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Abstract. The European Digital Identity Framework requires Mem-
ber States to provide at least one European Digital Identity Wallet by
late 2026. Its privacy commitments depend not only on legislation, but
also on implementing acts, standards, certification, the Architecture and
Reference Framework, technical specifications, and software. Hereby, the
European Commission is pursuing a more agile implementation approach
in which legal and technical work, expert feedback, and iterative devel-
opment inform one another. In this paper we ask what benefits and
vulnerabilities arise when this approach interacts with formal EU imple-
mentation, and which safeguards are needed to keep privacy-significant
choices transparent, contestable, reviewable, and accountable. We com-
bine doctrinal legal analysis with source-critical documentary analysis,
using comitology as a functional benchmark. Through two complemen-
tary focal examples, unlinkability and relying-party over-requesting, we
examine how privacy requirements are translated into technical archi-
tecture and distributed controls. We argue that while the agile approach
can improve expert scrutiny, preserve alternatives, and support revision,
its public evidence does not automatically establish a fundamental ac-
countability advantage over conventional implementation as public visi-
bility alone does not secure authority. Proportionate safeguards should
therefore strengthen traceability, reason-giving, decision responsibility,
participation, review, and correction.

Keywords: European Digital Identity Wallet · eIDAS · privacy by de-
sign · unlinkability · comitology · regulatory accountability

1 Introduction

In June 2024, following two expert calls convened by the European Commis-
sion, sixteen cryptographers published a position paper, referred to below as the
Cryptographers’ Feedback. They attached it to a public issue in the Git-based
repository used to develop the Architecture and Reference Framework (ARF),
the formally informative architectural reference for the European Digital Iden-
tity Wallet (EUDIW) that every EU Member State must provide from late 2026.
⋆ In EU law, comitology refers to the committee procedures through which Member

States oversee the Commission’s exercise of implementing powers.
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The paper’s authors argued that mechanisms described in the then-current ARF
v1.4.0 leave presentations correlatable, and concluded that it therefore could not
ensure the unlinkability legally required; they urged consideration of anonymous-
credential approaches instead [5,18].

Access to public administration, financial services, education, mobility, on-
line platforms, and age-restricted services increasingly depends on establishing
an identity or proving an attribute digitally. The Union’s response is the Eu-
ropean Digital Identity Framework (EUDIF), established by Regulation (EU)
No 910/2014, as amended by Regulation (EU) 2024/1183. The Regulation obliges
each Member State to provide at least one EUDIW by late 2026. Because com-
mon formats, trust relationships, interfaces, and conformity requirements are
being embedded in implementations, later change may require coordinated mi-
gration. The Cryptographers’ Feedback thus addresses mechanisms used in gate-
way infrastructure.

The amended eIDAS Regulation makes substantive privacy commitments,
including user control and selective disclosure. It places specific limits on post-
issuance tracking, linking, and correlation. Furthermore, it requires wallet-relying
parties to register specified information concerning intended use and requested
data. These are legally binding requirements, but they do not specify a com-
plete technical system or by themselves secure an end-to-end privacy property.
Whether they are attained depends on decisions taken downstream, includ-
ing credential formats, presentation protocols, identifiers, status and revocation
mechanisms, relying-party authentication and registration.

The EUDIF addresses that translation task through a layered implemen-
tation ecosystem. The amended eIDAS Regulation empowers the Commission
to adopt implementing regulations. Standards and certification schemes acquire
force where those implementing regulations refer to them or where conformity as-
sessment relies on them. Alongside them, the EUDIW Toolbox process initiated
under Commission Recommendation (EU) 2021/946 develops the ARF, common
standards and technical specifications, and guidelines and best practices. These
instruments differ in legal status, authorship, procedure, and reviewability, but
interact in implementing the same infrastructure - an approach the Commission
presents as deliberately agile [19].

This paper asks: what procedural benefits and risks arise when legally sig-
nificant privacy requirements for digital identity infrastructure are translated
through fast, iterative, expert-driven and partly software-development-oriented
legal-technical processes, and what safeguards are required to keep those pro-
cesses transparent, contestable, reviewable and accountable? We ask how that
operationalisation is itself governed. The comparison also permits a bounded
institutional assessment of whether the claimed agility makes regulation and
technical innovation mutually enabling or reproduces familiar implementation
trade-offs in a new form.

Methodologically, the paper combines four bounded forms of analysis. First,
doctrinal legal analysis of implementing processes and powers, and the formal
status of relevant instruments. Secondly, a versioned and source-critical doc-
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umentary reconstruction follows selected ARF versions, public issues and dis-
cussions, expert submissions, pull requests, tag, release, and discussion-paper
records. Thirdly, an exploratory analysis informed by repository-mining research
examines the public ARF Git history and GitHub issue and pull-request event
record, frozen at public main commit 6373eee... on 23 July 2026 [25,7,27].

Fourthly, structured functional and normative institutional comparison ap-
plies common procedural questions to the two complementary focal examples
and derives safeguards from identified deficiencies. Examples examined in sep-
arate sections expose different mechanisms of legal-technical translation. The
Cryptographers’ Feedback on unlinkability provides a versioned public record of
a contested architectural choice and proposed alternatives. Relying-party over-
requesting instead shows legal responsibility, practical prevention, evidence, and
review distributed across registration, certificates, wallet controls, and enforce-
ment. They are analytically complementary rather than representative.

The general public technical corpus is frozen at 24 July 2026, with a final
critical update check on 30 July 2026; ARF v3.0.0 provides the baseline for
general propositions, while earlier and superseded versions are retained where
a claim depends on them [16]. Unresolved public material is recorded as such,
and inaccessible/non-public material falls outside the corpus, which necessarily
sets limitations. Public repository traces show observable platform activity, not
the full distribution of authority, influence, or institutional reasons. They do
not capture Cooperation Group meetings, private correspondence, standards-
body discussions, or internal Commission deliberation. A recorded merge may
implement a decision reached elsewhere, and chronological succession does not
establish causal influence. The paper accordingly claims neither a comprehensive
reconstruction nor findings of capture, unlawfulness, technical failure, and it does
not evaluate deployed Wallet systems.

Section 2 distinguishes legal privacy commitments from technical proper-
ties and sets out the procedural questions used throughout. Section 3 locates
comitology within the EUDIWs’ formal implementation and distils its limits as
a public-law benchmark. Section 4 maps the EUDIW implementation ecosys-
tem and its public repository layer. Sections 5 and 6 examine unlinkability and
relying-party over-requesting as complementary focal examples. Section 7 syn-
thesises the findings, derives safeguards, and concludes.

2 Regulation Through Technical Architecture

Technical architecture is not law, but it structures the actions that a system
makes possible, costly, or visible. Reidenberg’s lex informatica and Lessig’s ac-
count of code as a regulatory modality explain why protocols, data structures,
and interfaces can shape conduct alongside legal and organisational constraints
[31,28]. In a digital identity system, architectural choices affect which party can
request or learn an attribute, what evidence is produced, whether transactions
can be correlated, and what a user or supervisory authority can later reconstruct.
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Such choices do not displace the amended eIDAS Regulation’s requirements; they
are where the content of those requirements is operationalised in practice.

Law-by-design-obligations scholarship provides the closest conceptual neigh-
bour to our analysis. It identifies a category of obligations that operate across the
development lifecycle, pursue legal goals through design, and deliberately leave
implementers discretion [14]. Djeffal accordingly concludes that the legitimacy
of such obligations cannot be assessed in the abstract, but only within specific
implementation contexts [14]. This paper examines one such context by shifting
attention from the design obligation itself to the wider process in which legisla-
tion, standards, technical specifications, and other artefacts translate that obli-
gation into practical system requirements. Recent EUDI scholarship addresses
adjacent aspects. Weigl and Reysner analyse the institutional governance of the
EUDIF; Podda et al. examine how zero-knowledge techniques may support data-
minimisation compliance; and technical work evaluates privacy risks in partic-
ular ARF versions and the properties and constraints of anonymous-credential
families [32,30,1,8]. These contributions address institutional arrangements and
technical properties while we address the process that connects them.

Translation from legal commitment to technical property is neither one-to-
one nor confined to a single component. In the context of the EUDIW, selective
disclosure is a technical capability to disclose selected attributes or parts of a
credential. Regulation (EU) 2024/1183 makes selective disclosure an operative
Wallet capability and, in recitals, links that capability to data minimisation ob-
jectives. Selective disclosure may reduce the data revealed in a presentation,
but it neither establishes that the relying party’s request is necessary nor pre-
vents correlation across presentations. Privacy properties are also compositional:
a property holding at one layer may be undone by identifiers, status mechanisms
or metadata at another; legal sufficiency therefore attaches to the composition
rather than to any single artefact. Two mechanisms carry this translation, and
both raise the same question. Standards and conformity processes operationalise
legal requirements while concentrating technical interpretation and participation
in specialist forums and making participation resource-intensive [24]. Public is-
sues, proposed text, reviews, and version histories can improve documentary visi-
bility, but an open contribution channel does not by itself establish representative
participation, equal capacity to contribute, or public decision authority [29,27].

The analysis therefore uses a common set of procedural questions synthesised
from public-law accountability, comitology, standards governance, and documen-
tary process scholarship. They concern authority and mandate; access to infor-
mation; participation and representation; reason-giving and treatment of objec-
tions; documentary traceability; responsibility and correction; review and revis-
ability [9,10,24,29]. For this analysis, visibility supplies information; accountabil-
ity additionally requires an identifiable actor to explain a choice before a forum
able to assess that explanation and, where appropriate, require correction. Sec-
tions 5 and 6 apply these questions where the public record supports a conclusion
and identify the remaining gaps as such.
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3 Comitology as a Public-Law Benchmark

The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) is one of the two
Treaties on which the EU is founded. It sets out the Union’s competences and
how its institutions exercise them, including the division between making law
and implementing it. The European Parliament and the Council adopt legislative
acts such as the eIDAS Regulation. Where uniform conditions for implement-
ing such an act are needed throughout the Union, the act confers implementing
powers on the Commission, defining the Commission’s mandate and selecting
the procedure. The procedures through which Member States control the Com-
mission’s exercise of those powers are customarily called comitology. The general
rules governing these procedures are laid down in Regulation (EU) No 182/2011,
which specifies how committees are composed, which of two procedures (advisory
or examination) applies, and the effect of committee opinions.

Comitology is the ordinary route for implementing acts, and a high-volume
one. In 2024, 368 committees delivered 2,129 opinions, leading to the adoption of
1,938 implementing acts [21]. It is also a central part of the EUDIF. Article 48
of the eIDAS Regulation establishes a committee and makes the examination
procedure applicable. The implementing regulations that give the EUDIF its
binding technical content are adopted by this route. The Commission prepares
the draft and a committee of Member State representatives, chaired by a non-
voting Commission representative, examines it. The Commission then adopts
the implementing regulation. A positive opinion by qualified majority obliges
the Commission to adopt. A negative opinion bars adoption in that form, but
does not end the procedure: the Commission may submit an amended draft to
the same committee or refer the draft to an appeal committee. Where no opinion
is delivered, the Commission may as a rule adopt, except in listed subject areas
that do not include digital identity, where the basic act itself excludes such adop-
tion, or where a majority of the committee’s members opposes the draft. The
procedure also identifies participants and structures deliberation. Each commit-
tee must adopt its own rules of procedure, on the basis of standard rules drawn
up by the Commission; the eIDAS Committee’s rules follow that model [20,17].

Draft acts and agendas are circulated in advance, any member may propose
amendments, and before the vote the chair must try to find solutions command-
ing the widest possible support and tell the committee how largely supported
suggestions were treated. That explanation is owed to the committee, not to the
public. Where no member objects, the chair may establish a positive opinion by
consensus without proceeding to a formal vote. Opinions may also be obtained
by written procedure, which is the a frequent route: in 2024 committees carried
out 1,211 written procedures [21]. There, under Regulation (EU) No 182/2011 a
member who neither opposes the draft nor explicitly abstains before the dead-
line is treated as having tacitly agreed. Delegations may bring experts with the
chair’s permission, but each Member State counts as one member and a delega-
tion’s composition does not affect the vote. Other experts and third parties may
be invited to speak at the chair’s discretion, subject to opposition by a simple
majority of members, and are excluded from the vote [20,17].
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Comitology further supplies a documentary structure. Pursuant to Regula-
tion (EU) No 182/2011, the Commission must keep a register of committee pro-
ceedings covering agendas, summary records, draft and final draft implementing
acts, voting results and information on adoption, and must publish an annual re-
port. The Regulation requires only that the references be made public, together
with statistical data on the committees’ work. The Parliament and the Council
receive agendas and draft acts at the same time as committee members, and
either institution may indicate to the Commission that a draft implementing act
exceeds the implementing powers conferred by the basic act. The Commission
must then review the draft and inform both institutions whether it intends to
maintain, amend or withdraw it. The right carries no power of veto: the Com-
mission may state that it intends to maintain the draft, and adopt it.

The record itself is layered rather than open. Members have the right to have
their position recorded in the minutes, whereas the public summary record de-
scribes each agenda item and the voting result and must not mention individual
members’ positions in the discussion. Committee discussions are confidential,
and documents submitted to members, experts and third parties remain con-
fidential unless released; access requests are handled under Regulation (EC)
No 1049/2001, subject to its exceptions, including the one protecting an institu-
tion’s decision-making process. The register therefore establishes that a decision
was taken, by which body and on which text, more reliably than why it was
taken, or whether it was voted on at all.

Public visibility does not depend on the register alone. Under a Better Regula-
tion commitment, the Commission undertook that important implementing acts
should be made public for four weeks, allowing stakeholders to comment before
any vote in the committee, but nothing obliges the Commission to record what it
received or how it was treated.4 Across comitology the practice is selective: 108
drafts were published for feedback in the same year in which 1,938 implementing
acts were adopted [21]. In the EUDIF it has been applied consistently.

Comitology is an imperfect benchmark. Scholarship has criticised its limited
public visibility, the Parliament’s restricted position compared with legislation,
official and specialist dominance, and the risk that technical framing obscures
distributive or rights-relevant choices [9,10,6,11,13]. Others have read comitology
as a setting for deliberative problem-solving rather than only intergovernmental
bargaining [26,13,6]. A study of 2005 practice found summary records missing
for roughly a third of meetings and of poor quality for most committees that
published them [10]; because it predates later changes to the register, it cannot
establish the quality of the present record.

What we take from comitology is its formal structure, and that structure
holds on either account: an identified adopting institution, a defined membership,
and a mandate traceable to a basic act. The resulting act must state the reasons
on which it is based and is published in the Official Journal.

We use comitology functionally, as a realistic reference point rather than
an idealised alternative, and not as a proposal to run every technical revision

4 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52015DC0215

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52015DC0215
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through a committee. Binding implementing regulations in the European Digital
Identity Framework coexist with the ARF and related versioned technical ma-
terials. Section 4 examines how those materials can exercise practical influence
while lacking the formal mandate, adopting institution, or reviewability of an
implementing act.

4 The European Digital Identity Framework as a
Legal-Technical Implementation Ecosystem

The formal route described in Section 3 is one component of a wider implemen-
tation ecosystem. That ecosystem governs a distributed system: a wallet user
holds a wallet unit from a wallet provider; providers of person identification
data and of electronic attestations of attributes issue data; wallet-relying par-
ties request presentations; and registration, trust, certification and supervisory
functions support those transactions. The amended eIDAS Regulation confers
implementing powers on the Commission, and the principal wallet implementing
regulations adopted under them cover issuance, wallet integrity and core func-
tionality, protocols and interfaces, certification, relying-party registration and
attestations of attributes. Their technical content, however, is largely developed
outside the committee procedure.

This is by design, and the vehicle is the common Union Toolbox. Commission
Recommendation (EU) 2021/946 recommended that Member States cooperate
to produce three deliverables: a technical architecture and reference framework,
common standards and technical specifications, and common guidelines and best
practices; it assigned implementation to the eIDAS expert group. That role is
now performed by the European Digital Identity Cooperation Group, which Ar-
ticle 46e of the amended eIDAS Regulation establishes as a Commission-chaired
body of representatives appointed by the Member States, with relevant stake-
holders invitable as observers on an ad hoc basis. Its tasks include advising the
Commission in the early preparation of draft implementing and delegated acts.
The Cooperation Group is not the eIDAS Committee. Both bodies are composed
of Member State representatives and chaired by the Commission, but the Group
advises and coordinates, whereas the Committee delivers the formal opinion
preceding adoption, and only the latter is recorded in the comitology register.
Toolbox work is not a source of binding law and becomes binding only so far as
it is incorporated into an act adopted under the Regulation’s powers. Standards,
certification, and supervisory processes form part of the wider implementation
ecosystem but are not independently reconstructed here; they enter the analysis
only where the focal materials or binding acts expressly rely on them.

Within the Toolbox, the ARF occupies a distinctive position, and the bind-
ing acts establish this themselves. In their recitals, implementing regulations
state that their technical specifications rely on the work carried out under the
Recommendation and in particular the ARF, and that the Commission should
review and update them to stay in line with it. In their operative provisions, the
subject-matter article of the principal EUDIW implementing regulations, e.g.,
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Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/2979, states that the rules it
lays down are “to be updated on a regular basis to keep in line with technol-
ogy and standards developments and with the work carried out on the basis of
Recommendation (EU) 2021/946, and in particular the Architecture and Ref-
erence Framework”. Alignment with a document maintained outside the legisla-
tive process is therefore part of these acts’ own enacting terms. In practice, that
commitment has been acted upon: Commission Implementing Regulations (EU)
2026/1730, 2026/1731 and 2026/1735, adopted on 15 July 2026, give as their
reason that “the architecture and reference framework has evolved significantly”.
Binding law has been revised because, on the amending acts’ own stated reasons,
a document maintained in a public repository changed.

The ARF is nevertheless published and maintained not in the Official Jour-
nal but in a public specification repository, through versioned releases, issues,
discussions and pull requests. Hereby, it has moved quickly: between the Cryp-
tographers’ Feedback of June 2024 and the corpus freeze, the ARF advanced by
24 releases from version v1.4.0 to v3.0.0. Propositions about the ARF therefore
require that the version is named, and the binding acts name none: the align-
ment obligation in their subject-matter articles attaches to the ARF as such.
The ARF v3.0.0 release was published on GitHub on 23 July.5 Its changelog
states that it aligns the ARF with the amending acts, incorporates the Topic X
relying-party-registration refinement, and introduces a Functional Conformance
Assessment Framework [16]. This documents alignment across artefacts, not the
direction of influence or incorporation of every ARF requirement into binding
law. Version 3.0.0 contains the architecture’s narrative and high-level require-
ments, links to technical specifications and to discussion topics identified by
letter (e.g., Topic A, Topic X). It guides the reference implementation, and de-
scribes itself as informative, not replacing the eIDAS Regulation or its binding
implementing and delegated acts [16]. The release workflow published on 21 June
2026, examined at public main commit 6373eee1 of 23 July 2026, describes the
ARF as informative guidance supporting binding implementing regulations and
provides that content changes require a Cooperation Group opinion and Com-
mission approval. That approval concerns production of the informative ARF;
it is not adoption of an implementing act. The release flow distinguishes pub-
lic issues and pull requests from Member-State feedback channelled through
the Cooperation Group. Both streams are consolidated across two synchronised
repositories before the completed release is published to the public repository.
However, the public repository does not expose the underlying Member-State
feedback or the separate record of its integration and the workflow description
contains references to *-private repositories and a public mirror, indicating
non-public workflows [15].

Formal status and practical influence do not track each other: the ARF and
related specifications can constrain what is implementable or make particular
options easier to adopt. The public repository records proposals and changes,
which is a form of visibility but does not confer decision authority.

5 The Git tag is however actually dated 21 July.
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A bounded analysis of the frozen (public-facing) repository sharpens that
last point by distinguishing contribution from integration. The corpus contains
406 accepted non-merge content commits by 28 direct authors, of whom the
four most active account for 75.9%. It records 334 pull requests with 42 authors,
30 formal reviewers and 33 accounts exercising triage-associated events. Seven
recorded User accounts merged 289 pull requests into main; one accounts for
77.9% and three for 94.5%. The visible contribution route was therefore broader
than the public integration layer, while integration activity was concentrated.
These counts do not identify a complete maintainer roster, effective representa-
tion, intellectual influence, or institutional decision authority [25,7,27].

For the issues examined here the repository preserves a public record of tech-
nical proposals, reviews and version changes, but it does not reproduce Coop-
eration Group deliberation, Member State feedback, standards-body discussion,
internal Commission reasoning, or approval reasons. A recorded merge may im-
plement a decision taken collectively or elsewhere. The ecosystem thus exercises
practical influence across artefacts that share no single legal status, decision-
maker or review channel. Sections 5 and 6 test how far the combined legal and
public records make that influence contestable.

5 Unlinkability and the Cryptographers’ Feedback

Article 5a(16)(a) of the amended eIDAS Regulation requires the Wallet’s tech-
nical framework not to enable providers of electronic attestations of attributes
or other parties, after issuance, to obtain data permitting transactions or user
behaviour to be tracked, linked, or correlated, unless explicitly authorised by
the user. Article 5a(16)(b) separately requires the technical framework to en-
able privacy-preserving techniques ensuring unlinkability where an attestation
does not require identification. Unlinkability, from a technical perspective, is not
a context-free property. Instead, one must take assumptions about observer(s)
and observations into consideration. Repeated presentations to one wallet-relying
party, presentations to colluding relying parties, correlation of issuance and pre-
sentation by an attestation provider and relying party, and observation of system
metadata are all distinct threat models [5,8]. A protocol property that can be
guaranteed under one model does not automatically extend to the entire imple-
mentation or end-to-end system.

The episode surrounding the Cryptographers’ Feedback began as an inter-
nally initiated expert consultation. The European Commission’s EUDIW Team
invited cryptographers to calls on 5 and 6 June 2024, presented ARF v1.4.0, and
requested feedback on attestations and zero-knowledge proofs. As a response,
participants from the call and other experts published a position paper [5] on 19
June in the public ARF repository under GitHub Issue #200, subsequently con-
verted into Discussion #211. The paper argues that under same- and colluding-
relying-party models and issuer–relying-party collusion the considered salted-
hash design can not be repaired through minor modifications. It instead recom-
mends a larger redesign that leverages the properties of anonymous credentials,
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which would require the adoption of compatible digital signature schemes such as
BBS/BBS+. A BBS-derived proof can disclose selected signed messages through
a fresh proof that is unlinkable at the proof layer to the issuer’s base signature
and to other derived proofs [33,8]. The paper further calls for the EUDIW to
be designed to follow principles of crypto-agility, i.e., facilitating that its under-
lying technologies can be changed or upgraded quickly if the need arises. This
was an expert assessment of the analysed design, not an institutional finding of
unlawfulness or insecurity under every threat model.

Paolo De Rosa, the issue assignee and a Commission policy officer publicly
identified as the EUDIW technical lead, provided the clearest implementation-
side response in the public thread [12]. He acknowledged the privacy potential but
argued that an EUDI solution also had to satisfy requirements associated with
Assurance Level High, including robust holder and device binding and tamper
and duplication resistance, while also addressing revocation and deployment on
market-available secure elements or hardware security modules. He questioned
support for the necessary cryptographic primitives in existing secure hardware
and stated that revocation, although possible, did not appear fully resolved in
the proposed approach. These concerns connected the cryptographic choice to
interoperability, maturity, cost, and the statutory timetable. He nevertheless
proposed collaboration on a zero-knowledge solution supporting holder binding
and revocation on available hardware [12].

The response therefore qualifies the Cryptographers’ Feedback’s claim that
a BBS-based standard and reference implementation could be developed with
modest effort and does not establish that anonymous credentials are unsuitable.
His project role makes the comment institutionally informative, but not a for-
mal Commission or Cooperation Group disposition. Replies in the discussion
disputed whether the constraints were decisive and proposed technical variants;
the public thread records no institutional outcome of the proposed follow-up
meeting. Subsequent research offers device-bound constructions compatible with
BBS while confirming that trusted-hardware integration is non-trivial [22] and
the W3C BBS cryptosuite was still a Candidate Recommendation Draft in April
2026 [33].

Later materials show continued treatment of related concerns without estab-
lishing causal influence. Topic A distinguishes relying-party from attestation-
provider linkability, discusses batch issuance, and states that a salted-hash ap-
proach cannot technically prevent a provider retaining issuance data from recog-
nising a returned credential. Topic G distinguishes selective disclosure, relying-
party unlinkability, and fuller unlinkability, and addresses non-revocation, device
binding, issuer trust, pseudonyms, performance, and standardisation [2,3]. Com-
mission Implementing Regulations 2026/1731 and 2026/1735 address particular
status, attestation, and revocation channels, including requirements intended
to hinder linkability or traceability. They do not adopt anonymous credentials
or demonstrate end-to-end unlinkability. A peer-reviewed evaluation identifying
linkability, identifiability, and excessive-disclosure concerns analysed ARF v1.5.0,
not the later v3.0.0 [1].
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Procedurally, the episode establishes visibility and contestability more clearly
than accountable correction. The Commission-side invitation enabled early spe-
cialist scrutiny; publication of the response and ensuing exchange exposed both
a technically specific objection and countervailing assurance and deployment
concerns. The repository preserved contributors’ competing technical arguments
and later versioned treatment in unusual detail. Effective participation never-
theless required specialised expertise and, initially, access to an invited consulta-
tion. More importantly, the thread records contributors’ positions, including an
implementation-side counterargument, but no institutional disposition identify-
ing who accepted, rejected, or deferred each material proposition, why, and in
which effective version. The workflow published in 2026 identifies Cooperation
Group opinion and Commission approval for current ARF content, but does not
retrospectively reconstruct the 2024 episode [15]. The sequence is consistent with
revisability; it does not show that the feedback caused later requirements or that
the objections were fully resolved. The evidential gap concerns the chain from
legal mandate through expert objection and counterargument to an identifiable
institutional decision and review, not proof that the feedback was ignored or
that the architecture is unlawful or technically defective.

6 Over-Requesting: Beyond the Registered Scope

Relying-party over-requesting concerns whether a wallet-relying party requests
attributes that are unnecessary for its specified purpose. Article 5(1)(b) and (c)
GDPR requires purpose limitation and data minimisation, while Article 5b of
the amended eIDAS Regulation requires relying parties to register their intended
use and requested data and prohibits requests outside that declaration.

The July 2026 implementing measures establish a three-level control struc-
ture. Implementing Regulation (EU) 2025/848 initially left registration certifi-
cates optional. Regulation 2026/1730, entering into force on 11 August, amends
that regime to require each Member State to authorise at least one registration-
certificate authority. The parallel Regulation 2026/1731, also entering into force
on 11 August, adds WRP-VALIDATION-01 to -03 in clause 4.4 of the amended
annex. They require the EUDIW to validate the relying party’s registration cer-
tificate before presenting the request and specify warnings and provider policy
where validation fails. WRP-OVERASKING-01 to -03 then require comparison
of the live request with the registered attributes, a warning and explicit approval
where the request exceeds that scope, and a provider decision whether to con-
tinue, disclose only the registered subset, or reject the request. These controls
answer different questions: whether the certificate is valid; whether the request
is consistent with the registration; and whether the requested data are substan-
tively necessary. The first two can be technically checked. The third remains a
legal and contextual assessment. Explicit user approval is neither proof of neces-
sity nor necessarily consent in accordance with the requirements of the GDPR
or another legal basis.
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The same sequence illustrates movement between informative and binding
artefacts. ARF v3.0.0 requirement RPRC_21 describes comparison, warning,
and provider response, while the implementing regulation states related functions
as binding, named technical requirements [16]. While this does not make the
ARF binding or establish direct provenance for every adopted requirement, it
shows that technical structures developed in the wider process can reappear in a
binding annex, while the public record may not preserve a complete chain linking
technical authorship, institutional treatment, stated reasons, and responsibility.

Topic X makes part of that process visible. The 2026 refinement round ex-
posed alternatives and invited submissions on relying-party registration [23,4].
The Agencia Española de Protección de Datos (AEPD) argued that machine-
readable registration certificates should be mandatory so that Wallets could
check requests locally and by default, rather than depend on user-initiated checks
or queries to a central registrar that could reveal which services a user accesses.6
The subsequent legal requirement for certificate issuance is consistent with re-
vision of the earlier optional model, but chronology does not establish that the
AEPD intervention caused that change. Nor does certificate-based verification
establish the necessity of everything a relying party registered.

Recent user research reinforces why the approval step cannot carry the com-
pliance burden. In a survey of 1,035 users and 27 experts and a simulated study
with 1,002 users, Zingg et al. found that approximately 20% of surveyed users in-
dicated that they would disclose an official identity credential to a news website;
in the simulated study, their Credential Assistant reduced average disclosure mis-
takes from about 15% to 7%, but did not eliminate them [34]. The study concerns
user disclosure decisions, not the legality of relying-party requests, and used a
simulated, context-limited setting without selective disclosure. Its bounded im-
plication is nevertheless important: warnings and decision support can improve
user choices, but leaving protection to the user permits residual oversharing and
cannot substitute for relying-party compliance or preventive system controls.

The governance problem is thus not the disappearance of legal responsibil-
ity, but the distribution of prevention, evidence, and correction. Certificates and
Wallet checks can expose and, depending on provider policy, prevent deviations
from a registered declaration; the user can refuse disclosure. Later administra-
tive or supervisory correction may be available, but those routes are not re-
constructed here. No single control establishes necessity before disclosure. The
public Topic X record also documents proposals and objections without reveal-
ing the complete focus-group deliberation or a reasoned institutional disposition
of the AEPD submission. This section therefore shows legal responsibility re-
maining identifiable while operational accountability is fragmented across legal,
technical, organisational, and supervisory layers.

6 https://github.com/user-attachments/files/26022498/topicXrefinement.AEPD.
response.pdf

https://github.com/user-attachments/files/26022498/topicXrefinement.AEPD.response.pdf
https://github.com/user-attachments/files/26022498/topicXrefinement.AEPD.response.pdf
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7 Synthesis and Safeguards

The analysis supports a hybrid but legally differentiated account of implemen-
tation. Binding legislation and implementing acts establish duties, powers, and
uniform conditions, while the formally informative ARF and versioned techni-
cal materials shape interoperable implementation. Requirements developed in
the informative layer can reappear as named obligations in a binding annex,
as the over-requesting control sequence shows, without thereby establishing di-
rect provenance [16]. This is selective formalisation, not transformation of the
ARF into law: adoption clarifies authority for the binding requirement, while
upstream authorship, alternatives considered, and institutional treatment may
remain only partly traceable. Practical influence does not confer legal authority.

Table 1: Benchmarked findings from the formal route and focal examples. Propo-
sitions are established in Sections 3–6.

Authority and mandate: formal authority and current ARF roles are distinct
Formal route. Conferred powers; Commission
adoption; regulated Member-State committee
opinion

ARF record. Informative guidance; the current
workflow requires Cooperation Group opinion
and Commission approval implementing act

Access to information: different public records, neither complete
Formal route. Register, final act, and document-
access rules; confidential discussions and
unattributed public summaries

Repository record. Granular proposals, reviews,
and versions; no public Member-State feedback,
deliberation, or approval reasons

Participation and representation: different entry routes, common specialist barriers
Formal route. Member-State representatives; in-
vited experts and third parties may speak but do
not vote

Repository record. Public contribution,
specialist-intensive effective participation,
and concentrated recorded integration; no proof
of representation or authority

Reason-giving, treatment of objections: contributor arguments are not institutional reasons
Formal route. Internal explanation of substan-
tially supported suggestions and reasons, but no
required public answer to technical objections

Repository record. Detailed contributor objec-
tions and alternatives, but no public institutional
disposition of focal objection or approval reasons

Documentary traceability and versioning: complementary records, incomplete provenance
Formal route. Fixed act, adopter, and text; ex-
amined references to “the ARF” are not release-
specific

Repository record. Stable issues, pull requests,
commits, and releases; no complete chain from
mandate and objection to institutional outcome,
requirement, and version

Responsibility and correction: legal responsibility is clearer than operational correction
Formal route. Commission adoption; a reasoned
and amendable act, reviewable through applica-
ble routes

Focal examples. Legal responsibility remains
identifiable; prevention, evidence, escalation,
and correction are distributed, with no public
objection-specific correction route

Revisability and path dependency: available revision, bounded inference
Formal route. The July 2026 acts show amend-
ment, not objection-specific correction or causa-
tion

Technical record. Versioned revision is avail-
able; interdependent choices may raise migration
costs, but irreversible entrenchment is not shown

Related weaknesses recur through different mechanisms. In comitology, the
chair must tell the committee how substantially supported suggestions were
treated, while the final act states its essential considerations; the public record
need not answer each technical objection. Repository threads record contribu-
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tor’s objections, alternatives, and counterarguments, but the examined work-
flow does not establish an equivalent institutional duty of disposition. In both
settings, public input is not consistently connected to a public account of up-
take, and effective participation demands specialist capacity. The records are
connected at several points, but they do not provide a complete public chain
linking the legal mandate, technical objection and alternatives, and responsi-
ble institutional disposition. Furthermore, the combination creates an asymmet-
ric versioning problem. The subject-matter articles of the principal implement-
ing regulations refer to alignment with the ARF without identifying a release,
whereas ARF v3.0.0 states in turn that it aligns the July 2026 amending acts
[16]. The resulting gap is not absence of versioning on both sides, but absence
of a provision-specific public map linking the legal baseline, technical source,
institutional disposition, and effective version.

The Commission presents this combination of parallel legal and technical
work as more agile, and the record bears that out in part [19]. On access to
information, for the examined issues, the repository preserves a more granular
public record of technical proposals and objections; technical options and objec-
tions were exposed before adoption of the relevant later measures, and there is
versioned revisability before and after formal adoption. A strong defence treats
the arrangement as functional specialisation [26]. Formal delegation, committee
control, Cooperation Group coordination, and public technical scrutiny perform
different tasks, and the July 2026 measures show an operative route for amend-
ment and revision. Furthermore, the four-week publication of draft implementing
acts is selective across comitology generally but appears to have been used con-
sistently in this framework.

Our conclusion is nevertheless narrower than the agility claim implies. The
demonstrated gains concern access, tempo, technical granularity, and revisability.
On the criteria that bear on accountability, namely authority, treatment of objec-
tions, public reason-giving, and effective participation, the demonstrated gains
in public technical visibility are not accompanied by a demonstrated improve-
ment on institutional answerability or corrective capacity. Comitology makes the
formal mandate and adopter clearer but may reveal little objection-specific tech-
nical reasoning; repositories may preserve detailed reasoning without identifying
who authorised the outcome [20,15]. Formal adoption in the EUDIF still proceeds
through implementing acts and comitology, while incomplete public reasons and
partly non-public deliberative paths remain visible across both routes. The focal
examples expose complementary problems. In the unlinkability episode, techni-
cally specific objections, alternatives, and feasibility constraints became publicly
visible, but the record does not supply a complete institutional disposition. In
over-requesting, legal responsibility remains identifiable while evidence, escala-
tion, and correction are distributed across several controls and institutions.

Three measures follow from the comparison rather than from individual lay-
ers. Against version drift, binding alignments should identify the relevant ARF
release or dated technical baseline on which it relies. Against the recurring fail-
ure of reason-giving, a duty to record what was received and how it was treated
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should attach at both sites, covering the four-week feedback as well as material
repository objections; the resulting disposition should name responsible actor,
outcome, principal reasons, effective version, and conditions for reconsideration.
Furthermore, stable identifiers should connect the legal basis, public issue, in-
stitutional disposition, and version, so that institutional authorisation and rea-
sons and contributors’ arguments can be distinguished and linked. Five further
measures strengthen existing mechanisms rather than creating a parallel pro-
cedure. On authority, governance rules should distinguish public contribution,
recorded integration, institutional opinion, and approval. On access to informa-
tion, the public corpus should be indexed at privacy-significant milestones, and
the Cooperation Group opinion and Commission approval published alongside
the release they authorise. On participation, review at those milestones should
be multidisciplinary , with an escalation forum able to initiate correction. On
responsibility, the responsible body should publish a concise disposition naming
the decision-maker, outcome, principal reasons, and conditions for reconsider-
ation. On revisability, conformity requirements should be version-specific, with
defined review triggers and migration planning. Applied proportionately, these
measures preserve iteration while supplying answerability and correction.

8 Conclusion

Binding privacy commitments direct technical development in the EUDIF while
iterative architecture and specification work tests feasibility and exposes conflicts
that formal rules alone cannot resolve. On the bounded public record, however,
the arrangement the Commission describes as agile produces informational and
temporal gains without a demonstrated corresponding improvement in institu-
tional answerability or corrective capacity. It improves the timing, specificity and
documentary visibility of scrutiny and can support revision, but does not demon-
strably overcome familiar weaknesses. Decision authority, institutional reasons,
and correction remain distributed, and the additional technical layer can create
provenance and responsibility gaps. The evidence therefore supports a propor-
tionate package of legal-to-technical traceability, reasoned disposition of substan-
tive objections, named decision responsibility, and version-specific correction.

The comparison has limits beyond those already stated. It sets two public
records side by side, and the committee record is assessed only as published.
Both focal issues were high-salience and expert-attended, and may not represent
ordinary practice in either layer. Later versions, certification practice, national
implementation, supervision, and deployment may alter the assessment. The
broader implication is narrow but consequential. Digital regulation may depend
not only on rules governing technical systems, but also on versioned technical
processes that help make those rules operational.
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