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This bulletin, prepared by Ege Çakırca Attorneys at Law in relation to legal developments occurring 
in the field of personal data protection law during June and July 2026, is intended solely for general 
informational purposes and does not constitute legal advice, a legal opinion, an assessment, or 
consultancy services of any kind. As the contents herein have not been prepared for application to 
any specific matter, they do not give rise to an attorney-client relationship. 

No express or implied representation, undertaking, or warranty is given as to the accuracy, cur-
rency, completeness, or fitness for any particular purpose of the information and assessments con-
tained herein. 

Before taking any action in reliance on these contents, professional advice should be sought from 
a qualified legal practitioner, taking into account the specific circumstances of the relevant matter. 
Any risk or liability arising from actions taken otherwise shall rest exclusively with the relevant per-
son. 

Our firm, its partners, employees, and lawyers accept no liability whatsoever for any direct or indi-
rect loss or damage arising from the use or interpretation of these contents or from any decisions 
made in reliance thereon. 
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  —   Authority Decisions and Announcements

1 Announcement on the Use of Security 
Cameras in Workplaces 

DECISION DATE: 29.04.2026 

PUBLICATION DATE: 02.06.2026 

In its announcement, the Personal 
Data Protection Authority (the “Au-
thority”) stated that security cam-
eras may be used in workplaces for 

purposes such as ensuring occupational 
health and safety, maintaining workplace secu-
rity, and preventing criminal activity. However, 
the Authority emphasised that the recording of 
employees and other individuals present in the 
workplace constitutes the processing of per-
sonal data.  

Accordingly, employers using video surveil-
lance systems must comply with the personal 
data processing conditions and general princi-
ples laid down in Law No. 6698 on the Protec-
tion of Personal Data. In particular, camera 
footage must be processed for specified, ex-
plicit, and legitimate purposes; be relevant, lim-
ited, and proportionate to those purposes; and 
be retained only for the period necessary to ful-
fil the purposes for which it is processed.  

The announcement further emphasises that 
camera systems should not be used for pur-
poses other than those for which they were in-
stalled, such as monitoring employees’ 
attendance or performance. The use of such 
systems must therefore be assessed in ac-
cordance with the principles of suitability, ne-
cessity, and proportionality.  

The Authority also states that, depending on 
the particular circumstances of each case, the 
use of cameras may be permissible in areas 
presenting security risks, such as entrances 
and exits, warehouses, and cash-handling ar-
eas. However, cameras should not be installed 
in areas where individuals have a heightened 
expectation of privacy, including toilets, chang-
ing rooms, prayer rooms, and rest areas. The 
recording of audio constitutes a more intrusive 
interference with the right to privacy and must 
therefore be assessed with particular caution. 

In conclusion, the use of security cameras in work-
places is not prohibited per se. Nevertheless, such 
use must pursue a legitimate purpose, be propor-
tionate to that purpose and not infringe upon the 
reasonable expectation of privacy of data subjects. 
The Authority has stated that, where the applicable 
obligations are not complied with, enforcement 

measures may be taken against data controllers, in-
cluding the imposition of administrative fines. 

The full text of the announcement is available 
here. 

2 Announcement on the Use of Security 
Cameras in Apartment Buildings and 
Residential Complexes  

PUBLICATION DATE:  08.06.2026  

In its announcement, the Personal Data Pro-
tection Authority stated that security cameras 
may be used in apartment buildings and resi-
dential complexes for the purposes of ensuring 
general security, protecting common areas, 
and preventing acts such as theft or damage to 
property. The Authority further emphasised 
that the recording of individuals’ images 
through video surveillance systems constitutes 
the processing of personal data within the 
scope of Law No. 6698 on the Protection of 
Personal Data. 

The use of cameras in the common areas of 
apartment buildings and residential complexes 
may, depending on the circumstances of the 
specific case, be based on legal grounds such 
as the necessity of processing for the estab-
lishment, exercise, or protection of a right or for 
the legitimate interests pursued by the data 
controller, provided that the fundamental rights 
and freedoms of the data subject are not prej-
udiced. In all cases, however, such processing 
must comply with the general principles set out 
in the Law. 

The announcement places particular emphasis on 
the principles of proportionality and data minimisa-
tion. It states that cameras must be positioned in a 
manner that does not infringe upon residents’ rea-
sonable expectation of privacy and must not be in-
stalled in locations from which the interiors of 
individual units may be viewed, in stairwells, or at 
points that would result in the unnecessary record-
ing of excessively broad areas. 

The Authority further stated that video surveil-
lance systems should be used solely for secu-
rity purposes and that features such as facial 
recognition, audio recording, or other function-
alities that may constitute a more serious inter-
ference with the right to privacy should be 
avoided. Although elevators constitute com-
mon areas, the announcement emphasises 
that, given their confined and enclosed nature, 
the justification for installing cameras in such 
areas must be clearly established. 

https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/Icerik/8770/is-yerlerinde-guvenlik-kamerasi-sistemi-kullaniminda-dikkat-edilecek-hususlara-dair-kamuoyu-duyurusu
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In conclusion, the use of security cameras in 
apartment buildings and residential complexes 
is not prohibited; however, such use must be 
relevant to, limited to, and proportionate to the 
stated purpose, and must be lawful. The Au-
thority noted that, in cases of non-compliance 
with these obligations, enforcement measures 
may be taken, including the imposition of ad-
ministrative fines. 

The full text of the announcement is available 
here. 

3 Public Announcement on Live Broad-
casts by Municipalities for Tourism Pro-
motion Purposes 

PUBLICATION DATE: 23.06.2026  

In its announcement, the Personal 
Data Protection Authority stated that 
it had received numerous reports 
and complaints concerning the live 

broadcasting, through municipal websites, of 
video footage captured by cameras installed by 
certain municipalities in streets, public 
squares, parks, coastal areas, and similar lo-
cations for tourism promotion purposes. 

The Authority’s investigations revealed that 
identifiable individuals’ faces were visible and 
vehicle registration plates were legible in the 
relevant live broadcasts. In this context, the 
Authority emphasised that, even where the 
footage is not recorded, broadcasting it online 
in a manner accessible to the general public 
constitutes the processing of personal data as 
it makes such data publicly accessible. 

The announcement states that, although mu-
nicipalities are authorised to carry out tourism 
and promotion activities, such authority does 
not, in itself, provide a lawful basis for the live 
broadcasting of video footage where individu-
als may be identified. It further notes that the 
broadcasts in question cannot be regarded as 
public-space video surveillance activities con-
ducted for security purposes by competent 
public authorities. The Authority also drew at-
tention to the fact that the live broadcasting of 
areas in which individuals socialise, such as 
public squares, promenades, seating areas, 
and beaches, may interfere with the right to re-
spect for private life. The fact that such footage 
is made accessible online to an unlimited num-
ber of persons also gives rise to risks of misuse 
and harm that may be difficult to remedy. 

In conclusion, the Authority stated that municipali-
ties must immediately cease live broadcasting ac-
tivities conducted for tourism promotion purposes 
where such activities enable the identification of in-
dividuals and are not based on an applicable legal 
ground. It further emphasised that the same objec-
tive should be pursued through less intrusive alter-
natives, such as imaging methods that do not allow 
individuals to be identified or visual materials that do 
not contain personal data. 

The full text of the announcement is available 
here. 

4 Principle Decision on the Processing 
of Accident Victims’ Personal Data 

DECISION DATE: 20.05.2026  

PUBLICATION DATE: 01.07.2026  

In the proceedings giving rise to the decision, 
the Personal Data Protection Board received 
numerous reports and complaints alleging that 
accident victims had been contacted without 
their consent, informed that their compensa-
tion claims could be pursued if they granted a 
power of attorney, and, in certain cases, that 
actions had been taken on their behalf without 
their authorisation. The decision states that, 
under the Attorneyship Law, the Insurance 
Law, and the applicable professional rules, 
persons and entities operating under designa-
tions such as claims consultancy companies 
may incur administrative and criminal liability 
where they unlawfully pursue compensation 
claims on behalf of accident victims.  

From the perspective of personal data protection 
law, the Board principally emphasised that accident 
victims’ personal data may be processed only law-
fully and for specified, explicit, and legitimate pur-
poses. Although such data may be processed for 
purposes including the conduct of judicial and ad-
ministrative proceedings following an accident, the 
provision of medical treatment, damage assess-
ment, vehicle repair, and insurance-related transac-
tions, the use of such data for purposes 
incompatible with those for which it was collected, 
its disclosure to unauthorised persons, or its unlaw-
ful acquisition may constitute a breach of Law No. 
6698 on the Protection of Personal Data. 

The decision also separately addresses the 
personal data processing activities of insur-
ance loss adjusters. It states that loss adjusters 
may process personal data only to the extent 
necessary for damage assessment, reporting, 
and compensation procedures. However, the 
disclosure of data obtained in the course of 
their duties to unauthorised third parties may 

https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/Icerik/8769/apartmanlarda-guvenlik-kamerasi-sistemi-kullaniminda-dikkat-edilecek-hususlara-dair-kamuoyu-duyurusu
https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/Icerik/8777/belediyelerin-turistik-tanitim-amaciyla-yaptigi-canli-yayinlar-hakkinda-kamuoyu-duyurusu
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give rise to a breach of Law No. 6698 on the 
Protection of Personal Data. 

In conclusion, the Board underscored the need to 
comply with the principles of data minimisation and 
purpose limitation, as well as with obligations relat-
ing to access controls, authorisation management, 
and data security, when processing accident vic-
tims’ personal data in connection with insurance, 
claims management, loss adjustment, healthcare 
services, and legal practice. Data controllers that fail 
to comply with these obligations may be subject to 
administrative sanctions under Law No. 6698 on the 
Protection of Personal Data. Depending on the cir-
cumstances of the specific case, a criminal com-
plaint may also be filed with the competent public 
prosecutor’s office. 

The full text of the decision is available here. 

5 Principal Decisions on Attendance 
Tracking Using Biometric Data 

PUBLICATION DATE: 01.07.2026  

The Board stated that biometric 
data, including fingerprints, facial 
recognition data, and iris and retinal 
scans, constitute special categories 

of personal data. It further noted that there is 
no statutory provision expressly permitting the 
processing of biometric data for the purpose of 
monitoring employee attendance. 

The decision emphasises that the validity of 
explicit consent may be called into question 
due to the imbalance of power inherent in the 
employment relationship. It also notes that less 
intrusive alternatives are available, including 
access cards, PIN codes, RFID/NFC identifica-
tion cards, and attendance sheets. 

Accordingly, the Board stated that the pro-
cessing of biometric data for employee attend-
ance tracking may be incompatible with the 
principle of proportionality. It therefore indi-
cated that employers should reassess their ex-
isting practices in light of the applicable legal 
grounds and the principles of data minimisation 
and data security, particularly where the same 
purpose may be achieved through less intru-
sive means. 

The full text of the decision is available here. 

6 Investigation and Interim Measure De-
cision by the Turkish Competition Au-
thority Concerning Meta 

The Turkish Competition Board considered 
Meta’s prevention of third-party generative ar-
tificial intelligence chatbots and assistants from 
providing services through WhatsApp to con-
stitute a serious indication of an abuse of dom-
inant position. To prevent irreparable harm 
pending its final decision, the Board imposed 
an interim measure on Meta. 

Accordingly, Meta is required to establish con-
ditions that do not make it practically or eco-
nomically more difficult for third-party artificial 
intelligence service providers to offer their ser-
vices through WhatsApp.  

The decision demonstrates that competition author-
ities are subjecting digital platforms to increasingly 
close scrutiny, particularly as to whether the integra-
tion of their own artificial intelligence services into 
their platforms restricts competing service provid-
ers’ access to the market. 

The full text of the decision is available here. 

 

https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/Icerik/8787/kaza-magdurlarinin-kisisel-verilerinin-islenmesi-hakkinda-kisisel-verileri-koruma-kurulunun-20-05-2026-tarihli-ve-2026-1095-sayili-ilke-kararina-iliskin-kamuoyu-duyurusu
https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/Icerik/8762/mesai-takibi-amaciyla-biyometrik-veri-islenmesi-hakkinda-kisisel-verileri-koruma-kurulunun-29-04-2026-tarihli-ve-2026-921-sayili-ilke-kararina-iliskin-kamuoyu-duyurusu
https://www.rekabet.gov.tr/tr/Guncel/meta-hakkinda-sorusturma-acilmasina-ve-g-3c21d4cfcb60f11193eb0050568549fa
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 —   JUDICIAL DECISIONS 

1 Constitutional Court Judgment Finding 
a Violation in Relation to an Administra-
tive Fine for the Processing of Publicly 
Disclosed Personal Data 

DECISION DATE: 27.01.2026 

PUBLICATION DATE: 16.06.2026 

DECISION NUMBER: 2020/32193 

In the case giving rise to the applica-
tion, the applicant company, which 
operates in the insurance sector, ar-
gued that it had obtained the data 

subject’s name, surname, and telephone num-
ber from a publicly accessible website and that 
the data had been made public by the data 
subject. The Personal Data Protection Board, 
however, found that the data had been used for 
commercial appointment scheduling and quo-
tation purposes beyond the purpose for which 
they had been made public. It therefore im-
posed an administrative fine on the applicant 
company under Articles 12 and 18 of Law No. 
6698 on the Protection of Personal Data. The 
Constitutional Court noted that Article 5(2)(d) 
of the Law permits the processing, without ex-
plicit consent, of personal data made public by 
the data subject. However, the Court observed 
that the Law does not expressly establish any 
criteria for imposing sanctions based on con-
cepts such as the “purpose for which the data 
were made public”, “use limited to that pur-
pose”, or “use for purposes incompatible with 
that purpose”. The Court held that imposing, 
through administrative interpretation, an obli-
gation not expressly prescribed by law and re-
lying on that obligation as the basis for a 
sanction was incompatible with the principles 
of foreseeability and legal certainty. 

Against this background, the Constitutional 
Court held that the administrative fine imposed 
on the applicant company violated the principle 
of legality of offences and penalties, as guar-
anteed under Article 38 of the Constitution. 

Although the judgment does not mean that 
publicly disclosed personal data may, in all cir-
cumstances, be used without limitation for 
commercial purposes, it makes clear that, for 
an administrative sanction to be imposed un-
der Law No. 6698 on the Protection of Per-
sonal Data, the obligation forming the basis of 

the sanction must be prescribed by law in a 
clear, precise, and foreseeable manner. 

The full text of the judgment is available here. 

2 Constitutional Court Judgment on the 
Principle of Legality in Administrative 
Fines Imposed under Law No. 6698 

DECISION DATE: 27.01.2026 

PUBLICATION DATE: 16.06.2026 

DECISION NUMBER: 2020/3219 

In the case giving rise to the appli-
cation, the data subject applied to 
the Personal Data Protection Au-
thority, alleging that their personal 
data had been obtained and pro-

cessed without their explicit consent after they 
had been contacted to arrange an appointment 
in connection with insurance services. The ap-
plicant company, however, argued that the 
data subject’s name, surname, and telephone 
number had been obtained from a website, that 
the data had been made public by the data 
subject, and that they could therefore be pro-
cessed without explicit consent pursuant to Ar-
ticle 5(2)(d) of Law No. 6698 on the Protection 
of Personal Data.  

The Personal Data Protection Board con-
cluded that, even if the data in question had 
been available on the website, the company 
had not used them in a manner consistent with 
the purpose for which they had been made 
public. Accordingly, the Board imposed an ad-
ministrative fine on the grounds that the neces-
sary technical and organisational measures 
had not been taken to prevent the unlawful pro-
cessing of personal data.  

In its assessment, the Constitutional Court noted 
that names, surnames, and telephone numbers 
constitute personal data and that, as a general rule, 
personal data may not be processed without the ex-
plicit consent of the data subject.  

However, the Court found that Law No. 6698 con-
tains no express provision defining the purpose for 
which personal data are made public, regulating the 
use of publicly disclosed personal data for purposes 
incompatible with that purpose, or subjecting such 
use to a separate sanction. 

Against this background, the Constitutional 
Court concluded that the imposition of an ad-
ministrative fine on the basis of the concept of 
the “purpose for which the data were made 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2026/06/20260616-9.pdf
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public”, which is not expressly regulated by 
law, was not foreseeable for the applicant com-
pany. The Court further found that the grounds 
on which the applicant had been regarded as a 
data controller, as well as whether the website 
on which the data had initially been published 
bore any responsibility, had not been set out 
with sufficient clarity. 

In conclusion, the Constitutional Court held that the 
principle of legality of offences and penalties, which 
also applies to administrative sanctions, had been 
violated. The judgment is significant in demonstrat-
ing that, when imposing administrative sanctions 
under Law No. 6698 on the Protection of Personal 
Data, it is necessary to assess not only whether the 
personal data processing activity is lawful, but also 
whether the statutory basis of the conduct subject 
to the sanction is sufficiently clear, precise, and 
foreseeable. 

The full text of the judgment is available here. 

3 A Noteworthy Decision of the Istanbul 
14th Commercial Court of First Instance 
on the Enforcement of Foreign Judg-
ments and the Use of Artificial Intelli-
gence in Judicial Proceedings 

DECISION DATE: 30.04.2026 

FILE NUMBER: M. 2025/976,  D.  2026/413 

The dispute giving rise to the decision arose 
from a consultancy agreement concerning an 
eye clinic intended to be established in the 
Netherlands. Recognition and enforcement 
proceedings were initiated in Türkiye to render 
a judgment delivered by the Dutch court in fa-
vour of the claimant enforceable. 

The Court assessed the conditions for enforce-
ment under Law No. 5718 on Private Interna-
tional Law and International Civil Procedure. In 
this context, it separately examined whether 
the foreign judgment had become final, 
whether the requisite documents had been 
submitted, whether the Court had jurisdiction, 
whether the foreign claimant was required to 
provide security for costs, whether reciprocity 
existed, and whether recognition or enforce-
ment would be contrary to public policy. 

The Court held that the Commercial Court of 
First Instance had jurisdiction, as both parties 
were merchants and the dispute concerned a 
commercial receivable. It further concluded 
that, pursuant to the 1954 Hague Convention 
on Civil Procedure, to which both Türkiye and 
the Netherlands are parties, the claimant com-
pany domiciled in the Netherlands was exempt 

from providing security for costs solely on the 
grounds of its foreign status. 

The Court noted that, although no bilateral 
agreement on the recognition and enforcement 
of judgments exists between Türkiye and the 
Netherlands, the reciprocity requirement is not 
limited to treaty-based reciprocity. Having re-
gard to the relevant provisions of Dutch law 
and recent judicial decisions, the Court found 
that both statutory and de facto reciprocity ex-
isted. 

As regards the public policy objection, the 
Court held that the penalty clause contained in 
the foreign judgment was not manifestly con-
trary to Turkish public policy, taking into ac-
count the parties’ status as merchants and the 
principle of freedom of contract. 

Another noteworthy aspect of the decision is 
the Court’s express acknowledgment that arti-
ficial intelligence was used as an auxiliary tech-
nical tool during the preparation of the 
judgment to verify sources of foreign law and 
assist with translation. 

Ultimately, the Court decided to enforce certain 
provisions of the Dutch court judgment and to 
recognise others. The decision is significant 
both for its interpretation of the reciprocity re-
quirement between Türkiye and the Nether-
lands and for its acknowledgement of artificial 
intelligence as an auxiliary technical tool in ju-
dicial proceedings. 

The full text of the judgment is available here. 

4 Constitutional Court Annulment Deci-
sion Concerning E-Commerce Intermedi-
ary Service Providers 

DECISION DATE:  12.02.2026 

The Constitutional Court held that granting interme-
diary service providers a complete exemption from 
liability for consumer claims arising from defective 
goods, and establishing a general regime of non-li-
ability in relation to consumer contracts, was incom-
patible with the constitutional principle of consumer 
protection. The annulled provisions will cease to 
have effect on 2 March 2027. 

Although the decision does not mean that e-
commerce platforms will, in all circumstances, 
be held liable as sellers or suppliers, it estab-
lishes that such platforms cannot benefit from 
an absolute and categorical exemption from li-
ability. In assessing liability, factors such as the 
platform’s role in the transaction, its level of 
knowledge of and control over the relevant 
goods or services, the degree of trust it creates 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2026/06/20260616-9.pdf
https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2026/05/20260525-4.pdf
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among consumers, and its involvement in pay-
ment, delivery, return, and complaint-handling 
processes may be taken into account. 

The full text of the decision is available here. 

5 Significant Constitutional Court Judg-
ment on Digital Evidence and Personal 
Data Protection 

DECISION DATE: 12.02.2026 

In its judgment dated 12 February 
2026, the Constitutional Court 
annulled Article 134 of the Code 
of Criminal Procedure, which 

governs searches, copying, and seizure of 
computers, computer programs, and computer 
records, on the grounds that it was unconstitu-
tional. The Court emphasised that digital mate-
rials may contain personal data of an 
exceptionally broad scope and that measures 
involving their search, copying, and seizure 
constitute an interference with the rights to re-
spect for private life and to the protection of 
personal data. 

 

The Court stated that, in the process of obtain-
ing digital evidence, clear statutory safeguards 
must govern not only access to the evidence 
itself, but also the scope of the data accessed, 
the applicable retention periods, the destruc-
tion of the data, the segregation of irrelevant 
data, and data security. This approach is also 
consistent with the principles of purpose limita-
tion, proportionality, data minimisation, and the 
retention of personal data only for as long as 
necessary under Law No. 6698 on the Protec-
tion of Personal Data. Although the judgment 
was not rendered by the Personal Data Protec-
tion Board directly under Law No. 6698 on the 
Protection of Personal Data, it highlights the 
importance of legality, proportionality, and ef-
fective statutory safeguards in relation to inter-
ferences with digital data in criminal 
proceedings. In this respect, the judgment con-
stitutes significant case law concerning both 
the acquisition of digital evidence and the pro-
tection of personal data. 

The full text of the judgment is available here. 

 

https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2026/06/20260602-4.pdf
https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2026/06/20260602-4.pdf
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—   GLOBAL DEVELOPMENTS

1 Türkiye Announces Its Artificial Intelli-
gence Action Plan 

The Türkiye Artificial Intelligence 
Action Plan, which sets out Tü-
rkiye’s strategic roadmap for artifi-
cial intelligence, was unveiled at 
the Türkiye Artificial Intelligence 

Summit held in Istanbul with the participation of 
President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan. The Action 
Plan is structured around four key pillars: “rec-
ognise, harness, develop, and govern”. 

Under the Action Plan, Türkiye aims to launch 
the National Artificial Intelligence Literacy Pro-
gramme, establish AI literacy workshops 
across all 81 provinces, and provide training to 
five million citizens within two years. It also en-
visages the training of 10,000 advanced AI 
specialists and 100,000 AI implementation pro-
fessionals, as well as making at least 2,000 
public-sector datasets available through the 
National Data Library, particularly in the fields 
of healthcare, agriculture, defence, and e-com-
merce. 

The Action Plan also sets out significant tar-
gets relating to data centre infrastructure and 
domestic AI technologies. In this context, Tü-
rkiye plans to increase its installed data centre 
capacity to at least 1 gigawatt by 2030, mobi-
lise at least USD 10 billion in investment, pre-
dominantly from the private sector, in data 
center, cloud, and AI infrastructure, and sup-
port the development of Turkish-language 
large language models. 

The Action Plan further provides for the estab-
lishment of a regulatory framework that pro-
tects users’ rights, ensures predictability for 
investors, and adopts a proportionate, risk-
based approach. 

The full text of the announcement is available 
here. 

2 Spain Approves Draft Law Implement-
ing the EU Artificial Intelligence Act 

The Spanish Council of Ministers has ap-
proved the Draft Organic Law on the Proper 
Use and Governance of Artificial Intelligence, 
and submitted it to Parliament. The Draft Law 
is intended to implement the EU Artificial Intel-
ligence Act (“AI Act”, Regulation (EU) 
2024/1689) at the national level. In line with the 

AI Act, it seeks to give effect under Spanish law 
to key safeguards concerning the risk-based 
classification of AI systems, the sanctions re-
gime, human oversight, algorithmic transpar-
ency, the protection of children, and data 
privacy. 

In certain respects, the Draft Law adopts an ap-
proach that goes beyond the current text of the AI 
Act. Although political agreement on these ap-
proaches was reached at EU level on 7 May 2026, 
the relevant amendments have not yet been for-
mally incorporated into the AI Act. In this respect, 
Spain has incorporated into its national legislation 
an approach that it played a leading role in develop-
ing. 

The Draft Law also introduces additional obli-
gations for the central government that go be-
yond those laid down in the AI Act. While the 
AI Act requires public authorities to conduct 
fundamental rights impact assessments in re-
lation to high-risk systems, the Spanish Draft 
Law provides for the appointment of an “AI of-
ficer” responsible for coordinating regulatory 
compliance within public authorities and advis-
ing on public-sector projects and procurement 
procedures. It also introduces a broader inven-
tory obligation covering all AI systems used in 
administrative processes. 

The full text of the La Moncloa announcement 
is available here. 

3 European Parliament Adopts Regula-
tion Revising the AI Act Compliance 
Timeline 

On 16 June 2026, the European Parliament 
adopted, by 423 votes in favour, 57 votes 
against, and 174 abstentions, the Digital Om-
nibus regulation amending the EU Artificial In-
telligence Act (“AI Act”). The regulation 
postpones the application dates of certain obli-
gations relating to high-risk AI systems, clari-
fies the timetable for labelling AI-generated 
content, and introduces an express prohibition 
on AI systems that generate intimate or sexual 
content without consent. For the regulation to 
enter into force, it must also be formally 
adopted by the Council of the European Union. 

Under the revised timetable, the obligations re-
quiring AI-generated content to be labelled in a 
machine-readable format will apply from 2 De-
cember 2026 to systems placed on the market 
before 2 August 2026. From the same date, AI 

https://www.iletisim.gov.tr/turkce/haberler/detay/cumhurbaskani-erdogan-turkiye-yapay-zeka-eylem-planini-acikladi
https://www.lamoncloa.gob.es/consejodeministros/resumenes/paginas/2026/260526-rueda-prensa-ministros.aspx
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systems that generate child sexual abuse ma-
terial, or images, videos, or audio depicting 
identifiable individuals in intimate or sexual 
contexts without their consent, will also be pro-
hibited. 

The application date of the obligations relating 
to high-risk AI systems has been postponed to 
2 December 2027 for stand-alone high-risk AI 
systems, and to 2 August 2028 for AI systems 
integrated as safety components into products 
governed by EU sectoral product-safety legis-
lation. 

The regulation also introduces amendments aimed 
at reducing overlapping obligations applicable to 
machinery products, clarifying the concept of a 
“safety component”, permitting the processing of 
personal data—subject to appropriate safeguards—
for the detection and correction of bias, extending 
SME-related simplifications to small and medium-
sized companies, and streamlining the enforcement 
role of the EU AI Office in relation to certain general-
purpose AI systems. 

The full text of the European Parliament’s an-
nouncement is available here. 

4 Germany Designates the Bundesnet-
zagentur as the Competent Authority un-
der the EU Data Act 

Following the entry into force of 
the Data Act Implementation and 
Enforcement Act (“DADG”), the 
Bundesnetzagentur became the 
competent authority responsible 

for enforcing the EU Data Act in Germany on 
30 May 2026. The agency will serve as the sin-
gle point of contact for all matters relating to the 
Data Act, support market participants, and 
monitor compliance with its requirements. 

The Bundesnetzagentur’s new responsibilities 
include cooperating, at both national and 
cross-border levels, with the Federal Commis-
sioner for Data Protection and Freedom of In-
formation on data protection matters, as well 
as with the European Commission and the Eu-
ropean Data Innovation Board. 

The agency will also certify dispute settlement 
bodies in Germany, monitor technological and 
economic developments in the data economy, 
contribute to standardisation initiatives aimed 
at enhancing data interoperability, and super-
vise compliance with the rules facilitating 
switching between cloud service providers. 

The EU Data Act seeks to give consumers and 
businesses greater control over access to and 

use of data generated by connected products, 
including connected vehicles, smart home de-
vices, and industrial machinery. The Regula-
tion applies across a wide range of sectors, 
including the automotive, machinery, agricul-
ture, and healthcare sectors. It also contains 
provisions governing the making available of 
data to public-sector bodies in cases of excep-
tional need and facilitating switching between 
cloud service providers. 

The full text of the Bundesnetzagentur an-
nouncement is available here. 

5 European Commission Publishes Code 
of Practice on the Labelling of AI-Gener-
ated Content 

On 10 June 2026, the European Commission 
published the final Code of Practice on the 
marking and labelling of AI-generated content. 
The voluntary Code sets out practical 
measures to assist providers and deployers of 
generative AI systems in complying with the 
transparency obligations laid down in the EU 
Artificial Intelligence Act (“AI Act”), which will 
become applicable on 2 August 2026. 

Under the AI Act, deepfake content and AI-
generated or AI-manipulated text published on 
matters of public interest must be clearly la-
belled. Users must also be informed when they 
are interacting with AI systems such as chat-
bots. These obligations are intended to miti-
gate the risks of deception, manipulation, and 
disinformation. 

The full text of the European Commission’s an-
nouncement is available here. 

6 European Commission Fines Temu 
EUR 200 Million under the DSA 

On 28 May 2026, the European 
Commission announced that it had 
imposed an administrative fine of 
EUR 200 million on Temu for breach-

ing its risk assessment obligations under the 
Digital Services Act (“DSA”). The Commission 
found that Temu had failed adequately to iden-
tify, analyse, and assess the systemic risks 
arising from the sale of illegal products on its 
platform. 

According to the Commission, Temu’s 2024 risk as-
sessment relied on general risks associated with the 
e-commerce sector rather than on service-specific 
data relating to its own platform. It underestimated 
the likelihood of consumers in the EU being ex-
posed to illegal products and failed adequately to 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-room/20260611IPR45207/ai-act-ep-approves-simplification-measures-and-nudifier-app-ban
https://www.bundesnetzagentur.de/SharedDocs/Pressemitteilungen/EN/2026/20260530_DA.html
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/commission-publishes-code-practice-marking-and-labelling-ai-generated-content
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assess how recommender systems and influencer-
driven product promotions could amplify those risks. 
Testing conducted during the investigation also re-
vealed that certain chargers and toys intended for 
infants did not comply with essential product safety 

requirements. 

Pursuant to Article 75 of the DSA, Temu is re-
quired to submit, by 28 August 2026, an action 
plan setting out the measures it will take to 
remedy the infringement. If non-compliance 
persists, the company may be subject to peri-
odic penalty payments.  

The decision demonstrates the increasing in-
tensity of regulatory scrutiny of online market-
places in the areas of product safety, 
consumer protection, algorithmic recom-
mender systems, and platform governance. 

The full text of the European Commission’s an-
nouncement is available here. 

7 European Parliamentary Research Ser-
vice Briefing on the Debate over a Mini-
mum Age for Social Media Use 

In its June 2026 briefing, the European Parlia-
mentary Research Service (“EPRS”) exam-
ined the ongoing debate concerning the 
introduction of a minimum age requirement for 
children’s access to social media. Referring to 
UNICEF data, the briefing notes that age-
based restrictions on access to social media 
are currently being debated, proposed, or im-
plemented in approximately 40 countries. 
However, the experience in Australia—where 
many children have continued to access social 
media platforms despite the closure of their ac-
counts—indicates that such restrictions may 
not, in themselves, constitute an effective solu-
tion. 

The EPRS emphasises that age verification and 
age estimation technologies lie at the heart of the 
debate concerning a minimum age for social media 
use. Although these technologies are regarded as 
important tools for protecting children online, they 
also give rise to risks relating to privacy, wrongful 
exclusion, discrimination, the processing of bio-
metric data, and circumvention. 

Accordingly, discussions at EU level are focusing on 
the development of a common age-assurance 
framework that is privacy-preserving, proportionate, 
reliable, and non-discriminatory, rather than on frag-
mented national rules. 

The briefing further notes that existing EU law 
does not prescribe a uniform minimum age for 
social media use. Nevertheless, the General 
Data Protection Regulation (“GDPR”), the 

Digital Services Act (“DSA”), the European 
Digital Identity Framework, and the Audiovis-
ual Media Services Directive play an important 
role in protecting children online. 

From the perspective of Law No. 6698 on the 
Protection of Personal Data, the processing of 
children’s personal data through age-assur-
ance systems should be carefully assessed in 
light of the principles of purpose limitation, data 
minimisation, proportionality, transparency, 
and data security. 

The full text of the EPRS briefing is available 
here. 

8 UK Information Commissioner’s Office 
(“ICO”) Warns against Unauthorised Ac-
cess to Patient Data in the Healthcare 
Sector 

In its article entitled “Curiosity Is Not 
an Excuse: Protecting Patient Data 
in Healthcare”, published on 22 
June 2026, the UK Information 

Commissioner’s Office (“ICO”) drew attention 
to the risk of unauthorised access to patient 
records in the healthcare sector. The ICO em-
phasised that the fact that healthcare profes-
sionals are technically able to access patient 
records in the course of their duties does not 
entitle them to review such records in all cir-
cumstances. Any access must be lawful, nec-
essary, and directly related to the performance 
of their duties. 

According to the ICO, the risk of healthcare profes-
sionals accessing individuals’ medical records out 
of curiosity may increase following incidents that at-
tract significant public attention, serious criminal 
cases, or matters of heightened public sensitivity. 
Such access is unlawful and may result in serious 
consequences, including disciplinary sanctions, 
loss of professional registration, and, in certain 
cases, criminal proceedings. 

This assessment is also relevant from the per-
spective of Law No. 6698 on the Protection of 
Personal Data. Health data constitute special 
categories of personal data under Article 6 of 
Law No. 6698. Accordingly, such data may be 
processed and accessed only where an appli-
cable legal ground exists and only to the extent 
necessary for a specified duty, authority, and 
purpose. The mere existence of technical ac-
cess privileges does not, in itself, confer a legal 
right of access. 

Under Article 12 of Law No. 6698, data control-
lers should provide their employees with data 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_26_1178
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2026/789316/EPRS_BRI(2026)789316_EN.pdf
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protection training supported by practical ex-
amples to help ensure that personal data are 
processed lawfully and accessed only by au-
thorised personnel for legitimate purposes. 

The ICO further noted that, following incidents 
attracting public attention, an immediate re-
minder from senior management regarding pa-
tient confidentiality and data protection 
obligations may constitute an effective preven-
tive measure. This approach demonstrates 
that a strong data security culture within 
healthcare organisations should be supported 
not only by technical controls, but also by ro-
bust institutional awareness, accountability, 
and regular oversight. 

In conclusion, the ICO’s statement makes clear that 
the decisive criterion for access to health data is not 
whether an individual is technically able to access 
such data, but whether the access is necessary for 
the performance of their duties and is legally justi-
fied. Given that health data constitute special cate-
gories of personal data, healthcare organisations 
must manage access to patient records in accord-
ance with the principles of least privilege, purpose 
limitation, and regular oversight. 

The full text of the ICO’s article is available 
here 

9 CNIL Guidance on GDPR Roles and Re-
sponsibilities in Cloud Computing Ser-
vices 

 On 28 May 2026, the French Data 
Protection Authority (“CNIL”) pub-
lished guidance on determining the 
respective roles of parties under 

the GDPR in the context of cloud computing 
services. The guidance emphasises that the 
proper classification of parties as controllers, 
joint controllers, or processors within the cloud 
computing ecosystem is essential for deter-
mining their contractual obligations, imple-
menting appropriate data security measures, 
and facilitating the exercise of data subjects’ 
rights. 

According to CNIL, the parties’ respective roles in 
relation to cloud services must be determined on a 
case-by-case basis. This assessment should take 
into account the differing levels of control inherent 
in Infrastructure as a Service (“IaaS”), Platform as a 
Service (“PaaS”), and Software as a Service 
(“SaaS”) models, the customer’s ability to configure 
the service, and the service provider’s actual influ-
ence over the relevant processing operations. 

As a general rule, a customer that uses a cloud 
service for its own purposes will be regarded 

as the data controller, while a cloud service 
provider that processes personal data on the 
customer’s documented instructions will be re-
garded as the data processor. However, where 
the provider determines its own purposes and 
means of processing, including in connection 
with service improvement activities, monitoring 
tools, or cookies, it may be classified as an in-
dependent controller or, where the purposes 
and means are jointly determined with another 
party, as a joint controller  

The guidance is also relevant from the per-
spective of Law No. 6698 on the Protection of 
Personal Data. The allocation of roles and re-
sponsibilities between cloud service customers 
and service providers should be clearly defined 
at both contractual and operational levels. In 
this context, matters such as the purposes and 
scope of processing, the customer’s instruc-
tions, data security measures, the engagement 
of sub-processors, data retention and destruc-
tion procedures, access rights, and the han-
dling of data subject requests should be clearly 
regulated. 

The full text of the CNIL guidance is available 
here. 

10 Ten Guiding Principles from the UN 
Human Rights Office on Children’s 
Online Safety 

The Office of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Human Rights (“OHCHR”) has pub-
lished guidelines entitled “Getting Children’s 
Safety Online Right” setting out ten guiding 
principles for protecting children in the online 
environment. 

The guidelines state that children’s online safety 
cannot be ensured solely through access bans or 
general restrictions on social media use. Instead, 
they recommend that online platforms adopt a 
safety-by-design approach, address addictive de-
sign features, strictly regulate online marketing di-
rected at children, and prevent children from being 
subjected to commercial micro-targeting. They fur-
ther state that companies should conduct child 
rights impact assessments and that platforms 
should be subject to transparency reporting obliga-
tions concerning their impact on children. 

The OHCHR draws attention to the need for ro-
bust privacy and data protection safeguards 
where age assurance systems are used. In this 
context, it recommends limiting the collection 
and retention of personal data, ensuring trans-
parency regarding age assurance providers, 

https://ico.org.uk/about-the-ico/media-centre/news-and-blogs/2026/06/curiosity-is-not-an-excuse-protecting-patient-data-in-healthcare/
https://www.cnil.fr/fr/quelles-qualifications-pour-les-acteurs-de-linformatique-en-nuage-cloud
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assessing the risk of discrimination, and devel-
oping accessible solutions for children who do 
not possess official identification documents.  

The guidance further states that age-based re-
strictions should not be imposed in a general-
ised manner but should instead be targeted at 
specifically identified harms. 

The relevant article is available here. 

11 German Court Ruling on Google’s Li-
ability for AI Overviews 

DECISION DATE:  27.01.2026 

The Munich Regional Court issued 
a noteworthy ruling finding that 
Google may be held liable for inac-
curate statements generated 

through its AI Overviews feature. The Court 
held that Google is required to prevent the dis-
semination of misleading or factually incorrect 
AI-generated statements in its search results. 

The dispute arose from AI-generated summar-
ies that associated certain publishing compa-
nies with questionable commercial practices 
and allegations of fraud without any substanti-
ated basis. The Court noted that, unlike a tra-
ditional search engine, AI Overviews does not 
merely display or link to third-party content, but 
generates new and independent statements 
based on existing sources. 

The decision is significant in demonstrating 
that companies that design, train, operate, and 
manage AI systems may be held liable for 
harm caused by inaccurate content generated 
by those systems. It further indicates that, in 
the context of generative AI systems, a general 
disclaimer stating that outputs may be inaccu-
rate may not, in itself, be sufficient to exclude 
liability. 

The full text of the WIRED article is available 
here. 

12 Austrian Data Protection Authority De-
cision on the Mandatory Selection of a 
Gender-Based Form of Address 

DECISION DATE:  24.11.2025 

FILE NUMBER: 2025-0.950.759 

In the case giving rise to the complaint, the 
data subject was required to select a gendered 
form of address when creating an account with 
an online store. The data subject subsequently 
requested that the data controller cease using 

gender-specific forms of address in communi-
cations addressed to them. The data controller 
initially stated that the necessary technical 
modification was not possible; however, during 
the course of the proceedings, it updated its 
system to enable gender-neutral registration. 

Although the Austrian Data Protec-
tion Authority (“DSB”) found that 
the infringement had been remedied 
in relation to the data subject’s re-

quests for rectification and erasure, it sepa-
rately examined whether the previous 
processing activity had complied with the prin-
ciples set out in Article 5 of the GDPR. 

Referring also to the judgment of the Court of Jus-
tice of the European Union in Case C-394/23, 
Mousse, the DSB found that data relating to a gen-
dered form of address were not necessary for the 
performance of the contract and that processing 
such data for personalised commercial communica-
tions was incompatible with the principle of data 
minimisation. In particular, the DSB concluded that 
such processing was not necessary for order pro-
cessing, delivery, payment, or commercial commu-
nications, especially where less intrusive and 
equally effective alternatives were available. 

The decision further states that the data con-
troller could rely neither on the legal basis of 
performance of a contract under Article 6(1)(b) 
of the GDPR nor on legitimate interests under 
Article 6(1)(f). According to the DSB, although 
an economic interest in addressing customers 
in a personalised manner may, in principle, 
constitute a legitimate interest, the mandatory 
processing of data relating to a gendered form 
of address was not necessary in the circum-
stances of the case.  

The DSB therefore found that the processing 
activity was contrary to the principles of pur-
pose limitation under Article 5(1)(b) and data 
minimisation under Article 5(1)(c) of the GDPR. 

The full text of the decision is available here. 

13 Ministry of Justice Announces a New 
Era of AI-Assisted Judicial Services 

The Ministry of Justice has announced a new 
era of AI-assisted judicial services through the 
UYAP AI Decision Support System, which is in-
tended to enhance the speed, efficiency, and 
effectiveness of judicial proceedings. The sys-
tem is designed to assist judges and public 
prosecutors in areas such as searching case 
law and precedent, summarising case files, 
preparing draft reasoned judgments, analysing 
evidence, and evaluating expert reports. 

https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2026/05/protection-children-online-needs-be-done-right-un-human-rights-office-issues
https://www.wired.com/story/a-court-has-ruled-that-google-is-liable-for-false-statements-generated-by-ai-overviews/?utm_source=nl&utm_brand=wired&utm_mailing=WIR_Daily_061626&utm_campaign=aud-dev&utm_medium=email&utm_content=WIR_Daily_061626&bxid=626949626856d5bc4f0c46fd&cndid=69473220&hasha=a53851dc54b9f520f5434e0f20e73b1a&hashc=21532d4364c9e39afe4be2e771e793cd4b036c2299052840ed4f76e35809a16a&esrc=growl2-regGate-1120&utm_term=WIR_Daily_Active#main-content
https://gdprhub.eu/index.php?title=DSB_(Austria)_-_2025-0.950.759&mtc=today


 

Page 13 / 14 

 

 

The announcement emphasises that the sys-
tem will not act as an autonomous decision-
maker, but solely as a decision-support tool. Fi-
nal decisions will remain the responsibility of 
judges and public prosecutors, and the rele-
vant processes will be conducted under human 
oversight in a transparent and auditable man-
ner. 

The full text of the announcement is available 
here. 

14 World Economic Forum Assessment 
of the Human Factor in AI Adoption 

The World Economic Forum emphasised that 
the successful adoption of AI in the workplace 
depends not only on technological infrastruc-
ture, but also on employee trust, psychological 
readiness, and organisational culture. The arti-
cle noted that employees approach AI with var-
ying degrees of openness and that concerns 
such as job displacement, workplace surveil-
lance, loss of skills, and distrust of technology 
may affect the adoption process. 

Accordingly, organisations should manage AI 
adoption not only through technical training, 
but also through human-centred strategies that 
take employees’ concerns and expectations 
and levels of readiness into account. 

The full text of the WEF article is available 
here. 

15 Independent Expert Report Commis-
sioned by the European Commission on 
the Societal Impacts of Artificial Intelli-
gence 

The report, prepared by independent experts 
commissioned by the European Commission’s 
Directorate-General for Research and Innova-
tion, emphasises that AI offers significant op-
portunities in areas including healthcare, 
climate resilience, productivity, and sustaina-
bility. However, it also stresses that these op-
portunities should be assessed within a 
governance framework aligned with the princi-
ples of equality, transparency, accountability, 
and human dignity. 

The report further draws attention to risks and 
challenges including a lack of transparency, 
disinformation, inequalities in access to re-
sources, the protection of personal data, AI-en-
abled workplace surveillance, and intellectual 
property rights. It states that human oversight, 
privacy, accountability, and societal impact as-

sessments should be addressed in an inte-
grated manner throughout the development 
and deployment of AI systems. 

The full text of the report is available here. 

16 European Data Protection Supervisor 
Warns of Data Protection and Security 
Risks Arising from Shadow AI 

The European Data Protection Supervisor 
(“EDPS”) defines “shadow AI” as employees’ 
use of generative AI chatbots, coding assis-
tants, automated meeting-recording tools, or 
similar AI systems without institutional ap-
proval. The EDPS warns that such use may 
give rise to significant data protection and in-
formation security risks. In particular, organisa-
tions may lose visibility and control over where 
data entered into unauthorised AI tools are 
stored, who may access them, how long they 
are retained, and whether they are used for 
model training. From the perspective of Law 
No. 6698 on the Protection of Personal Data, 
the use of unauthorised AI tools should be 
carefully assessed in light of the principles of 
purpose limitation, data minimisation, lawful 
processing, and data security. Data controllers 
should not rely solely on general warnings. In-
stead, they should clearly specify which AI 
tools are approved for use, the purposes for 
which such tools may be used, and the catego-
ries of data that must not be entered into 
them.The EDPS identifies clear AI use policies, 
data classification rules, access controls, em-
ployee awareness and training, and the provi-
sion of secure and institutionally approved 
alternatives as key safeguards against the 
risks associated with shadow AI.The full text of 
the EDPS blog post on this matter is available 
here. 

  

https://www.kvkk.gov.tr/SharedFolderServer/CMSFiles/MTZhMGVjYzNkNTJmZTU.pdf
https://www.weforum.org/meetings/world-economic-forum-annual-meeting-2026/sessions/an-honest-conversation-on-ai-and-humanity-ca19ea8c96/
https://www.edps.europa.eu/press-publications/press-news/blog/managing-shadow-ais-hidden-data-breach-risk_en
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