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UK Finance Response to the EBA Draft Guidelines on the Sound Management of Third-Party Risk

UK Finance, representing around 300 firms across the UK financial services sector,
welcomes the opportunity to respond to the European Banking Authority's
consultation on the draft Guidelines on Third-Party Risk Management.

We broadly support the objective of aligning with DORA, levelling the playing field
and harmonising third-party risk management (TPRM) expectations across ICT and
non-ICT arrangements in the EU. However, the 2025 Guidelines adopt a hybrid
approach by retaining elements of the 2019 Outsourcing Guidelines alongside
DORA-aligned provisions. This layered framework risks introducing expectations that
go beyond DORA's requirements, divergent methodologies, and unnecessary
complexity, undermining the benefits of simplification and convergence. The layered
approach to CIFs could complicate firms' efforts to streamline their CIF assessments
and maintain consistency with DORA.

The expanded scope represents a significant expansion of reporting relative to
previous regulatory expectations and potentially will introduce a material operational
burden without an apparent value add to risk management or supervisory objectives.

Key Areas of Concern:

Scope Expansion Burden - Moving from established outsourcing to all third-
party arrangements creates disproportionate regulatory burden without
corresponding risk benefits

Definitional Confusion - Interchangeable use of "function" and "service"
terminology creates uncertainty; Guidelines incorrectly refer to TPSPs providing
functions rather than services

DORA Misalignment - Hybrid approach combining DORA elements with 2019
Guidelines creates unnecessary complexity and risks gold-plating

Underestimated Costs - EBA's assessment that implementation will be
negligible which significantly understates true operational and financial impact

Excessive Data Requirements - Requirements for substitutability assessments
and detailed reporting for all TPSPs are disproportionate and not risk-sensitive

Inadequate Transition Timeline - Proposed 2-year implementation period
insufficient given expanded scope and contract renewal cycles

ICT Classification Complexity - Requiring subjective materiality assessments
for ICT vs non-ICT services creates operational burden without clear benefit
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Proportionality Gaps - Insufficient risk-based approach means low-risk
arrangements face same requirements as genuinely critical engagements
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While the UK is no longer part of the European Union, these Guidelines remain
highly relevant to our membership for two important reasons. Many of our member
firms are international institutions that continue to operate within EU jurisdictions and
are therefore directly subject to these requirements. Additionally, a significant
number of our domestic members look to EU regulatory standards for guidance on
best practices and have implemented the 2019 EBA Guidelines on Outsourcing as
part of their third-party risk management frameworks. The interconnected nature of
global financial services means that regulatory developments in the EU have
substantial influence on UK firms' operational practices, particularly in areas such as
third-party risk management where consistency of approach across jurisdictions
supports effective oversight of international service providers.

The proposed Guidelines represent an evolution from the 2019 EBA Guidelines on
Outsourcing, expanding the scope from traditional outsourcing arrangements to
encompass all third-party arrangements.

While we acknowledge the EBA's objective of harmonising third-party risk
management across the Union and aligning with the Digital Operational Resilience
Act (DORA), we have identified several areas where the current proposals require
careful refinement to ensure proportionate and practical implementation.
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1: Are subject matter, scope of application, definitions and
transitional arrangements appropriate and sufficiently
clear?

Scope Expansion

UK Finance notes concern that the current draft Guidelines represent a substantial
expansion from the 2019 EBA Guidelines on Outsourcing, extending coverage from
traditional "outsourcing" to encompass all "third-party arrangements." Our members
highlight that this scope expansion will impose disproportionate regulatory burden on
financial institutions, as the resulting portfolio will be substantially larger than existing
outsourcing frameworks, at a time when the European Commission is actively
seeking to reduce administrative and reporting burdens.

Members emphasise that institutions will face the significant challenge of tracking a
substantially broader universe of contracts, many involving services with minimal
material risk exposure. We contend that this approach directly contradicts regulatory
simplification objectives.

While UK Finance advocates strengthening proportionality throughout the
Guidelines, our members recognise that proposing fundamental scope limitations to
critical and important arrangements only, may not align with clear regulatory intent
toward harmonisation with DORA's broader approach. We therefore focus our
recommendations on enhancing risk-based proportionate implementation across all
requirements, including contractual provisions, register obligations, and monitoring
expectations, rather than advocating wholesale scope restriction.

This approach acknowledges regulatory preferences for comprehensive coverage
whilst ensuring that low-risk, routine arrangements face appropriately calibrated
requirements that reflect their limited impact on operational resilience and consumer
protection objectives.

Definitional Clarity

The use of certain terminology across the Guidelines, including the interchangeable
use of function and service, creates uncertainty and unnecessary complexity that
must be addressed. To ensure the consistent understanding of key terms and
concepts in the guidelines, we recommend the EBA adopt the following terminology:
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‘Function’ refers to a bank’s own functions, operations or business lines (i.e.,
therefore, ‘critical or important functions’ refer to the key services provided by a
bank).

‘Service’ would refer to the service delivered by the third-party service provider to
support the bank’s functions.

‘Arrangement’ refers to the contractual relationship with the third-party provider
under which a service is provided.

‘Activity’ refers to the specific processes or tasks within a function, which may be
supported by third-party services.

The interchangeable use of these terms is creating confusion for industry and the
EBA should be seeking to align more closely with DORA’s terminology.

In particular, the references throughout the Guidelines to ‘critical or important
functions provided by TPSPs’ are misleading and conflates the concept of CIFs.
Third-party providers do not provide a financial entity’s critical or important functions.
The correct terminology is “services provided by TPSPs supporting critical or
important functions” — this, in turn, could capture the outsourcing of a whole function
or the provision of a supporting service to that function.

UK Finance requires clarification on whether the 'provision' of a critical or important
function encompasses the entire process or merely constituent elements. This
definitional ambiguity undermines firms' ability to implement consistent risk
management approaches.

On the definition of “third party arrangement”, we recommend incorporating
"recurrent or ongoing basis" criteria into the third-party arrangement definition,
consistent with outsourcing arrangement frameworks. While this is technically
covered in paragraph 30, including it in the definition would be clearer and would
help avoid confusion. It should also be removed from the “Outsourcing” definition, as
a subset of TPA.

DORA Alignment Issues

UK Finance supports the stated objective of harmonising third-party risk
management across the Union and aligning the Guidelines with DORA. However,
achieving genuine regulatory consistency requires the Guidelines to represent a
logical extension of DORA to non-ICT services, rather than the current hybrid
approach.
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Our members report that the Guidelines adopt hybrid methodology, combining
DORA-inspired provisions with retained elements from the 2019 EBA Guidelines.
This layered framework introduces unnecessary complexity, raises the risks of gold-
plating, and risks undermining the benefits that the objective of regulatory and
supervisory convergence should deliver.

We note that this hybrid approach manifests across multiple sections, particularly
regarding "critical or important function" definitions, subcontracting frameworks,
contractual provisions, and register requirements.

Transitional Provisions

UK Finance expresses concern regarding the proposed 2-year review period for
existing third-party arrangements, particularly given the DORA implementation
experience. Our members highlight that this timeline poses considerable operational
challenges, particularly for newly in-scope entities requiring substantial process
modifications and policy framework changes.

The current draft does not provide an indication of the expected period of time
between the publication of the final Guidelines and the date of application. If the date
of application is close to the publication date, firms may be unable to appropriately
assess the required contractual terms before needing to implement them. Regarding
the transition period itself, firms’ experience of DORA indicates that a 2-year
transition period will not prove sufficient, in particular given the much broader scope
of the proposed guidelines compared to both DORA and the 2019 Outsourcing
Guidelines.

Our members would propose the following amendments:

Application Date — That there be a gap of no less than 9 months between
publication of the final guidelines and the application date / start of the transitional
period. Given that contractual processes can take 6 months or more, this gap
represents an operational minimum to allow firms sufficient time to properly
assess remediation requirements and incorporate the contractual requirements
etc into their processes.

Transitional period — The transitional period should be based on the latter of 2
years from the date of application, or the next contractual event. This approach
recognises that not all contracts follow a 1-2-year renewal cycle and aligns
remediation to the next contracting event as the outer limit, thereby avoiding
unnecessary administrative burden. We strongly recommend the EBA clarify its
intended approach explicitly within the Guidelines, particularly given that many
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firms already have substantive compliance with existing 2019 Guidelines
requirements and have robust risk management frameworks in place.

Firms that already have contractual arrangements aligned with the 2019 EBA
Guidelines and member state outsourcing requirements should not be expected
to reopen and renegotiate contracts solely to align wording with the updated
Guidelines.

Cost Assessment

UK Finance fundamentally disagrees with the EBA's assessment in the Annex that
implementation costs will be negligible because this represents merely a minor
update to 2019 guidelines. This substantially understates the operational and
financial impact:

Legal fees alone for contract amendments will represent substantial costs

The expanded scope requires comprehensive reviews of significantly larger third
party populations

Implementation requires sustained resource allocation beyond initial project
phases

Ongoing maintenance and compliance monitoring represents a permanent
operational cost increase

The EBA should reassess its cost-benefit analysis to reflect the true operational
impact of these proposals, particularly given the expanded scope and complexity
compared to the 2019 guidelines.

Impact on 3™ country TPSPs

UK Finance requests enhanced clarity regarding implementation scenarios involving
third country TPSPs, particularly following DORA implementation experience.
Specifically, our members require explicit guidance on scenarios where EU entities
receive services via intragroup service providers based in third countries, from
TPSPs based in third countries that contract exclusively with third-country intragroup
service providers.

Such scenarios present complex questions regarding which contractual provisions
apply to which parties, supervisory access expectations, and compliance
responsibilities. Clear case studies would significantly support consistent
implementation across international financial groups and reduce interpretive
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uncertainty that could impact competitive positioning versus third-country
competitors.

10
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2: Is Title Il appropriate and sufficiently clear?

Title Il Assessment

UK Finance acknowledges that Title || demonstrates appropriate clarity in its stated
objectives and generally supports the regulatory direction. However, while we
understand the rationale for extending scope from traditional outsourcing to
encompass all third-party arrangements, consistent with broader TPRM regulatory
developments, we emphasise that this expansion will make proportionate and risk-
based expectations critical to ensure that the guidelines are operationally feasible.

Given the substantial volume and diversity of arrangements now captured, regulatory
authorities must strengthen proportionality measures, particularly regarding
contractual requirements and register obligations, to prevent disproportionate
compliance burden.

ICT and Non-ICT Service Classification

UK Finance expresses considerable concern regarding the operational complexity
introduced by Paragraph 31 and Footnote 42. Our members highlight that requiring
financial entities to determine whether ICT services are "material" enough to trigger
DORA application creates substantial uncertainty and operational burden,
particularly for complex arrangements involving multiple functions.

By requiring institutions to subjectively assess what is "predominantly" ICT versus
non-ICT services, along with maintaining dual classification and management
processes, represents regulatory overreach without corresponding risk management
benefits. Our members note that services such as corporate travel management,
while explicitly excluded from these Guidelines, may nevertheless rely on SaaS
platforms handling personal data and payment information, creating artificial
classification challenges.

We therefore propose that the authorities allow for overlap or flexibility in
classification, enabling firms to apply a consistent and risk-based approach to
oversight without needing to retrospectively reassess existing DORA-classified
arrangements or justify their classifications to authorities, and eliminating the need
for subjective "materiality" assessments and avoiding process duplication where
oversight expectations are aligned and risks are comparable.

1
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3: Are Sections 5 to 10 (Title lll) of the Guidelines sufficiently
clear and appropriate?

Business Continuity Plans

Regarding Paragraph 55's requirement for TPSP involvement in BCP testing, UK
Finance notes that while such involvement may be appropriate, practical constraints
including provider size and market position may limit institutions' ability to ensure
participation. We recommend incorporating proportionality considerations that
acknowledge commercial realities versus regulatory aspirations.

Furthermore, paragraph 55 seems to imply that each CIF will have a singular BCP.
However, in practice there may be multiple BCPs relevant for a CIF, or multiple CIFs
under a single BCP. The EBA should clarify that these approaches are allowed.

In line with our earlier comment, paragraph 56 seems to imply that it would only
apply in circumstance where the full CIF is provided by a TPSP. We would welcome
clarification as to whether this is the intent.

UK Finance questions whether paragraph 57's provisions more appropriately
constitute Exit Strategy requirements rather than BCP documentation, which typically
focuses on operational continuity measures. We seek clarification on this definitional
distinction to ensure appropriate implementation.

Additionally, under paragraph 57, firms are required to list specific causes of
disruption in their BCPs. This is redundant. Effective BCPs focus on maintaining
continuity of critical services regardless of the cause of disruption. Detailing potential
causes adds no practical benefit to resilience outcomes and risks turning BCPs into
box-ticking exercises. This requirement should be deleted, and the focus should be
on recovery objectives, testing, and governance to ensure continuity regardless of
the disruption source.

We express concern that Paragraph 58's explicit requirement for business continuity
plans to align with the EBA Guidelines on internal governance as this creates
unnecessary burden, echoing problematic approaches seen in PRA and CBI rules.
UK Finance contends that this requirement deviates from DORA's contractual
expectations without justification and should be removed to maintain regulatory
proportionality.

Internal Audit Function

12
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UK Finance recommends updating Section 9's specific reference to the Internal Audit
function to reflect that such activities may be undertaken by any independent and
appropriately qualified party. We contend that the current formulation presents
potentially significant resource implications for Internal Audit functions that may
prove disproportionate to risk management objectives.

Third-Party Risk Management Policy Framework

UK Finance advocates for encouraging entities to develop unified third-party risk
management policies addressing both ICT risks (under DORA) and non-ICT risks
(under the Guidelines) within common governance structures while clearly
delineating specific responsibilities and processes. This approach would prevent
perception of disjointed policy frameworks

Documentation Requirements

UK Finance acknowledges the flexibility offered by the EBA in terms of the alignment
with the DORA register. However, this approach could drive unintended complexity
and risks divergence in implementation across firms and member states (i.e., firms
may face supervisory scrutiny and pressure to justify decisions not to merge or fully
align registers). A unified and aligned register for both ICT and non-ICT
arrangements should be the regulatory expectation with the following caveats:

ensuring the broader population of third-party arrangements are not subject to
unnecessary reporting requirements — i.e., flexibility or exclusion of data
requirements for lower-risk arrangements; and

optionality for data fields that are not applicable to all third-party arrangements —
i.e., ensuring any data-related or ICT-specific fields are optional where not
applicable.

We assert that this misalignment creates substantial operational burden and
associated costs, fundamentally undermining the stated objective of regulatory
convergence. We strongly recommend aligning information register requirements
with DORA specifications without additional or varying data requirements.

Template and Data Format Requirements

UK Finance notes that while DORA establishes relational database structures with
specific characteristics, predefined value taxonomy, defined column parameters, and
validation rules, the Guidelines fail to define equivalent data structures, formats, or

13
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specifications. We contend that this omission will inevitably create reporting format
discrepancies, differing value taxonomies, and inconsistent validation rules.

UK Finance strongly requests that format requirements and reporting specifications
be developed at equivalent detail levels and aligned with DORA requirements to
prevent maintaining separate reports, validation rules, and taxonomies.

Terminated or Expired Contracts

UK Finance notes that the Guidelines require retaining terminated third-party
arrangements and supporting documentation for at least five years, contrary to
DORA requirements where this provision was removed during the legislative
process. Our members seek clarification regarding whether terminated agreements
must be submitted in the Rol and, if DORA alignment remains the objective,
recommends removing this requirement entirely.

Information Requirements Discrepancies

Requirements to categorise services (including types of subcontracted functions) is
of extremely limited benefit to either firms or regulators and represents a significant
operational burden. Sufficient information will be provided as part of the service
description.

In particular, requirements on substitutability and reintegration assessments for all
TPSPs is disproportionate and not risk sensitive. A large proportion of firms’ TPSPs
will be immaterial from a risk perspective and requiring this level of data to be
recorded for all of these will be operationally demanding and costly for limited
benefit. These data fields should only be required following a risk-based approach,
and in any case only for material TPSPs providing CIFs or material parts thereof.

Requiring these data points for historic TPAs will likely become burdensome, both for
financial entities but also for the TPSPs themselves. A large number of requests from
FEs coming at the same time may overwhelm smaller TPSPs.

UK Finance recommend aligning information requirements with DORA Rol ITS
specifications or, at minimum, providing detailed report structures including data
points, input types, descriptions, and mandatory field designations.

"Timely Manner" Requirements

UK Finance would welcome the EBA providing details to support proportionality and
convergence. Additionally, UK Finance would welcome communication from the EBA

14
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that it is for firms to demonstrate how they have met the requirements to act in a
timely manner.

GDPR Compliance

UK Finance expresses concern that Paragraphs 63(g) and 64(c) require maintaining
personal data including passport and national identity numbers for individuals acting
in business capacity. We strongly recommend ensuring all register data complies
with GDPR requirements and eliminating personal data maintenance within
information registers.

Due diligence

The drafting in paragraph 79 refers to proportionality to the criticality or importance of
the function. CIF status is generally understood to be binary, so this could lead to
significant confusion.

In paragraph 83, the requirements to consider ESG risks fails to recognise the
varying level of development of ESG risk understanding, methodologies and data
between the various sub-factors of ESG. The EBA's own ESG Risk Management
GLs explicitly state that firms should initially focus on Climate risk and expand into
other areas of Environmental and ultimately ‘S’ and ‘G’ risks as these areas develop.
These same considerations should be incorporated into paragraph 83.

4: |Is Title IV of the Guidelines appropriate and sufficiently
clear?

Risk Assessment of Third Party Arrangements

UK Finance notes that the Guidelines expand risk assessment beyond operational
considerations to expressly include reputational, legal, and concentration risks as
separate attributes (Paragraphs 73-74). This broadens the expectation beyond a
risk-based and operationally feasible approach. Under DORA (Article 5 of the RTS
on the ICT Policy), these risk factors are explicitly scoped to the provision of ICT
services supporting CIFs. By contrast, paragraph 74 sets out a broad expectation for
the financial entity to assess the impact of third-party arrangements on all relevant
risks. The risk assessment requirements should support clear alignment with DORA
and a proportionate approach to scope to reduce operational complexity for firms.

15
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Due Diligence

UK Finance identifies divergence between the Guidelines and DORA regarding due
diligence requirements. We strongly recommend alignment with DORA except where
ICT-specific considerations require differentiation. For instance, paragraph 81.c
requires firms to assess geographic risk dependencies (i.e. relating to the economic,
financial, political, legal and regulatory jurisdictions where the service is

provided). Whilst financial entities routinely assess location-related risks (including
risks linked to the jurisdiction where services are delivered and data is processed /
stored) this requirement introduces a granular and disproportionate burden. This
level of due diligence goes beyond current practice and is not required under DORA.

Contractual Phase

While UK Finance acknowledges that contractual expectations largely align with
DORA Article 30 requirements, including enhanced requirements for CIF-supporting
arrangements, we note retention of elements from the 2019 Guidelines that create
unnecessary divergence from DORA expectations.

UK Finance strongly advocates for consistency in language between DORA and the
Guidelines where appropriate to support clarity and reduce unnecessary divergence.
While we welcome removal of additional data security terms, penetration testing
requirements, and ICT-specific termination scenarios from the 2019 Guidelines, We
contend that retaining legacy terminology where conceptual alignment exists
elsewhere undermines regulatory coherence. For example, "impediments capable of
altering performance" should be replaced with DORA's "circumstances evidenced
throughout monitoring deemed capable of altering performance" formulation.

Furthermore, given the expanded scope of third-party arrangements beyond
traditional outsourcing, certain requirements prove inappropriate across all contexts.
For example, paragraphs 85(c), (g), and (h) regarding data processing locations,
confidentiality, and access prove irrelevant for many non-ICT arrangements,
particularly those involving only inbound data flows.

The current baseline contractual expectations may still be burdensome when applied
to third-party services more broadly and not all third-party services require certain
contractual mitigations. An example of this, a sponsorship arrangement which may
now fall within scope would not merit contractual requirements relating to data
location or certain termination rights. We recommend the EBA strengthen the
language to clarify that financial entities may adopt a proportionate and risk-based
approach when determining appropriate contractual provisions for the broader

16
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population of non-CIF third-party arrangements (i.e., low risk non-outsourcing
arrangements) provided a legally binding agreement is in place defining the role and
responsibilities of each party.

Subcontracting of Critical or Important Functions

UK Finance notes with concern that the Guidelines retain the 2019 subcontracting
definition rather than adopting DORA's "material subcontractor" framework that
focuses on providers that "effectively underpin services supporting CIFs." Our
members highlight that this approach risks broader interpretation of material
subcontractor designations and diverges from risk-based principles.

We contend that treating all subcontractors supporting CIFs as equivalent,
regardless of role, importance, or potential impact, undermines supervisory
objectives and diverts risk management resources from providers presenting
genuine material risks. We strongly recommend aligning terminology and conceptual
approach with DORA to ensure consistent cross-regime implementation.

Access, Information, and Audit Rights, Termination Rights and
Monitoring

Given the substantial overlap between DORA contract requirements and existing
EBA Guidelines on termination arrangements, firms should not be required to
duplicate remediation efforts.

We urge regulators to confirm that contracts already remediated for DORA
compliance will satisfy overlapping EBA requirements without requiring separate
remediation processes.

UK Finance note practical challenges in the implementation of DORA's access and
audit rights requirements. Suppliers continue to resist key contractual clauses
around access rights and audit provisions, despite DORA's intention to standardise
these requirements. Key issues include:

Suppliers passing on additional costs for audit accommodations
Resistance to providing enhanced access rights
Limited transparency over subcontractor chains

Negotiation delays impacting compliance timelines

Exit strategies

17
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Regarding paragraph 118, further clarification would be welcome in respect to the
requirement to finding alternative suppliers in the case a firm needs to exist a third
party arrangement. At times, alternative suppliers may not exist and in such

circumstances, it would be useful to have a clearly defined exemption process for

firms.
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5: Is Annex |, provided as a list of non-exhaustive examples,
appropriate and sufficiently clear?

Overall Assessment

UK Finance acknowledges that the guide provides an appropriate foundation for
implementation. However, our members express concern that the expanded scope
represents substantial reporting expansion relative to previous regulatory
expectations and will introduce material operational burden.

We contend that this scope expansion risks creating administrative complexity that
diverts resources from genuine risk management priorities.

Internal Consistency Issues

There are fundamental internal inconsistencies within the Guidelines that require
resolution. Our members note that Annex | includes "Secretarial services" and
"Travel and entertainment services" as third-party services, despite these falling
explicitly within Paragraph 32(f)'s exclusions covering:

"the acquisition of services that do not have material impact on the financial entities'
risks exposures or on their operational resilience (e.g. advice from an architect,
providing legal opinion and representation in front of the court and administrative
bodies, cleaning, gardening and maintenance of the institution's or payment
institution's premises, medical services, servicing of company cars, catering, vending
machine services, clerical services, travel services, post-room services,
receptionists, secretaries and switchboard operators)."

UK Finance strongly recommends amending Annex | to ensure consistency with
Paragraph 32(f) exclusions, as this discrepancy creates implementation uncertainty
and undermines regulatory clarity

We acknowledge that Paragraph 32 establishes functional exclusions, we note that it
fails to provide clear and obvious general exemptions for entities providing regulated
financial services (including payment services such as Bisum, Swift, RedSys,
FinTechs, and electronic money institutions). Additionally, any routine, non-critical
services should be included in the list under Para 32.

19
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Service Classification

UK Finance seeks clarification regarding service definitions, and which third-party
arrangements appropriately fall within the Guidelines' scope. Our members highlight
that Annex | identifies services " including "Insurance services" and "Talent
acquisition & hiring," yet fails to provide clear exclusion criteria.

Regarding insurance services specifically, we contend that contracting insurance
policies represents legal agreements where insurance companies provide
indemnification against covered events, rather than services requiring continuous
third-party action affecting operational continuity. Our members emphasise that
insurance policies serve risk mitigation and transfer purposes rather than operational
service provision.

UK Finance believes that including insurance arrangements within scope contradicts
the Guidelines' third-party risk management objectives, as these arrangements
function as risk guarantees rather than operational dependencies. We strongly
recommend explicit exclusion of insurance policies from the Guidelines' scope to
maintain regulatory coherence.

20
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Additional Issues Not Otherwise Covered
Third Party Readiness

UK Finance members report significant challenges in engaging third parties,
particularly smaller or non-EU based providers, on regulatory compliance
requirements. Many providers lack understanding of European financial services
regulatory requirements. The EBA should consider guidance or resources for smaller
providers to support third party education on regulatory requirements.

21
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UK Finance supports the EBA's objective of strengthening third-party risk
management across European financial institutions and recognises the importance
of regulatory convergence in this area.

The recommendations we have outlined throughout this response focus on key
areas where greater proportionality, clearer definitions, and better alignment with
existing frameworks such as DORA are essential. We particularly emphasise the
need to strengthen risk-based approaches, avoid unnecessary expansion of scope
to immaterial arrangements, and provide realistic implementation timelines that
reflect the operational realities of managing extensive third-party ecosystems.

The expanded scope from traditional outsourcing to all third-party arrangements
represents a fundamental shift that will significantly increase the population of
arrangements subject to regulatory oversight. Without appropriate proportionality
measures and clear definitional boundaries, this expansion risks creating
administrative burden that diverts resources from genuine risk management activities
without corresponding supervisory or consumer protection benefits.

We remain committed to working collaboratively with the EBA and national
competent authorities to develop a framework that enhances third-party risk
management while maintaining the operational flexibility that financial institutions
need to serve their customers effectively.

We look forward to continued engagement as these Guidelines are finalised and
stand ready to provide further technical input to support effective implementation
across member firms operating in multiple European jurisdictions.
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