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1. INTRODUCTION  
 

 This Opinion relates to online event management at the Education, Audiovisual and 
Culture Executive Agency (EACEA). 

 
 The EDPS issues this Opinion in accordance with Article 57(1)(g) of Regulation (EU) 

2018/17251 (‘the Regulation’).    
 
 
2. FACTS  
 
By email of 17 December 2020, the DPO of EACEA raised the following questions on 
compliance with data protection requirements in the context of online events: 
 

1. ‘(...) I understood that we have to inform the participants / data subjects about the third 
party tool we are using for organising our online event, and provide them with the link 
to the privacy policy of this tool. Do you think it is useful to include, in our Privacy 
Statement for the event, a sentence indicating that, by registering to the event organised 
by us, the user agrees to the privacy terms and conditions of the third party tool used to 
organise the event (and also put the link to the privacy statement of this tool)?’ 

2. ‘(...) the data subjects accept the terms and conditions of processing of their personal data 
by the third party tool, not by the Agency.’ 

3. ‘(...)  a legal basis under Art 5 of the DPR (such as public interest or valid consent under 
the DPR) is required for the Agency if it has to encode the data (at least email address) 
of the participants’ data subjects into the third party tool, in order for the latter to send 
the invitation link to the event.  

                                                        
1  Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of the European Parliament and the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection 

of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and 
agencies and on the free movement of such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and Decision No 
1247/2002/EC, OJ, L 295, 21.11.2018, pp. 39-98. 



2 
 

4. ‘However, and in any case, once the event is starting, the third party tool is unavoidably 
processing data of the participants’ data subjects, be it in a quality of processor (i.e. in 
case of a contract with the Agency) or controller.’  

5. ‘In case this [i.e. the third party] is a controller, we have no control on how the personal 
data will be processed by the third party tool.’ 

6. ‘For instance I want to register to an event organised on Zoom, I am informed and aware 
that my personal data will be processed by Zoom for the registration and during the event 
and I agree with it. To a certain extent, I am doing at my own risks.’  

7. ‘Therefore, is it enough to specify in our DPN that the third party tool is acting as 
controller, to provide the link to its DPN, and inform that the participants registering and 
attending the event will have their personal data processed by the third party tool 
company and agree with its terms and conditions?’ 

8. ‘Furthermore, is it the same logic if the third party tool in question is actually transferring 
or is likely to transfer data to the US? This is often the case for web conference tools (very 
often, the privacy policy of third party tools says “X may transfer/store personal data to 
the USA”).  

9. ‘I assume in such case that we have to inform our participants / data subjects about the 
risk of such transfer, and the absence of adequacy decision and adequate safeguards?’ 

10. ‘Therefore, in such case, do we have to collect the participants´ explicit consent that their 
personal data will possibly be transferred to the US by the third party tool, in accordance 
with Art 50?’ 

11. ‘Finally, contracts with Microsoft, WebEx, etc. are directly entered into by the 
Commission with the service provider, and the Commission has a DPN and record for the 
use of these tools. As executive agency, we can then use the tools for our activities. If we 
organise an event with these tools we will have to prepare and submit to the participants 
data subjects our own privacy statement in relation to the organisation of the event, in 
particular to give them information about the tool used. In such case, do we also have to 
refer to the PS and Record of the Commission which pertains to the use of these tools 
(see WebEx record DPR-EC-05006.1 and DPN), or do we need to prepare our own privacy 
statement and record for the use of these tools? ‘ 

 
On the same day, 17 December 2020, the EDPS acknowledged receipt and announced the 
intention to treat this as informal consultation. 
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On 22 March 2021, in view of the nature of the questions, in particular after the Schrems II 
ruling, the EDPS announced requalification of this consultation as a formal one. 
 
3. LEGAL ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The EDPS notes that the EACEA uses different service providers and tools (Zoom, Cisco 
Webex, Microsoft,...). The analysis and recommendations below are of a general nature, 
regardless of the specificities of the contractual terms and conditions in force between the 
EACEA and its service providers, which the EDPS is not aware of. 

3.1. Legal basis, informing data subjects and obtaining their consent2 

 
As controller, the EACEA will need a legal basis under Article 5 of the Regulation. Whilst 
situations in which a videoconferencing event might be covered by Article 5(1)(a) of the 
Regulation (processing is necessary for the performance of a specific task carried out in the 
public interest) can occur, for standard outreach events including external participants as 
members of the general public, the EACEA will need to ensure valid consent of the data 
subjects concerned under Article 5(1)(d) of the Regulation. 
 
The EACEA as controller (see section below) needs to ensure inter alia that data subjects are 
fully informed. The standard option to do this is by means a of specific data protection 
statement. One example of this is the data protection notice the 2020 Workshop on Data 
Protection within International Organisations, which notes that “For this meeting, the EDPS 
will use Webex, which is part of the European Parliament’s IT infrastructure on which the EDPS 
depends”, but provides a stand-alone data protection notice to participants. 
Where this is complemented with third party processing information (e.g. a link to a data 
protection statement of a service provider), the controller needs to ensure that the 
information remains easily accessible, understandable and transparent to ensure fair and 
transparent processing under Article 4(1)(a) of the Regulation3. 
 

                                                        
2 This section refers to questions 1, 3 and 11 of the DPO. 
3 See EDPS guidance on transparency requirements, including the need to avoid information overkill here: 
https://edps.europa.eu/sites/edp/files/publication/18-01-15_guidance_paper_arts_en_1.pdf. 
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Data subjects need to be fully informed – but, if their consent is needed as a legal basis for 
the processing under Article 5 of the Regulation, they also need to be given the genuine 
choice to opt-in voluntarily.  

Consent must comply with the requirements of Article 3(15) of the Regulation and should 
thus be given by a clear affirmative act, which indicates the data subject’s acceptance of 
the proposed processing of his or her personal data, e.g. by ticking a box. Silence, pre-ticked 
boxes or inactivity therefore do not constitute consent (see recital 19 of the Regulation and 
the Court’s ruling in Planet49, C-673/17, where the Court has established that valid consent 
cannot be obtained through pre-ticked boxes). 
 
If participants are simply informed that “by registering to the event organised by us, the user 
agrees to the privacy terms and conditions of the third party tool used to organise the event” and 
there is no subsequent clear affirmative act by the participants to indicate their agreement 
with this, valid consent will not have been obtained.  

3.2. Controllership - processorship4 
 
By using a third party tool in the context of organising an online event, the EACEA is 
controller of data processing in this context (regardless of the role played by the third 
party)5.  
 
It is correct to state that “once the event is starting, the third party tool is unavoidably processing 
data of the participants’ data subjects”. However, controllership of the service provider 
running the third party tool will (at most) be co-controllership next to the EACEA(see above), 
which has decided to use the third party tool (means) for the purpose of the EACEA´s online 
events (purpose). 
 
It is not correct to state that the EACEA has “no control on how the personal data will be 
processed by the third party tool”: As controller (see above), the EACEA has at least a 
contractual control on how the personal data will be processed and remains fully 

                                                        
4 This section refers to questions 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9 raised by the DPO. 
5 For more guidance on joint controllership, including partial co-controllership, please see the respective EDPS 
guidance: https://edps.europa.eu/sites/edp/files/publication/19-11-
07_edps_guidelines_on_controller_processor_and_jc_reg_2018_1725_en.pdf. 
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accountable vis-à-vis data subjects for what is happening with the personal data that will 
be processed by the third party tool for the occasion.  
 
As discussed during the DPO meeting on 11 December 2020, concerns as to the 
compatibility with the Regulation of the terms of service of several service providers 
of VC tools (not just Zoom) exist. In the light of the Schrems II judgement, these concerns 
are, of course exacerbated where the service provider might actually transfer participants’ 
data to jurisdictions not ensuring an essentially equivalent level of protection of the personal 
data of persons concerned. As a basic principle, transfers of personal data cannot result in 
undermining the protection of right and freedoms of participants guaranteed by the 
Regulation. Please see section 3.3. below on questions regarding transfer issues.  
 
In the light of the above, it is thus not enough for the EACEA organising an online event to 
specify in a data protection statement that the third party tool is acting as controller, to 
provide the link to its data protection notice, and inform that the participants registering and 
attending the event will have their personal data processed by the third party tool company 
and agree with its terms and conditions. 

 It is not certain that the service provider running the third party tool is acting as 
controller. This will depend on the circumstances, i.e. the applicable contractual terms 
and how the data are processed in practice We therefore suggest that EACEA check 
the latest version of the contractual terms and conditions agreed upon with the 
relevant service providers by the Commission on behalf of the Executive Agencies. 

 As a general remark, the EDPS encourages EUIs making use of services provided by 
private companies to make sure that the latter only act as processors for such 
processing operations, as it would not be appropriate for a private party to exercise 
the kind of influence that would result in them being a (joint) controller6.  

 Therefore, the third party providing the means to participate in the event 
should ideally be a processor for the EACEA in line with Article 29 of the 
Regulation, and not use the personal data for its own purposes, which would /could 
be incompatible with the original purpose for which the ERCEA collected the personal 
data.   

                                                        
6 See p. 23 of the Guidelines: https://edps.europa.eu/sites/edp/files/publication/19-11-
07_edps_guidelines_on_controller_processor_and_jc_reg_2018_1725_en.pdf. 
 



6 
 

 Simply informing the participants registering and attending the event that their 
personal data will be processed by the third party tool in accordance with the third 
party´s terms and conditions will not produce valid consent, as consent cannot be 
construed in a tacit way (see section 3.1.).   

 In the absence of valid consent, the EACEA risks not having a legal basis as required 
under Article 5 of the Regulation. 

3.3. Disclosure by transmission including third country transfers, Article 50 of the 
Regulation7 

3.3.1. Disclosure by transmission 
When it comes to using a third party tool in the context of organising an online event, several 
categories of personal data potentially being disclosed need to be taken into account: 

 Device data (e.g. hardware model, operating system version, unique device 
identifiers),  

 Log data (e.g.  search queries, details about the connection such as IP address, date, 
time, edge-location, ssl-protocol, ssl-cipher or time-taken to serve the requested site, 
device event information such as crashes, system activity, hardware settings, browser 
type, browser language, the date and time of your request and referral URL),  

 Location information (IP address) as well as  
 Content data (e.g. questions, poll answers, ideas, chats - shared by participants by 

means of the tool).  
 
Recommendation: Use measures to limit the personal data disclosed 
It is possible to put in place technical and organisational measures to limit the amount of 
content data that might be disclosed. For example, to support technical measures, 
organisational measures could include that users log into the tool with an institutional non-
individual account or pseudonym rather than in their own name, and meeting organisers do 
not record sessions or upload documents containing any personal data8.  

                                                        
7 This section refers to questions 8, 9 and 10 raised by the DPO. 
8 An EUI as controller issuing instruction to staff on how a particular tool (means of processing) is to be used and 
what data is to be collected and processed is an organisational measure to ensure both data minimisation and data 
security (Articles 4 and 33 of the Regulation for the processing in general. That can help to ensure control over 
and limitation of data transfers. This is to be considered as instructions to persons acting under the authority of 
controller in the sense of Article 30 of the Regulation on how to process personal data when organising meetings. 
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However, the EDPS acknowledges that it will not be possible to achieve this for all categories 
and in all cases: 

 Data that are necessary to establish the connection: The transmission of these 
personal data is necessary to establish the connection and is likely to be part of the 
fundamental architecture of the tool. Effective (end-to-end) encryption of the 
communication would depend largely on the features provided by the 
videoconferencing tool used. 

 Usage data: If analytics features are available to users, EUIs will most likely be able 
to disable those features and with them any associated collection of usage data. 
However, it is unclear to what extent service providers collect usage data for their 
own purposes (further processing) and it is doubtful whether EUIs could prevent the 
collection of such data through the use of technical measures.  

3.3.2. Third country transfers 
Regarding transfers to non-EU contractors, the level of personal data protection provided by 
the external contractor must be adequate. The EDPS Web Services Guidelines state in that 
respect (with reference to Article 9 of Regulation 45/2001) that “Where data are made available 
to an external organisation outside the EU, irrespective of whether the recipient acts as processor 
or as new controller, the rules of Article 9 of the Regulation also apply. This means that at the 
time of choosing a non-EU based organisation, the EU institution will have to assess whether the 
level of personal data protection provided by the external organisation is adequate”9. This 
reflects the EDPS´ guidance given during the DPO meeting of 11 December 2020 on the issue 
of ensuring proper follow-up to Schrems II (see https://edps.europa.eu/data-protection/our-
work/publications/dpo-news/48th-virtual-meeting-data-protection-officers-and_en).  
If and where transfers of personal data to a third country take place, these come under 
Chapter V of the Regulation. Under Article 46 of the Regulation, “All provisions in this 
Chapter shall be applied in order to ensure that the level of protection of natural persons 
guaranteed by this Regulation is not undermined”. 
 
Against this background, the consultation underlying this Opinion expressly refers to third 
party tools transferring personal data to the United States of America, raising the following 
two specific questions:  

                                                        
9 See EDPS Web Services Guidelines, §70, available under https://edps.europa.eu/sites/edp/files/publication/16-
11-07_guidelines_web_services_en.pdf. See also ENISA case study, case 2017-0896, recommended: No data 
processing in the United States. 
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- ‘I assume in such case that we have to inform our participants / data subjects about the risk of 
such transfer, and the absence of adequacy decision and adequate safeguards?’ 
- ‘Therefore, in such case, do we have to collect the participants´ explicit consent that their 
personal data will possibly be transferred to the US by the third party tool, in accordance with 
Art 50?’ 
The present Opinion thus focusses on these issues instead of covering all provisions in 
Chapter V of the Regulation. 
 
Article 50 of the Regulation offers derogations for specific situations to allow for transfers 
to a third country or an international organisation in the absence of an adequacy decision or 
appropriate safeguards10. Two of the conditions stipulated in Article 50 of the Regulation 
merit attention in the context of online event management: 

(i) Important reasons of public interest - Article 50(1)(d) of the Regulation 
Article 50(1)(d) of the Regulation allows for an international data transfer to take place where 
it is necessary for important reasons of public interest that are recognised under EU 
law.  
 
“Important reasons of public interest”: An EUI could justify the use of Article 50(1)(d) as 
a temporary measure for initial transfers, in circumstances where urgent action was required 
in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic as an exceptional sanitary crisis. It seems doubtful 
that organising an online event using a third party tool will in all cases be of comparable 
necessity. 
 
“Recognised under EU law”: For some EUIs, the organisation of certain meetings is e.g. 
regulated in their Founding Regulation. Examples: 

 For ENISA events, in some cases the legal basis can be found in a specific legal act to 
which ENISA is subject, e.g. in Article 21 ENISA’s Regulation (EU) No 2019/881 or in 
Article 1(2)(c) NIS Directive (Directive (EU) 2016/1148). As a rule, these acts imply 
that ENISA engages in the organisation of events such as e.g. the organisation of 
meetings of the CSIRT network.  

 Video streaming of public deliberations in Council is a legal obligation according to 
Article 8 Council Decision of 22 March 2004 adopting the Council's Rules of 

                                                        
10 See EDPB Guidelines 2/2018 on derogations of Article 49 under Regulation 2016/679, 
https://edpb.europa.eu/sites/edpb/files/files/file1/edpb_guidelines_2_2018_derogations_en.pdf  
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Procedure11: “In such cases, Council deliberations shall be open to the public through 
transmission of the Council meeting by audiovisual means, notably in an overflow 
room”.  

 
Recommendation: The EDPS would hesitate to apply the derogation under Article 50(1)(d) 
of the Regulation for data transfers “necessary for important reasons of public interest that are 
recognised under EU law” for online meetings that are not  referred to in EU law, e.g. in 
the Founding Regulation of the EUI concerned. 

(ii) Consent - Article 50(1)(a) of the Regulation 
 
Article 50(1)(a) of the Regulation allows for an international data transfer to take place where 
the data subject has explicitly consented to the proposed transfer, after having been 
informed of the possible risks of such transfers for the data subject due to the absence of an 
adequacy decision and appropriate safeguards.  
 

 As already noted above, data subjects need to be fully informed. In the case of Article 
50(1)(a) of the Regulation, this must include information on the possible risks of 
such transfers for the data subject due to the absence of an adequacy decision and 
appropriate safeguards. As correctly noted in the consultation underlying this 
Opinion, “even if we put the strongest contractual safeguards, the risk of transfer/storage 
to the US of personal data by [a US-based provider] cannot be eliminated, as [a US-
based provider] remains subject to the US surveillance legislation in any case, like 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) section 702 even for what concerns its EU-
based servers.” This aspect, which implies the impossibility to exercise certain data 
subject rights, is indeed one of the risks that the EACEA would need to inform data 
subjects about. Which risks exist for data subjects will depend on the specificities of 
the provider chosen and its contractual relation with the EACEA. 
 

 Clear affirmative act: Consent must comply with the requirements of Article 3(15) 
of the Regulation and must additionally be explicit (Article 50(1)(a) of the Regulation). 
It should thus be given by a clear affirmative act, which indicates the data subject’s 
acceptance of the proposed processing of his or her personal data, e.g. by ticking a 

                                                        
11 See http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32004D0338&from=EN. 
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box. Silence, pre-ticked boxes or inactivity therefore do not constitute consent (see 
above for further references). If participants are simply informed that “by registering 
to the event organised by us, the user agrees to the privacy terms and conditions of the 
third party tool used to organise the event” and there is no subsequent clear affirmative 
act by the participants to indicate their agreement with this, valid consent will not 
have been obtained.  

 
 Event specific: The principle of purpose limitation (Article 4(1)(b) of the Regulation) 

applies to personal data currently held by the EACEA from previous events. Consent 
given on the occasion of a previous event will not automatically cover the purpose of 
organising any future event. In addition, where the EACEA collects personal data for 
event organisation purposes, the EDPS would urge caution regarding subsequent use 
for the purpose of event organisation without a documented unambiguous consent 
from the data subjects in question. 
 

 Documented: Such consent needs to be documented by the EACEA organising the 
event. Article 7(1) of the Regulation stipulates that “Where processing is based on 
consent, the controller shall be able to demonstrate that the data subject has consented 
to processing of his or her personal data.” 
 

 Withdrawal: Under Article 7(3) of the Regulation, “The data subject shall have the 
right to withdraw his or her consent at any time. ...Prior to giving consent, the data subject 
shall be informed thereof. It shall be as easy to withdraw as to give consent.” 
Data subjects need to be told about the possibility to withdraw their consent in the 
data protection statement (Articles 15 (2)(c) / 16 (2)(c) of the Regulation). Under 
Article 7(3) of the Regulation, the withdrawal of consent shall not affect the 
lawfulness of processing based on consent before its withdrawal.  
Once consent has been withdrawn, the EACEA in principle needs to ensure that the 
data is deleted unless it can be processed on another legal ground. Given the 
impossibility of limiting the transfer of certain categories of personal data by 
technical and organisational measures and the impossibility to enforce contractual 
terms in practice (see above), data subjects will need to be informed explicitly about 
this risk due to the absence of appropriate safeguards. 
 

 Double consent: Consent on transfer under Article 50(1)(a) of the Regulation is 
different and adds up to the consent on the processing in general under Article 5(1)(d).  
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Article 50(2) of the Regulation does not exclude the application of Article 50(1)(a) of the 
Regulation to the organisation of online events by the EACEA, as the organisation of online 
events is amongst the tasks of the EACEA, but does not involve the exercise of any of the 
EACEA´s powers12. 

 
Recommendation: In the case of Article 50(1)(a) of the Regulation, data subjects need to be 
fully informed, which includes information on the possible risks of such transfers for the data 
subject due to the absence of an adequacy decision and appropriate safeguards. Which risks 
exist for data subjects will depend on the specificities of the provider chosen and its 
contractual relation with the EACEA. Given the impossibility of limiting the transfer of 
certain categories of personal data by technical and organisational measures and the 
impossibility to enforce contractual terms in practice (see above), data subjects will need to 
be informed explicitly about this risk due to the absence of appropriate safeguards. Consent 
on transfer must be given by a clear affirmative act, be event-specific and documented, in 
addition to the consent on the processing by a service provider in general. 
 
4.  CONCLUSIONS 
 
Legal basis, informing data subjects and obtaining their consent 

 As controller, the EACEA will need a legal basis under Article 5 of the Regulation. 
Whilst situations in which a videoconferencing event might be covered by Article 
5(1)(a) of the Regulation can occur, for standard outreach events including external 
participants as members of the general public, the EACEA will need to ensure valid 
consent of the data subjects concerned. 

 The EACEA as controller needs to ensure inter alia that data subjects are fully 
informed. The standard option to do this is by means a of specific data protection 
statement. 

 Consent must comply with the requirements of Article 3(15) of the Regulation and 
should thus be given by a clear affirmative act. 

 
Controllership - processorship 

 The service provider providing the means to participate in the event should ideally be 
a processor for the EACEA in line with Article 29 of the Regulation, and not use the 
personal data for its own purposes, which would /could be incompatible with the 

                                                        
12 See Commission Decision of 20.12.2013, C(2013) 9428 final. 



12 
 

original purpose for which the ERCEA collected the personal data. Simply informing 
the participants registering and attending the event that their personal data will be 
processed by the third party tool in accordance with the third party´s terms and 
conditions will not produce valid consent. 

 In the absence of valid consent, the EACEA risks not having a legal basis as required 
under Article 5 of the Regulation. 

 
Transfers, including third country transfers, Article 50 of the Regulation 

 While it is possible to put in place technical and organisational measures to limit the 
amount of content data that might be transferred, the EDPS acknowledges that it will 
not be possible to achieve this for all categories of personal data and in all cases. 

 Given EACEA´s responsibility as controller, the EACEA should consider selecting a 
service provider who does not transfer personal data of participants to third countries.  

 Where transfers of personal data to a third country take place, these come under 
Chapter V of the Regulation. Article 50 of the Regulation offers derogations for 
specific situations to allow for transfers to a third country in the absence of an 
adequacy decision or appropriate safeguards. 

 Regarding Article 50(1)(d) of the Regulation on data transfers “necessary for important 
reasons of public interest that are recognised under EU law”, the EDPS hesitate to apply 
this derogation under for online meetings that are not expressly referred to in EU law, 
e.g. in the Founding Regulation of the EUI concerned. 

 In the case of Article 50(1)(a) of the Regulation, data subjects need to be fully 
informed, which includes information on the possible risks of such transfers for the 
data subject due to the absence of an adequacy decision and appropriate safeguards. 
Consent must be given by a clear affirmative act, be event-specific and documented, 
in addition to the consent on the processing by a service provider in general. 
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Overview: Three potential scenarios and their legal basis 
Articles 5(1)(a) + 
50(1)(a) 

 The event involves the processing of personal data that 
is necessary for the performance of a specific task of 
the EUI carried out in the public interest (Article 
5(1)(a)) 
and 

 the data subject has consented to the proposed 
transfer, after having been informed of the possible 
risks of such transfers for the data subject due to the 
absence of an adequacy decision and appropriate 
safeguards. Such consent on transfer must be given by 
a clear affirmative act, be event-specific and 
documented. 

Articles 5(1)(a) + 
50(1)(d) 

 The event involves the processing of personal data that 
is necessary for the performance of a specific task of 
the EUI carried out in the public interest (Article 
5(1)(a)) 
and 

 the international data transfer is “necessary for 
important reasons of public interest” (Article 
50(1)(d)), with “importance” measuring up to e.g. 
circumstances where urgent action was required in the 
context of the COVID-19 pandemic as an exceptional 
sanitary crisis  
and 

 “that are recognised under EU law” (Article 50(1)(d)) 
Regarding this recognition under EU law, the EDPS 
would hesitate to apply this derogation for online 
meetings that are not expressly referred to in EU law, 
e.g. in the Founding Regulation of the EUI concerned. 

Articles 5(1)(d) + 
50(1)(a) 

 The event is a standard outreach event including 
external participants as members of the general public, 
who have been fully informed of the event-specific 
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processing of their personal data and given a genuine 
choice to opt-in voluntarily (Article 5(1)(d) + recital 19) 
and 

 the data subject consented to the proposed 
transfer, after having been informed of the possible 
risks of such transfers for the data subject due to the 
absence of an adequacy decision and appropriate 
safeguards (Article 50(1)(a)). Such consent on transfer 
must be given by a clear affirmative act, be event-
specific and documented, in addition to the consent on 
the processing by a service provider in general. 

 
 
 
 
Done at Brussels, 10 May 2021 
 

     (e-signed) 
 
Wojciech Rafał WIEWIÓROWSKI 
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