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1. INTRODUCTION 
Connect Europe, the industry association 
representing Europe’s leading telecommuni-
cation operators, welcomes the publication 
of the European Commission’s Call for Evi-
dence on the Digital Networks Act (DNA). 

Europe’s telecom sector increasingly trails 
behind other developed economies in terms 
of the availability of state-of-the art digital 
infrastructure, while facing mounting global 
competition and massive investment gaps. 
To address this loss of competitiveness, a fun-
damental reset of the regulatory framework 
for the digital communications sector is re-
quired. The DNA should restore the Europe-
an telecom sector’s incentives to invest and 
innovate, in order to ensure that Europe 
meets its objectives on connectivity, digitali-
zation, and competitiveness. Simplifying the 
framework, enhancing harmonisation, reduc-
ing the regulatory burden and ensuring a 
more competitive, balanced and fair digital 
environment should be at the top of the 
Commission’s DNA action plan.  The plan 
should prioritise speed and agility, and it 
should be based around the following core  
principles:  

1) Competitiveness 

2) Regulatory Simplification 

3) Harmonisation / Completion of the sin-
gle market 

We believe that the future DNA should es-
tablish a radically simplified regulatory 
framework that offers appropriate incentives 
for investment and innovation and supports 
the implementation of the EU's strategic vi-

sion and objectives. This vision emphasizes 
the importance of widespread, secure and 
advanced connectivity infrastructure, which 
is crucial and strategic for the EU's resilience, 
security, global competitiveness, digital am-
bitions and prosperity. Enabling telecom op-
erators to reach scale is critical to foster the 
significant investment needed. To achieve 
this, a fundamental overhaul of today’s 
framework is necessary.  The upcoming re-
form must have the underlying aim of im-
proving long-term investment capacity to 
enable the sector to deliver on important 
public policy objectives such as providing re-
liable, super-fast and future-ready connectivi-
ty for consumers and businesses. We urge 
EU policy makers to be ambitious in striving 
to benefit EU citizens and businesses. 

In this context, the scope, aims, and objec-
tives of the DNA should be significantly 
broader than those currently set out in the 
European Electronic Communications Code 
(EECC).  This is necessary to resolve the fun-
damental obstacles that the European con-
nectivity sector is facing and appropriately 
reflect the evolution of the digital ecosystem, 
to ensure a fairer functioning of the internet 
value chain.   

The DNA should secure a level playing field 
and ensure that operators can reach fair 
agreements for the services they provide, 
supported by rules that treat comparable 
services equally. 

The DNA should take the form of a Regula-
tion to ensure swift implementation and 
maximum harmonization across Member 
States, avoiding fragmentation and guaran-
teeing consistent rules throughout the EU. 



 
 
2.1. Simplification 

Regulations must be made fit for purpose in 
the modern digital ecosystem and ensure an 
effective rebalancing of the sector. The new 
framework should be ambitious and focused 
on the creation of an environment that drives 
investment and innovation.  It should en-
hance sustainable competitiveness whilst re-
ducing the significant compliance costs cre-
ated by complex, overly prescriptive, dispro-
portionate and duplicative regulation.  

We fully endorse the European Commission’s 
ambition to cut existing reporting obliga-
tions. However, this effort should extend be-
yond reporting and encompass a more sub-
stantial strategic review of the sectoral regu-
latory framework, with a view to streamlining 
rules that are no longer essential or justi-
fied—particularly where horizontal rules al-
ready ensure compliance. Below, we com-
ment on the policy options suggested by the 
European Commission under the 
“Simplification” pillar.  

i) The harmonization of rules across EU 
Member States is necessary to facilitate 
potential future cross-border operations 
and to ensure a European digital single 
market.  We therefore welcome the pro-
posal to further harmonise end-user 
protection (cf. proposal (iii)), and we also 
believe that the DNA should significant-
ly simplify existing rules.  

Only very limited sector-specific rules 
should remain in the EECC/DNA, to 
avoid unnecessary duplication of regu-
latory and reporting obligations – such 
as is the case with the horizontal regula-
tory framework for consumer protec-
tion.  

Furthermore, we support the proposal 
to reduce existing reporting obligations.  

In our view, this should not necessarily 
be limited to a 50% cap, but should ap-
ply to the fullest extent possible and 
necessary to achieve simplification. It is 
important that this reduction should 
not be limited to reporting obligations 
as such, but to all areas where sector-
specific regulation is no longer justified, 
not proportionate or overlaps with hori-
zontal rules, such as consumer protec-
tion. In addition, we consider that the 
provisions of the EECC that are de-
signed to protect end-users are not suit-
able for the business market.  

The removal of unnecessary or dispro-
portionate regulatory obligations should 
not be limited to specific segments but 
should be a general policy objective. Ir-
respective of market type or technology, 
all regulatory requirements should be 
regularly reviewed to ensure that they 
remain justified, proportionate, and 
aligned with policy objectives such as 
investment, innovation, resilience and 
competitiveness . 

Given the current level of competition, 
the range of commercial offers and the 
deployment and coverage of both fixed 
and mobile networks, the Universal Ser-
vice Obligation (USO) is no longer justi-
fied as it was over 20 years ago, neither 
from the perspective of availability nor 
with regard to affordability, and should 
consequently be repealed. Today’s mar-
ket features a huge variety of offers that 
match the needs of consumers and 
contribute to the objectives of the USO. 
For the limited number of vulnerable, 
low-income consumers across the EU, 
who cannot afford commercial offers, 
we consider that the most efficient way 
to address the issue is public interven-
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tion through the provision of direct sub-
sidies, such as vouchers.  This method 
allows consumers freedom to select 
their preferred operator for redeeming 
the vouchers. Finally, in terms of acces-
sibility, there is sufficient protection un-
der the horizontal European Accessibil-
ity Act. 

ii) Regarding the proposal to merge into 
the DNA various directly related legisla-
tive instruments (e.g. EECC, BEREC reg-
ulation, OIR, RSPG) we believe that the 
DNA should remain focussed on regula-
tory simplification by eliminating out-
dated and duplicative regulations, and 
reducing reporting obligations. It 
should ensure a level playing field by 
restoring balance in the internet value 
chain, enabling operators to reach fair 
agreements and ensuring that similar 
services provide the same level of pro-
tection irrespective of the service pro-
vider. Therefore, we call for a future-
proof DNA that is based on these objec-
tives,  and directly and equally applied 
across all Member State. 

iii) The notification duty and related obliga-
tions under the General Authorisation 
(GA) regime should be harmonised and 
applied uniformly to all providers of 
electronic communication networks 
and services across the EU. This can 
help to ensure consistent regulatory ap-
plication and facilitate cross-border op-
erations by reducing complexities from 
differing national regulations. However, 
harmonised authorisation alone will not 
address all barriers to operational scale. 
Diverging national requirements – par-
ticularly those linked to national securi-
ty – continue to restrict the cross-border 
deployment of shared infrastructure, 
systems, and personnel. The DNA must 
also facilitate structured coordination 
between Member States and the Com-
mission in order to address legal and 

administrative obstacles to cross-border 
deployment. A truly integrated single 
market for connectivity depends on ad-
dressing these practical constraints.  

Importantly, the sector needs legally 
and economically viable conditions to 
offer cross-border services without un-
dermining investment incentives for in-
frastructure (i.e., 5G and fibre networks). 
Regulatory interventions that would 
force providers into offering cross-
border services or would de facto result 
in a form of access regulation would 
have the opposite effect to incentives 
for investment.  Consequently, the EU 
should refrain from introducing new ob-
ligations or measures such as 
“European Access Products” which, we 
believe, would be unjustified and dis-
proportionate, and could create more 
favourable conditions for non-EU pro-
viders, to the detriment of European in-
vesting operators. 

 

2.2. Spectrum Policy 

The proposals outlined in the DNA Call for 
Evidence reflect an important and necessary 
evolution of EU spectrum policy. Below, we 
comment on the policy options suggested 
by the European Commission under the 
“Spectrum” pillar. 

i) The call to strengthen the peer review 
procedure, ensure timely authorisation 
through an evolving roadmap, and set 
common national authorisation proce-
dures is particularly welcome. To sup-
port these objectives, improvements to 
the peer review mechanism could in-
clude introducing an appeal process for 
operators and a notification system to 
the European Commission, similar to 
the existing framework for market anal-
ysis. These steps would contribute to 
network investments through greater 
transparency, predictability, and effi-



 
 

ciency in spectrum management and 
assignment procedures. 

ii) The proposal to extend licence dura-
tions and facilitate easier renewals is 
aligned with the need for increased in-
vestment certainty. Transitioning to-
wards indefinite licences, or at a mini-
mum extending licence terms to 40 
years with tacit renewal conditions, 
would significantly support long-term 
network planning and deployment. Ad-
ditionally, the adoption of auction de-
signs that prioritise spectrum efficiency 
and incentivise investment would bet-
ter align spectrum assignment with the 
EU’s Digital Decade targets and the in-
troduction of 6G. 

iii) The European Commission’s proposal to 
enable more flexible authorisation mod-
els could foster innovation by licensees 
as long as it results in lower barriers to 
commercially driven flexible use, rather 
than in obligations that hinder the ca-
pacity of mobile network operators to 
efficiently provide services. Along the 
same lines, any proposal to facilitate re-
quests for spectrum harmonisation 
should support commercially justified 
initiatives. A clear EU roadmap is need-
ed for spectrum availability, and harmo-
nisation efforts should focus on the tim-
ing of availability and technical and eco-
nomic usage conditions, rather than im-
posing uniform national assignment 
procedures or timetables. Member 
States should retain flexibility to assign 
spectrum based on market demand, 
but should be required to allocate spec-
trum efficiently in key harmonised 
bands for nationwide mobile networks. 
We propose the enhanced use of cost-
benefit analysis tools to support EU 
spectrum harmonisation decisions. 

iv) Regarding EU sovereignty in relation to 
cross-border coordination and interfer-

ence management, we believe that the 
existing process is largely sufficient and 
that Member States bordering third 
countries have established mechanisms 
to deal with issues bilaterally. However, 
enhanced information exchange within 
the EU and a fallback option of EU sup-
port upon the request of an affected 
Member State (e.g. similar to the RSPG 
process) would be useful in respect of 
scenarios in which a Member State fac-
es difficulties in reaching bilateral 
agreements. 

v) Establishing a level playing field for sat-
ellite constellations delivering services 
within the EU market would help en-
sure fair competition, the optimal use of 
spectrum resources across services and 
technologies, and the avoidance of in-
terference.   

Overall, the policy focus should be on foster-
ing investment, efficient spectrum use, and a 
sustainable, competitive digital infrastructure 
ecosystem. 

 

2.3. Level-Playing Field  

The DNA should focus on levelling the regu-
latory playing field and ensuring a fair and 
balanced relationship between traditional 
telecommunication providers and other play-
ers of the digital ecosystem. This will help to 
support innovation and investment into net-
works, ensuring the adoption of high-
capacity networks, maintaining sustainable 
competition, and delivering benefits to con-
sumers, businesses and the public sector.  

In today’s digital network ecosystem, several 
large technology players are offering equiva-
lent and competing (i.e., so-called “over-the-
top”) communications services or comple-
mentary services. But despite their rapidly 
increasing role in the telecoms value chain, 
these players are not regulated in the same 
way as telcos are. Hence, we believe that the 
principle of “same service, same rules” should 



be implemented, throughout the DNA. This 
means also that key principles ensuring 
openness in the internet ecosystem should 
be extended to a broader group of players. 

Additionally, the connectivity ecosystem in 
Europe has significantly changed. Large 
commercial content and application provid-
ers (CAPs) and Content Delivery Networks 
(CDNs) operate global private backbone and 
delivery networks and account for over 70% 
of the world’s total internet traffic, as well as 
offering many services that compete with 
telecom providers. 1 These CAPs enjoy over-
whelming bargaining power vis-à-vis EU tel-
ecom operators when negotiating for the 
provision of IP data transport services. This 
negotiating position is strengthened by the 
fact that they can decide to use other routes 
to deliver their traffic at the expense of cost 
and quality for the network operators and 
their end users – while operators are forced 
to continuously build-out network capacity 
as a result of growing data traffic generated 
by these players, bearing generally over 85% 
of the necessary investments. 2 These dual 
imbalances are unsustainable and need to 
be addressed through legislation. This would 
also create an incentive for a more diligent 
approach towards data traffic generation. To 
support network investment as well as net-
zero goals, it is important to incentivize data 
optimization through measures like stream-
saver solutions based on screen size (e.g. co-
decs) and enabling data-saving modes by 
default, along with consumer education.   

Regarding the two specific policy options 
suggested by the European Commission in 
the call for evidence, under the “Level-
Playing Field” pillar: 

i) Regarding the measure to introduce 
effective cooperation, we strongly be-
lieve that the DNA should be modern-
ised to ensure a fairer functioning of the 
internet value chain. As such, it should 

include an obligation for large CAPs to 
negotiate with Electronic Communica-
tions Service (ECS) providers fair and 
reasonable prices for interconnection 
and IP data transport services with the 
possibility of activating a dispute resolu-
tion mechanism in case negotiations 
fail. Such a mechanism should empow-
er a national competent authority, at 
the request of either party, to issue a 
binding decision – based on guidance 
on fair and reasonable terms to be pro-
vided by the European Commission – to 
resolve disputes between large CAPs 
and ECS providers.  

ii) As concerns the scenario to clarify the 
Open Internet rules, the current inter-
pretation and application of the OIR 
makes innovation and investment more 
difficult, further guidance from the Eu-
ropean Commission would be wel-
comed, particularly if developed inde-
pendently from the DNA, allowing for a 
swifter adoption process. Obtaining 
clarity – through an EC Recommenda-
tion with regard to the application of 
the Open Internet Regulation (OIR) to 
these developing areas – is critical for 
the future development of the Europe-
an telecoms market, including in rela-
tion to the swift and efficient delivery of 
5G (including network slices), network 
cloudification and related supported 
use cases across the EU. The Recom-
mendation should be in the form of a 
non-exhaustive list of services that 
should be considered as specialised ser-
vices. In addition, we believe that B2B 
use cases should be excluded from the 
scope of the OIR, which could be done 
by a change to the definitions in the 
EECC/DNA. 

The current OIR protects all end-users, 
including large CAPs, which can misuse 

1 Karlson, “The State of the Network”, (2024) 
2 Mobile-Infrastructure-Investment-Landscape-1.pdf 

https://www.gsma.com/solutions-and-impact/connectivity-for-good/public-policy/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Mobile-Infrastructure-Investment-Landscape-1.pdf


operators' networks. It can also make it 
more difficult for network operators to 
offer differentiated services to business 
customers. Additionally, it does not re-
strict key players like CDNs, certain con-
tent platforms, and operating systems 
(OS), despite their significant role in traf-
fic delivery. Thus, the European Commis-
sion should consider extending existing 
open internet principles to these provid-
ers under the DNA. 

 

2.4. Access Regulation 

i) On the proposal to apply ex-ante regula-
tion only as a safeguard, Connect Europe 
strongly supports the deregulation in the 
sector, reflecting significant market and 
technological developments over the 
past decades. This  new approach should 
lead to concrete and harmonised dereg-
ulation where justified. As such, the cur-
rent SMP framework contained in the 
EECC and the related EC Recommenda-
tion on ‘Relevant Markets’ should be re-
pealed, and (i) ex post competition law 
and (ii) the Gigabit Infrastructure Act 
(GIA) should be the default regulatory 
regime applicable to telecoms. The ap-
plication of ex-ante regulation should 
only be considered as a safeguard in ex-
ceptional circumstances, as suggested 
by the EU Commission in the Call for Evi-
dence – but should apply symmetrically, 
addressing remaining local bottlenecks 
irrespective of who controls them. The 
key difference to today’s legacy SMP 
concept would be the focus on the avail-
ability of competing retail connectivity 
offers to end-users, to ensure they have 
sufficient choice, instead of the promo-
tion of entry into wholesale markets.  

The analysis under a safety net should 
thereby focus on “access bottlenecks” at 
the local level and, where they are prov-
en to exist, should result in more sym-
metric remedies for these local bottle-

necks, compared with today’s SMP-
based regulation.  Where such enduring 
non-replicable access bottlenecks are 
expected to persist and lead to an ex-
pected long-term lack of infrastructure-
based competition not offset by any 
wholesale access possibility, including 
commercial wholesale access, may tar-
geted ex-ante obligations be applied lo-
cally, case-by-case, to any relevant com-
pany. This approach would include the 
elements currently considered in the 
three criteria test, but take it a step fur-
ther so that regulatory intervention is on-
ly triggered when specifically required 
due to the assessment of an access lack-
ing at a local level. 

In conclusion: It is of essence that a fu-
ture safety net ex ante regulation en-
sures that NRA’s have to provide for a full 
justification and proportional interven-
tion aimed at specific situations, limited 
to a relevant geography. 

ii) On proposal of a pan-European access 
product, Connect Europe opposes the 
introduction an EU-wide harmonised 
wholesale access product as a default 
remedy. The idea generally does not fit 
with the approach towards simplifica-
tion, nor would it target market failure as 
a possible safety net in view of the re-
moval of relevant markets. Moreover, 
such a default one-size-fits-all remedy 
would not meet the principles of appro-
priateness and proportionality. Also, it 
would create too many uncertainties, as 
the concept lacks purpose and a sound 
definition, which would adequately de-
scribe the product and explain its full im-
plications and reach. Additionally, it does 
not promote crucially needed invest-
ment incentives for operators by tackling 
hurdles coming from national rules, non-
harmonised implementation or con-
straints linked to sustainable national 
market structures that would allow net-
work operators to achieve scale for in-



vestment. Proposing a viable definition 
of such a product would be highly chal-
lenging, and it is likely that, rather than 
simplifying the legislative landscape, it 
would lead to high implementation 
costs while coinciding with a general 
lack of commercial interest. 

iii) On the proposal for EU-wide copper 
switch-off, as also highlighted in the Eu-
ropean Commission’s White Paper  “the 
process of copper switch-off varies con-
siderably in the EU”. We therefore firmly 
believe that copper switch-off should 
not be forced, but incentivised, support-
ed, and facilitated, allowing the copper 
owner to plan for an economically pro-
gressive and sustainable switch-off, 
matching the investment cycles in new 
replacement infrastructures . 

The possible imposition of a mandatory 
switch-off date across EU Member 
States would disregard the varying lev-
els of Gigabit rollout in Europe, the high 
capacity performance of current mixed 
fibre-copper networks (i.e. FTTC) already 
enjoyed by end users in some EU coun-
tries, as well as the hurdles for operators 
to undertake the process in such a short 
time period. Thus, such a measure 
would constitute a disproportionate leg-
islative action not supported, in our 
view, by the better regulation principles 
(and the cost-benefit analysis). There 
cannot be a one-size-fits-all solution for 
copper decommissioning in telecom 
markets which differ so radically in 
terms of infrastructure maturity, com-
petitive dynamics, regulatory frame-
works and consumer demand. A uni-
form target date at European level 
therefore seems overly ambitious and 
does not adequately address the differ-
ent situations across Member States. 

We support the Commission’s initiative 
to provide a toolbox for governments 

and regulators, developed in close coop-
eration with copper network owners 
and based on best practices, to ensure 
that the relevant public policies are im-
plemented across Member States. This 
toolbox should notably include require-
ments for stakeholder information and 
consumer awareness, aimed at incentiv-
ising the migration process through 
specific measures such as public finan-
cial support. 

 

2.5. Governance  

i) On the proposal to enhance the roles of 
BEREC, BEREC office and RSPG, the dis-
cretion of NRAs needs to be balanced 
with the development of consistent reg-
ulatory practices and the uniform appli-
cation of the regulatory framework both 
within Member States and at the Euro-
pean level. This calls for a structured ap-
proach to collecting and disseminating 
best practices, while maintaining over-
sight of the proportionality of remaining 
regulatory interventions. In particular, 
the European Commission should ra-
ther play an enhanced role in oversee-
ing the national proceedings but also 
developing best practices. It should be 
notified of national decisions regarding 
network access regulation when deviat-
ing from best practices and gold-plating 
national approaches, and spectrum, and 
provide guidance to ensure that new 
rules are applied consistently. The aim 
should not be to preserve the current 
level of regulatory intervention, but to 
ensure that NRAs focus on addressing 
genuine local bottlenecks, leading to 
the same outcomes for comparable sit-
uations across all Member States. 

As mentioned earlier, we also believe 
that the scope, aims and objectives of 
the DNA should be significantly broader 
than those currently set out in the EECC 



to ensure a fairer functioning of the 
internet value chain. The broader 
scope should also be reflected in the 
updated mandate for NRAs. 

3.1. Repeal of the ePrivacy         
Directive 

An important issue in the EU’s current tele-
com regulatory framework that is not men-
tioned in the call for evidence is the outdat-
ed ePrivacy Directive, which is over 20 years 
old and was last updated in 2009. Its sector-
specific approach no longer fits the evolving 
technological and regulatory environment. 
It overlaps with the horizontal GDPR frame-
work, creating unnecessary burdens and 
stricter data processing rules that limit in-
novation. This also results in regulatory im-
balances as, today, not all digital service 
providers are subject to the same rules alt-
hough despite offering the same or compa-
rable services. In addition, inconsistent im-
plementation across Member States causes 
legal uncertainty, hinders the rollout of in-
novative services at scale (such as the GSMA 
Open Gateway initiative), and weakens ef-
forts to combat fraud. 

We therefore call for the ePrivacy Directive 
to be repealed, with the exception of the 
core principle of confidentiality of commu-
nications. This principle should be pre-
served and integrated into a harmonised 
legal framework (such as the DNA or a simi-
larly comprehensive EU initiative) that ap-
plies equally to all communication provid-
ers, technologies, and users. As for the rest, 
the GDPR would fully cover e.g. rules such 
as the processing of electronic communica-
tions data, offering robust safeguards and 
risk-mitigation measures. 

 

 

 

3.2. Security 

One of the objectives of the DNA is to 
strengthen the EU’s security and resilience. 
The telecom sector already has a mature 
security architecture, supported by a long-
standing regulatory framework, recently 
updated through the NIS2 Directive. How-
ever, multiple overlapping security obliga-
tions – such as those from NIS2, DORA, the 
CRA, and national requirements – create 
legal uncertainty and regulatory incon-
sistency. This complicates investment plan-
ning and network deployment, especially 
for operators active in several EU countries, 
which seek consistent security policies 
across markets. 

The call for evidence suggests that the DNA 
could promote greater coordination and 
harmonised implementation of security re-
quirements, possibly through a revised au-
thorisation regime. It is worth noting that 
the upcoming review of the Cybersecurity 
Act is already expected to streamline the 
EU’s cybersecurity framework and reduce 
duplication in risk management and report-
ing obligations. A unified and coherent ap-
proach to regulating security in electronic 
communications is essential.  Security obli-
gations should be risk-based and take into 
utmost consideration their impact on inno-
vation and service quality, scope, timeframe 
for application and funding requirements. 
We have submitted proposals to support 
this goal in the public consultation on the 
Cybersecurity Act review. 

 

3.3. Satellite Direct-to-Device 

Supporting EU-driven collaboration on new 
technologies like satellite Direct-to-Device 
should be factored into the European Com-
mission’s considerations. Integration of di-
verse connectivity services holds potential 
to complement terrestrial networks and 
strengthen resilience. Their successful 
rollout depends on close collaboration be-
tween satellite providers, mobile operators, 

3. HORIZONTAL ISSUES 



and device manufacturers. However, to en-
sure that the interests of European society 
and fair competition are protected, it is 
equally crucial that all providers, including 
those from third countries, comply with EU 
regulatory frameworks, especially with re-
gards to security in electronic communica-
tions and ensure protection of terrestrial mo-
bile frequencies and quality of service. 

 

3.4 Environmental sustainability 

The DNA is not an appropriate mechanism to 
directly address sustainability challenges or 
corporate reporting obligations.  

The European Commission should refrain 
from introducing additional layers to an al-
ready complex and demanding horizontal 
legal framework of reporting obligations. 
Adding to sector-specific rules would contra-
dict the broader EU policy direction, particu-

larly the Commission’s sustainability Omni-
bus Simplification Package. The same goes 
for any ambition on the part of BEREC and.or 
national regulatory authorities to request ad-
ditional data, as this would be inconsistent 
with the current simplification agenda and 
jeopardise the goal of competitiveness. All 
necessary data requirements are already 
covered by existing corporate and environ-
mental reporting rules (such as CSRD, CDDD, 
RoHS, REACH, CBAM, ETS, EED, etc.) and 
publicly available.  

 

 

 

 

 


	Call for Evidence DNA - consolidated
	Còpia de Policy Paper Xhoana (1)

	CAll for Evidence DNA 4

