EUROPEAN ASSOCIATION OF CO-OPERATIVE BANKS

- The Cooperative Difference: Sustainability, Proximity, Governance

Brussels, 14 October 2025

FINAL - CDO

EACB Answer to
the European Commission’s Call for Evidence on

the Digital Omnibus Package

October 2025

The European Association of Co-operative Banks (EACB) is the voice of the cooperative banks
in Europe. It represents, promotes and defends the common interests of its 28 member
institutions and of cooperative banks in general. Cooperative banks form decentralised networks
which are subject to banking as well as cooperative legislation. Democracy, transparency and
proximity are the three key characteristics of the cooperative banks’ business model. With 2,400
locally operating banks and 35,150 outlets cooperative banks are widely represented throughout
the enlarged European Union, playing a major role in the financial and economic system. They
have a long tradition in serving 228 million customers, mainly consumers, retailers and
communities. The cooperative banks in Europe represent 91 million members and 747,000
employees and have a total average market share of about 20%.

For further details, please visit www.eacb.coop

The voice of 2.400 local and retail banks, 91 million members, 228 million customers in Europe

EACB AISBL - Secretariat « Rue de I'Industrie 26-38 « B-1040 Brussels

Tel: (+32 2) 230 11 24 « Enterprise 0896.081.149 e lobbying register 4172526951-19
www.eacb.coop e e-mail : secretariat@eacb.coop



http://www.eacb.coop/
mailto:secretariat@eacb.coop
http://www.eacb.coop/en/home.html
http://www.eacb.coop/

‘ EUROPEAN ASSOCIATION OF CO-OPERATIVE BANKS
‘ The Cooperative Difference: Sustainability, Proximity, Governance

Introduction

The EACB welcomes the opportunity to participate in the European Commission’s Call for
Evidence on the digital omnibus.

We strongly support the Commission’s agenda for simplification, reducing administrative
burdens for businesses. Simplifying the current labyrinth of EU digital regulations would
help co-operative banks free up resources from excessive compliance obligations, and
allow them to focus on investing and continuing to serve customers effectively.

This paper highlights the need for greater coherence and simplification across the EU’s
digital regulatory framework. Cooperative banks call for clearer alignment between
horizontal and sectoral rules, particularly in the areas of data sharing, cybersecurity, AI,
and digital identity, to reduce duplication and legal uncertainty. The EACB urges the
Commission to ensure a proportionate, harmonised, and innovation-friendly approach
that supports Europe’s financial and data ecosystems.

1. The Data acquis (Data Governance Act, Free Flow of Non-Personal
Data Regulation, Open Data Directive)

Simplifying and clarifying the regulatory framework for data is crucial to ensuring that
Europe maintains competitiveness and that companies can effectively contribute to, and
benefit from, the EU data economy.

The EACB acknowledged the ambition of the 2020 EU Strategy for Data to create a single
data market. While the idea of a common framework was intended to prevent
fragmentation and enable companies to leverage economies of scale, the reality has
shown that the growing number of initiatives has also increased complexity for
businesses and raised concerns about coherence.

Since then, the Commission has gradually built a comprehensive horizontal framework
with instruments such as the Data Governance Act (DGA), the Open Data Directive
(ODD) and the Data Act, alongside the development of common EU data spaces. These
initiatives are valuable in principle, but the growing size and complexity of the EU data
acquis risks creating legal uncertainty and administrative burdens, especially for financial
institutions.

We increasingly see a lack of coordination between horizontal rules (DGA and Data Act)
and emerging sectoral rules, such as the Financial Data Access (FiDA) proposal.

In particular:

o FiDA risks creating parallel financial-sector data-sharing schemes that duplicate
or conflict with the DGA’s model of neutral intermediaries. This could isolate the
financial sector from cross-sector data spaces, raising costs and limiting
innovation.
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e Banks already face difficulty understanding the interplay between horizontal rules
and sectoral frameworks. The addition of FiDA, without careful alignment, will
exacerbate this and run counter to the simplification objective of the digital
omnibus.

Recommendations

1. The digital omnibus should prioritise reducing duplication and inconsistencies
between horizontal data rules. Only once these are clearly defined should
additional sector-specific rules be considered.

2. Companies in general, and banks in particular, need legal certainty on how
horizontal rules (such as the DGA and the Data Act) interact with voluntary
sectoral data-sharing regimes.

3. A proper balance must be struck between establishing horizontal standards
and allowing private-sector schemes and market-driven initiatives (such as
banking as a service and banking as a platform) to evolve, rather than imposing
data-sharing schemes on the financial sector with FiDA.

2. Cybersecurity-related incident reporting obligations

We welcome the Commission’s initiative to simplify and clarify the regulatory landscape
in the area of cybersecurity and digital operational resilience.

Financial institutions face significant burdens stemming from incident and data breach
reporting obligations across different EU-level rules, both horizontal and sector-specific,
as well as their national transpositions. These obligations, while necessary for
cybersecurity, can lead to duplication, operational inefficiencies and divergent
interpretations across Member States. We provide below our feedback on areas where
clarification and simplification could meaningfully enhance compliance, resilience and
operational efficiency.

Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA) should be lex specialis to the Cyber
Resilience Act (CRA)

We recommend that the Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA) be explicitly
recognised as lex specialis within the context of the Cyber Resilience Act (CRA). This
would prevent overlapping obligations and reduce compliance complexity, ensuring that
DORA remains the primary reference for digital operational resilience in financial
institutions.

DORA already establishes robust requirements for the resilience and security of digital
products offered by financial institutions. Imposing additional CRA requirements would
not materially enhance security but would instead create unnecessary duplication,
documentation burdens and compliance costs. Given that DORA already provides a
comprehensive cybersecurity framework tailored to the financial sector, the CRA’s
additional obligations risk being redundant and burdensome.




‘ EUROPEAN ASSOCIATION OF CO-OPERATIVE BANKS
‘ The Cooperative Difference: Sustainability, Proximity, Governance

In this regard, we would like to remind you of our joint letter on the CRA and DORA!,
Together with other EU financial sector associations, we presented solid arguments for
swift action through a delegated act, making use of the exemption foreseen under
Articles 2(5) and 61 CRA. The annex to that letter included a detailed mapping of each
requirement in Annex I CRA against the corresponding provisions in DORA,
demonstrating that DORA ensures an equal or higher level of cybersecurity protection.

DORA incident reporting

Harmonisation of incident reporting obligations is critical to ensure efficient compliance
and effective operational response.

We recommend:

o Simplification of reporting requirements: We call for simplifying the existing
reporting requirements to enhance clarity and facilitate compliance for financial
institutions. In addition to incident reporting, we recommend that the scope of the
register of information be reviewed. Reporting should focus on ICT services that
support critical or important functions, and the amount of information required should
be reduced to avoid unnecessary complexity and facilitate compliance.

e« Adjustment of reporting timeline: Financial institutions prioritise swift incident
resolution, and the current reporting obligations may inadvertently prolong incident
management processes.

 Uniform interpretations by national competent authorities (NCAs): There are
currently varied interpretations of reporting requirements among NCAs. We urge the
establishment of uniform standards to ensure consistency and clarity across
jurisdictions.

« Harmonisation of reporting templates: We propose that NCAs standardise their
reporting templates to streamline data submissions.

o Centralised reporting: centralising reporting huab could significantly simplify the
reporting process and improve the overall efficiency of incident management.

e Review of reporting criteria: We suggest a review of certain reporting criteria,
particularly:

o Incident duration: The criterion for incident duration, as it often exceeds 24
hours, does not provide material insights for conclusions on incident impact.

o Definition of major incidents: The criteria for determining major incident
caused by successful malicious unauthorised access should consider the actual
impact.

o Recalibration of recurring incidents: The approach to defining recurring
incidents requires recalibration to accurately reflect their nature and impact on

! Joint European financial services sectot letter ‘Call for clear exemption from the CRA for financial entities subject to
DORA’, dated 8 July 2025 and shared with DG CNECT and DG FISMA.
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operations.

o Overall, the focus should also be placed more on cyber incidents rather than
on relatively inconsequential operational incidents. The criteria for reporting,
including, but not limited to, those mentioned above, should be reviewed
accordingly to ensure that reporting obligations are appropriately targeted.

e Consolidated reporting: We recommend considering a standardised framework for
consolidated reporting on incidents affecting central ICT services used across
institutions within a financial group. This would enable a streamlined overview of ICT
dependencies and risks at a group level, thereby enhancing transparency and
efficiency, and avoiding multiple reports (one report per financial institution) for
incidents from the same root cause.

For groups comprising numerous regulated entities, the current DORA requirement
to submit separate incident reports for each entity is highly inefficient and
operationally burdensome.

In practice, for example, a group with over 80 entities may be required to submit
more than 80 reports for a single incident arising from the same root cause.

Such duplication not only diverts critical resources away from incident resolution but
also increases the risk of inconsistencies in the reported information. A consolidated,
group-level reporting framework would ensure a single, coherent submission
capturing the incident’s impact across all affected entities.

This approach would enhance accuracy, eliminate redundant reporting, and provide
supervisors with a holistic overview of systemic implications, thereby strengthening
both supervisory efficiency and operational resilience in line with DORA
requirements.

DORA and the NIS2

Although DORA acts as lex specialis with respect to NIS2, we understand that in
some countries there is still a lack of alignment between authorities, leading to
double incident reporting obligations, one under DORA and another under NIS2.

We invite the Commission, in particular DG CONNECT, together with DG FISMA and
the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs), to promote better coordination
between NIS2 and DORA competent authorities at national level. A clear and
unequivocal signal from the Commission to the relevant authorities would help
reduce operational burdens in those countries where obstacles remain to the full
acceptance of DORA as lex specialis.

3. Smooth application of AI Act rules

We welcome the Commission’s initiative under the digital omnibus to ensure the smooth
application of the AI Act, provide legal predictability to businesses, and address
implementation challenges in consultation with stakeholders.
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Cooperative banks strongly support the responsible and trustworthy adoption of Al
However, the AI Act must be implemented in a way that avoids duplication, provides
legal certainty and allows local and regional cooperative banks to innovate on a level
playing field with global competitors. The digital omnibus is the right opportunity to
clarify scope, remove unnecessary burdens (e.g. on logistic regression) and ensure a
coherent, proportionate and workable AI framework for Europe.

Given the Al Act’s cross-sectoral nature, the specificities of the financial sector must be
properly reflected. Our sector already operates under a mature and comprehensive risk
management framework, which should be leveraged rather than duplicated.

The AI Act should not impose contradictory or overlapping obligations with existing
national and European regulations such as DORA, CCD, MCD, CRR/CRD and the GDPR.
Its requirements must be designed to integrate smoothly into existing compliance
processes, avoiding double regulation and legal uncertainty.

Scope and use cases

¢ We call on the Commission to reaffirm that logistic regression falls
outside the AI Act’s scope?. Logistic regression is a well-established statistical
technique that has been used for decades. It does not meet the criteria of an Al
system under the Al Act, enjoys longstanding regulatory acceptance and is already
subject to robust oversight through a range of existing laws, including the GDPR,
the Consumer Credit Directive and various Level 2 and Level 3 instruments.
While logistic regression is the clearest example, other longstanding statistical
methods, such as generalised linear models (GLMs) or certain decision-tree-based
techniques, are also widely used in predictive tasks. Clear EU-level criteria are
therefore needed to avoid inconsistent applications of the Al Act, prevent the
unintended reclassification of low-risk models, and provide legal certainty for
operators across all sectors, particularly financial services. The Commission’s
Guidelines on the definition of an Al system already clarify that logistic regression
is excluded (paragraphs 41-42). Upholding this interpretation is crucial to prevent
fragmentation of the internal market and ensure that the AI Act does not
undermine proportionality, regulatory coherence or access to credit. Reaffirming
the exclusion of logistic regression and similar statistical methods is therefore
essential not only for technical accuracy but also to safeguard competitiveness,
avoid ‘forum shopping’ and maintain a level playing field for the European financial
sector.

e The Al Act’s scope should not be extended to new use cases until the existing
ones are fully in force and we have seen how the requirements are implemented
in the market.

2 Joint Financial Services organisations paper on ‘Logistic regression is not Al: Legal and policy clarifications under the
EU AI Act’, dated 25 September 2025 and shared with the Al Office and DG FISMA relevant unit (ACCIS, EACB, EBF,
ESBG, EFA, ETPPA, Eurofinas, Insurance Europe, Leaseurope).
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e We also support the possibility of ‘stopping the clock’ to allow additional time
for the implementation of high-risk requirements. This is especially relevant
considering that both the standards and many of the relevant guidelines stemming
from the AI Act will likely be released close to the August 2026 application
deadline.

Legal certainty and interaction with existing rules

The financial sector is already heavily regulated, and financial regulation also supports
the realisation of fundamental rights, which is the main goal of the AI Act.

Uncertainty about the AI Act’s application of and the lack of guidelines directs companies
to avoid adopting AI in potential or currently defined high-risk use case areas, which will
also result in fewer Al-driven innovations in these areas.

Clear guidance is needed on how the AI Act interacts with sectoral rules (DORA,
CCD, MCD, AMLR, etc.). We are aware that the EBA has conducted a mapping exercise
on the interplay between the Al Act and the pieces of law under the EBA’s remit (MCD,
CCD, CRR, CRD, PSD2, DORA, etc.). The detailed results of this work should be made
available to the financial sector as early as possible. A timely publication would contribute
to a smoother and more efficient compliance process.

The interplay with the GDPR remains unclear. We welcome the EDPB’s recognition of
this issue and look forward to the upcoming guidelines jointly drafted by the Commission
and the EDPB to avoid inconsistent enforcement.

Implementation and standardisation challenges

Banks are actively preparing for implementation, mobilising significant resources across
multiple business lines. However, they face uncertainties regarding the AI Act's
interpretation, and the guidelines produced for its practical implementation do not
eliminate all doubts, particularly in accounting for sector-specific needs. This uncertainty
inevitably hinders banks’ agility to innovate.

Delivery delays by CEN and CENELEC, tasked with developing European standards,
including those for risk management systems for AI, could also complicate banks’
compliance efforts, as they will need to complement and adjust current procedures and
practices within a very short timeframe.

Supervisory architecture and coordination

The complexity of supervision by multiple national and EU-level authorities present
additional challenges. The risk of multiple, potentially contradictory injunctions could
stifle innovation. Therefore, we appreciate the Commission’s statements that Member
States and itself, including the AI Office, must facilitate a smooth and predictable
application of the AI Act. The anticipated launch of the AI Act Service Desk is welcomed,
and we hope that it will provide accessible, tailored responses to sector-specific inquiries.
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Proportionality and level playing field

While SME-specific simplifications are useful, cooperative banks have a strong identity
and a clear desire to maintain the economic vitality of the regions they operate in.
However, the growing AI Act’s regulatory burden weakens their capacity to adopt
technological innovations.

By contrast, big tech firms still have the resources to cope with increasing regulation,
which heightens the risk of further service concentration in their hands. Local actors
should also be given the opportunity to compete. Proportionality in implementation must
therefore be ensured for cooperative and mid-sized institutions, which play a vital role
in Europe’s local economies.

4. Electronic identification and trust services under European Digital
Identity Framework

We welcome the Commission’s initiative to simplify and clarify the regulatory landscape
for digital identity, including the forthcoming EU Business Wallet, while upholding high
standards and reducing compliance costs.

The implementation of the European Digital Identity Wallet (EUDIW) represents a key
step in strengthening Europe’s digital sovereignty. At the same time, it presents
significant legal, technical and supervisory challenges that require urgent attention to
ensure legal certainty, harmonisation and a realistic implementation path.

Key challenges and recommendations
1. Legal certainty and scope of acceptance

The EUDIW's scope of acceptance remains unclear. We understand that during the eIDAS
2.0 legislative discussion, the intent was to have a broad scope in order to enable a wider
range of potential use cases.

For banks, however, the uncertainty primarily concerns the EUDIW'’s interaction with
other EU sectoral regulations such as the Payment Services Regulation (PSR) and the
Anti-Money Laundering Regulation (AMLR). This uncertainty directly affects the
payments use case, which is central to the EUDIW's success.

In general, we understand that the use of the EUDIW is mandatory only for
identification purposes, for example, during onboarding procedures of hew customers.
For any other use of the EUDIW, such as authentication or authorisation,
payment service providers (PSPs) should decide which payment instruments and
products to integrate into the EUDIW, as there should be no mandatory usage in
these cases. Regulators should provide certainty and clarification on how these uses can
be performed in compliance with PSD2 (and the upcoming PSD3/PSR). The EUDIW
acceptance in accordance with Art. 5f(2) eIDAS 2.0 poses an incalculable risk for PSPs
in cases of unauthorised transactions or malfunctions within the sphere of the EUDIW
provider.
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Clear guidance is urgently needed to prepare for the EUDIW.

The digital omnibus represents an opportunity for DGs CONNECT and FISMA to
jointly provide clarifications on the EUDIW's legal scope, particularly in relation
to payments and AML obligations. This could, for example, be achieved through a
detailed Q&A in cooperation with stakeholders, including cooperative banks, offering
guidance that would enable institutions to adapt their processes in a timely manner.

2. Technical readiness and coordination

The IT developments necessary for EUDIW implementation depend on technical
specifications still under development (implementing acts, the ARF and the large-scale
pilots). These specifications are not yet finalised, while Member States’ wallet initiatives
are progressing at different speeds. This risks fragmentation and inconsistent
implementation.

The Commission should ensure close coordination with Member States to align technical
choices, avoid duplicative efforts and guarantee interoperability and consistency in
EUDIW roll-out.

Contact:

The EACB trusts that its comments will be taken into account.

For further information or questions on this paper, please contact:

- Marieke van Berkel, Head of Department Retail Banking, Financial Markets,
Payments, Digitalisation (marieke.vanberkel@eacb.coop)
- Chiara Dell’Oro, Director for Digitalisation (chiara.delloro@eacb.coop)
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