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Overall, the feedback revealed several recurring themes: 

• Questions about whether public keys, wallet addresses, and other on-chain 
identifiers constitute personal data. 

• Concerns regarding erasure and immutability. 
• Comments on the allocation of roles and responsibilities, particularly in decentralised 

environments. 
• Perceived tensions between GDPR obligations and AML/KYC requirements. 
• Objections to the recommendations of permissioned blockchains and their 

operational implications. 
• Proposals for further and additional guidance, technical clarifications, examples, 

DPIA templates and architectural recommendations. 
• Suggestions for correcting typographical errors and improving terminology 
• Ideological objections, including assertions that the Guidelines would ‘ban Bitcoin’ or 

‘undermine decentralisation  
The main positive responses from the public consultation were: 

• Useful proposals for terminological clarification and typographical errors (ledger, 
identifiers, ...). 

• Suggestions to reinforce references to PETs, selective disclosure, or ZKPs (although 
many proposals go far beyond the intended scope of the Guidelines). 

• Requests for additional examples, technical specifications, or operational guidance 
such as recommendations and templates for DPIAs and architectural analysis. 

Among these positive contributions, the EDPB has incorporated those relating to terminology 
clarifications and typographical corrections, while other proposals, such as extended DPIA 
templates or detailed architectural models, were not taken on board as they fall outside the 
scope of the Guidelines. 

Several critical observations were received, most of which fell into the following categories: 

• Concerns about the qualification of public keys, wallet addresses and similar 
identifiers as personal data, particularly in public blockchains. 

• Comments questioning the interpretation of erasure requirements and the discussion 
of data remaining on-chain. 

• Divergent views on the allocation of controllership roles in decentralised 
environments. 

• Concerns about the perceived tension between GDPR requirements and AML/KYC 
obligations. 

• Comments suggesting that the Guidelines appeared to favour permissioned 
blockchains. 

Most critical comments were based on misunderstandings of GDPR or related to matters 
outside the EDPB’s remit and were therefore not incorporated. Instead, clarifications have been 
added where appropriate. 

Having considered the feedback received, the EDPB has incorporated the following elements 
into the Guidelines: 

• Correction of minor typographical errors: fixes in paragraphs 9 (“minimization”) and 45 
(“might”) 

• Correction in paragraph 24 replacing identities with unique identifiers. 
• Terminology clarifications, introduced to reduce misinterpretations and to include some 

of the feedback suggestions. These modifications aim to improve precision and clarity 
in technical terminology and address ambiguities highlighted by stakeholders: 
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o Paragraph 15: clarification on the meaning of “ledger” and addition of a 
supporting footnote. 

o Paragraph 30 (Section 3.2): footnote clarifying that on-chain metadata, such as 
transaction identifiers, wallet addresses, event logs, transaction receipts, state 
transitions, smart contract storage and other traces, may constitute personal data 
when they enable direct or indirect identification. 

o Paragraph 51 (Section 4.2): replacement of “one way” with “measure” for 
consistency. 

o Paragraph 56 (Section 4.2) has been updated to include, at the beginning of the 
paragraph, an additional reference to ZKPs, PETs and other advanced 
cryptographic protocols, when carefully tested and validated, as potential 
complementary techniques to reduce risks to data subjects. The original 
concluding sentence, emphasising that such techniques, and those techniques 
mentioned in the previous paragraphs, should in all cases be accompanied by 
other appropriate technical and organisational measures to ensure GDPR 
compliance, has been retained as it reflects the core message of the provision. 

o New footnote 38 added to Paragraph 80 (Section 4.7). AML/CFT, KYC and MiCA 
regulations restrict the use of identity obfuscation techniques (such as 
anonymous accounts) by requiring clear customer identification and data 
retention for at least 5 years. These obligations can limit the use of anonymity or 
obfuscation techniques, especially in the context of crypto-assets and 
blockchain. However, they do not ban obfuscation in all cases, and the GDPR 
does not directly conflict, as its principles allow balancing these obligations with 
other legal requirements. After the 5-year period, data deletion is possible, unless 
other laws mandate retention. 

o Glossary (Paragraph 128): clarification that the ledger is materialised in nodes 
through a database (typically LevelDB or RocksDB). 

o Glossary update (new Paragraph 129): introduction of clearer definitions for 
wallet address/account/public key. 

Further, the EDPB has not incorporated the following elements into the Guidelines: 

• Proposals which were outside the scope of the mandate of the guidance. This 
primarily included contributions which addressed: 

o Proposals requesting extensive sector-specific guidance (e.g., AML/KYC 
operational frameworks).  

o Requests for detailed DPIA templates or risk-assessment methodologies 
(risk matrices), governance models, etc. which would require extensive 
reworking and might be addressed in other future EDPB guidelines. 

• Proposals relating to matters not within the remit of the EDPB: 
o Comments concerning legislative changes to the EU financial regulatory 

framework. 
o Proposals relating to the design or governance of specific public blockchain 

ecosystems. 
• Changes based on misinterpretations of the content of the document subject to the 

public consultation. The main misinterpretations were: 
o comments requesting recognition of specific cryptographic approaches as 

fully compliant solutions, which has been clarified in the Paragraph 30 
footnote.  

o Views that blockchain immutability supersedes GDPR obligations. 
o Interpretations of controllership that would contradict the definitions in GDPR 

and EDPB Guidelines on controller/processor. 
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o Suggestions to exclude wallet addresses or transaction-level identifiers from 
the notion of personal data, irrespective of their potential to identify or single 
out individuals. 

o Proposals to consider certain public blockchain architectures as exempt from 
GDPR obligations due to decentralisation. 

o Miscellaneous: Individual comments expressing general opinions unrelated 
to the substance of the Guidelines, such as claims that the Guidelines “ban 
public blockchains” 

• Comments for which, after due consideration, the EDPB decided to take another 
position. This primarily included contributions which addressed: 

Comments regarding the Guidelines recommendations for permissioned blockchains. The fact 
is that a permissioned blockchain offers an easier way to allocate responsibilities and other 
GDPR requirements. 
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