith, and
recommends that any intentional breach,
gross negligence, concealment of evidence,
non-compliance or non-cooperation should
be considered aggravating factors with
respect to recommendations for sanctions,
even when the breach itself has ceased;

approach should apply whenever the
individual had reasonable grounds to
believe that the information was true at
the time of disclosure, and recommends
that any intentional breach, gross
negligence, concealment of evidence, noncompliance or non-cooperation should be
considered aggravating factors with respect
to recommendations for sanctions, even
when the breach itself has ceased;
Or. en
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