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Introduction

The current Political Guidelines of the European Commission set out the objective of making business easier
and faster in Europe by reducing administrative burdens and simplifying implementation.

Furthermore, the Commission’s long-term competitiveness Communication sets a target of reducing burdens
associated with reporting requirements by 25%, and by 35% for SME’s without undermining the related policy
objectives of the initiatives concerned. In this context, the Commission is working on a possible legislative
proposal to recast the Directive on Administrative Cooperation (DAC).

DAC governs the cooperation and exchange of direct tax information between tax authorities in the EU. It aims
to ensure efficient and effective administrative cooperation between the tax authorities of Member States, to
combat tax fraud, evasion and avoidance while protecting tax fairness.

DAC has been subject to several amendments in recent years. To date, there have been eight amendments to
the original DAC1, with the most recent update in 2025; DAC9. The various iterations of DAC have responded
to the challenges presented by the increasingly digitalised economy and the associated risks of tax planning
and avoidance. More specifically:

® DACI1 laid the foundations for current cooperation between tax authorities in the European Union and
introduced Automatic Exchange of Information (AEOI) for certain categories of income and capital
received by residents of other Member States; it also reinforced or introduced other forms of
administrative cooperation among tax authorities;

® DAC2 extended the scope of AEQI to certain financial assets held by non-residents and income
accruing from such assets;
DACS introduced the AEOI of advance cross-border rulings and pricing arrangements (ATR/APA);
DAC4 introduced the AEQI of Country-By-Country Reports (CBCR) for multinational enterprises
(MNEs);

® DACS provides tax authorities with access to beneficial ownership information collected under anti-

money-laundering (AML) rules;
DACS introduced the disclosure and AEQI of potentially harmful cross-border tax arrangements;
DACY? introduced the reporting and AEOI of incomes obtained via online platforms;


https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/taxation/tax-transparency-cooperation/administrative-co-operation-and-mutual-assistance/directive-administrative-cooperation-dac_en
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® DACS introduced the reporting and AEOI of information held by crypto-assets services providers; and
® DAC9 introduced standard forms for reporting requirements under the Pillar 2 directive.

While the DAC has been subject to several amendments over time, there is no current consolidated legal text
of the Directive. In this light, it is necessary to bring together, in one single legal text, the DAC and its eight
legislative amendments. This will simplify readability and clarity for all relevant stakeholders. A recent
Evaluation of the DAC has highlighted the need to simplify the reporting obligations for stakeholders with a
view to eliminating possible overlaps, inconsistencies or inefficient reporting, in @ manner that reduces the
administrative burden. This has been further supported by stakeholders consulted in the context of the overall
simplification exercise undertaken by the European Commission.

For more information regarding the outcome of the DAC Evaluation and lessons learned therein, please
consult the dedicated page.
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The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your
details to be made public or to remain anonymous.
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responded to this consultation as, the name of the organisation on whose behalf
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® Public
Organisation details and respondent details are published: The type of
respondent that you responded to this consultation as, the name of the
organisation on whose behalf you reply as well as its transparency number, its
size, its country of origin and your contribution will be published. Your name will
also be published.

/| | agree with the personal data protection provisions

DAC general

The DAC prescribes the standardised IT reporting format (schema) for exchange of information between
Member States’ tax authorities. This is applied in a harmonised manner across the EU. However, there is no
harmonisation of the domestic reporting format that the relevant tax authorities of the Member States require
for reporting by the business of DAC information. Some Member States use the schema prescribed in DAC
with little or no modifications while some Member States develop their own national reporting schemas, which
can create an additional burden for business, especially those that report in several Member States.

Would you be in favour of making the schema used for the exchange of information
between Member States’ tax authorities also mandatory for the reporting of
information by reporting entities to tax authorities, in all Member States?

Yes

No

® No opinion

In how many Member States did you report last year?

26

Under which DAC(s) did you report last year?
DAC2
DAC4
‘I DAC6
DAC7


https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/specific-privacy-statement

Cost of reporting per report (or an average if you report under different DAC)
The costs are negligible The costs are limited The costs are high Very high costs | don’t know/not applicable
One-off costs (IT and

o between 3-5 FTE to completion
training)

Recurrent costs between 2-3 FTE per year



Please provide a quantification of cost estimations for the current annual notification

regime. Quantification can be made in monetary terms or in FTE. For advisors, please

indicate the average. If precise estimations are no available, please provide a range.
Quantification

One-off cost between 3-5 FTE to completion
Recurrent annual cost between 2-3 FTE per year
DAC4 / DAC9

Currently DAC4 requires an MNE group to notify every year the reporting entity for the MNE group and the

names of the entities which form part of the Group.

Would you be in favour of removing this obligation and instead requiring only the
notification of changes in the group?
® Yes
No

No opinion

In how many Member States do you notify?

2

10



Cost of reporting per notification

One-off costs (IT and
training)

Recurrent costs

The costs are negligible

The costs are limited

The costs are high

Very high costs

| don’t know/not applicable

Unable to quantify

Unable to quantify
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations for the current annual notification
regime. Quantification can be made in monetary terms or in FTE. For advisors, please
indicate the average. If precise estimations are no available, please provide a range.

Quantification

One-off cost Unable to quantify

Recurrent annual cost Unable to quantify

Please provide a quantification of cost savings estimations where only the notification
of changes in the group is introduced. Quantification can be made in monetary terms
or in FTE. For advisors, please indicate the average. If precise estimations are no
available, please provide a range.

Quantification
One-off cost savings Unable to quantify
Recurrent annual cost savings Unable to quantify

The Pillar 2 Directive (P2D) provides Member States with discretion to design the notification process for the
entities in scope, which has led to divergent approaches across Member States. Furthermore, the notification
required by P2D is very similar, in some respects, to the notification required by DACA4.

Would you be in favour of combining the notifications for the purposes of DAC4 and
P2D?
® Yes
No

No opinion
DAC4

In how many Member States do you notify?

1
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Cost of reporting per notification

One-off costs (IT and
training)

Recurrent costs

The costs are negligible

The costs are limited

The costs are high

Very high costs

Unable to quantify

| don’t know/not applicable

Unable to quantify
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations for the DAC4 notification under the
current situation requiring separate notifications for the purposes of DAC4 and P2D.
Quantification can be made in monetary terms or in FTE. If precise estimations are no
available, please provide a range.

Quantification

One-off cost Unable to quantify
Recurrent annual cost Unable to quantify
Pillar 2 Directive

In how many Member States do you notify?
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Cost of reporting per notification

One-off costs (IT and
training)

Recurrent costs

The costs are negligible

The costs are limited

The costs are high

Very high costs

| don’t know/not applicable

Unable to quantify

Unable to quantify
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations for the P2D notification under the
current situation requiring separate notifications for the purposes of DAC4 and P2D.
Quantification can be made in monetary terms or in FTE. For advisors, please

indicate the average. If precise estimations are no available, please provide a range.

Quantification

One-off cost Unable to quantify

Recurrent annual cost Unable to quantify

Please provide a quantification of cost estimations if notification for the purposes of
DAC4 and P2D are combined. Quantification can be made in monetary terms or in
FTE. For advisors, please indicate the average. If precise estimations are no

available, please provide a range.

Quantification
One-off cost Unable to quantify
Recurrent annual cost Unable to quantify

Currently there are two different reporting schemas under DAC4 and DAC9 with
numerous overlapping fields. Would you be in favour of merging the two reporting
schemas to prevent possible overlaps and double reporting?
® Yes
No

No opinion

Please provide a quantification of cost saving estimations where the two reporting
schemas are merged. Quantification can be made in monetary terms or in FTE. For
advisors, please indicate the average (*)

(*) if precise estimations are no available, please provide a range

Quantification
One-off cost savings Unable to quantify
Recurrent annual cost savings Unable to quantify
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DAC6

DACEG foresees that any potentially harmful cross-border tax arrangement needs to be reported within 30 days

after the arrangement has been made available.

Would you support a longer deadline to report an arrangement? In that respect,

reasonable extended deadlines, also based on other existing deadlines in DAC, could

be 60 days or 90 days.
Yes - 60 days
® Yes - 90 days
No

No opinion

Please clarify

The current 30-day deadline is particularly tight, especially in the context of complex international groups where
the analysis and assessment of an arrangement under DACB often require the involvement of multiple business
functions, such as tax, legal, and compliance. This limited timeframe may not allow for adequate coordination
among the relevant stakeholders, potentially impacting the thoroughness and accuracy of the evaluation
process. The 30 day deadline is also restrictive as it is not clear in all circumstances when the reporting
deadline countdown actually commences.

According to the findings from the DAC evaluation, reporting under DAC6 generates significant costs for the

intermediaries and taxpayers. Can you please provide estimations of the costs incurred.

For taxpayer

17



Cost of reporting per report

One-off costs

Recurrent costs

The costs are negligible

The costs are limited

The costs are high

3 to 5 FTE to completion

2-3 FTE per year

Very high costs

| don’t know/not applicable
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations. Quantification can be made in

monetary terms or in FTE. If quantifications are not available, please provide a range.

Quantification

One-off cost 3to 5 FTE to completion

Recurrent cost 2-3 FTE per year

For intermediaries
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Cost of reporting per report

One-off costs

Recurrent costs

The costs are negligible

The costs are limited

The costs are high

3 FTE to completion

1 FTE per year

Very high costs

| don’t know/not applicable
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations. Quantification can be made in

monetary terms or in FTE. If quantifications are not available, please provide a range.

Quantification

One-off cost 3 FTE to completion

Recurrent cost 1 FTE per year

As indicated in the DAC evaluation, the Main benefit test (MBT) and the connected hallmarks A1, A2 and A3

have been highlighted as difficult to apply and as creating significant administrative burden due to its inherent

complexity and divergent interpretation of the concept across Member States.

Do you agree with the outcome of the DAC evaluation on this issue?
Yes
No

® No opinion

Please explain

We are unable to fully agree with the outcome of the DAC evaluation on this issue as we do not have the level of
data that was collected for the evaluation. However, our members have encountered certain issues in practice.

The practical application of the Main Benefit Test (MBT), and the related hallmarks A1, A2, and A3, is indeed
one of the main challenges encountered. The lack of clear and harmonised guidelines at the EU level has led to

a proliferation of positions and interpretations, often highly divergent among Member States. This situation

creates significant operational complications for both intermediaries and taxpayers, increasing uncertainty and
the risk of non-compliance, as well as substantially adding to the administrative burden associated with DAC6

reporting obligations.

In practice, the current construction of MBT means that it is not possible to rule out that there is a risk that that
reporting is required. This probably leads to over-reporting and considerable increases the costs. Indeed, as all

arrangements that could fall to be reported must be assessed and documentation kept indicating why the

decision has been taken that they are not reportable to mitigate the risk of high penalties for non-reporting, a

per report basis for assessing the cost is not necessarily a meaningful measure.
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Cost of reporting per report for MBT

The costs are negligible

One-off costs

Recurrent costs

The costs are limited

The costs are high

Unable to quantify

Unable to quantify

Very high costs

| don’t know/not applicable
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations. Quantification can be made in
monetary terms or in FTE. If quantifications are not available, please provide a
range. For advisors, please indicate the average.

Quantification

One-off cost Unable to quantify

Recurrent annual cost Unable to quantify

Did you encounter issues with application of any other hallmarks?

o o o The description
The description of The description of The description .
) . of the hallmark is
the hallmark is the hallmark is clear of the hallmark
, ) unclear and
clear and does not but occasionally is unclear and .
o ) ) ] o practically
generate difficulty raises questions in challenging in . )
impossible to

in application application application
apply

B1 - transfer of
losses

B2 -
conversion of
income into

capital

B3 - circular /
round tripping 2
transaction

C1a) Cross-
border
deductible
payment - non-
resident
recipient

Cib) I-no CIT
(Corporate 2
Income Tax)

C1b) ii — non-
cooperative
jurisdiction



Cic) - full
exemption of

benefits

C1d) -
preferential tax
regime for

benefits

C2-
duplication of
deductions

C3-
duplication of
relief from
double taxation

C4 - value of
transfer of
assets

D1 -
Circumvention
of DAC2/CRS
automatic
exchange of

Information

D2 - non-
transparent
ownership
chain

E1 - unilateral
safe harbour
rules

E2 - transfer of
hard-to-value
intangibles

E3 - intra-
group cross-
border transfers

Please explain the reply
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In many cases, the hallmarks are particularly challenging because the clarifications provided by tax authorities
are not always illuminating and are often difficult to reconcile with the realities of day-to-day operations. In some
cases, for example, the ltalian Tax Authorities have even extended the scope and application of certain
hallmarks, which has created additional coordination issues with other jurisdictions. This lack of consistency
further complicates compliance and increases the risk of divergent reporting approaches across the EU.

In terms of specific hallmarks, the following issues have been identified:

B2 the scope of the hallmark can be particularly unclear - for example in situations where financing structures
are changed, where a dividend goes from being taxable to tax exempt and in scenarios where an intermediary
vehicle or holding company is inserted into the structure.

For C1 hallmarks (and primarily C1d), it would be good to have clarity on whether arrangements with such
payments are reportable if the preferential treatment etc. at recipient level is within the intent of the law and the
payment is taxed at the level above the entity. For example, in cases where income from investments is
received by an investment fund type of entity that is tax exempt because the investor in the investment fund is
taxed instead, i.e. setups replicating a tax transparency.

Furthermore, further clarity could be provided as to whether payments to entities with special statutory tax rates
below the ordinary corporate tax rate would be in scope, e.g. deductible payments to a pension fund.

For C2, it would be beneficial to have confirmation whether a double tax deduction is in scope if there is also
double inclusion so that there is no tax benefit - which could be the situation in certain branch structures or CFC
scenarios.

We have received feedback that D hallmarks are difficult to understand and it would be beneficial to have
improved clarity on certain aspects - such as interposing an entity in an investment structure would not trigger
this hallmark if the underlying investors are subject to KYC requirements. Also, for entities that only hold title on
behalf of beneficial owners, clarity that they would not necessarily be in scope if beneficial owners are subject to
KYC would be useful.

E1: It can be unclear what constitutes a safe harbour. For example, for Danish thin capitalisation rules, the DTA
guidelines state that use of the threshold for applying the rules may be considered as covered by E.1.

E2: It is unclear whether a recent arm’s length acquisition of an asset from a third party would imply that the
subsequent intra group transfer should fall outside the scope of this hallmark.

E3: It would be beneficial to have clarity as to whether this hallmark also applies when the transferring entity is
liquidated after the transfer.

Article 8ab, paragraph 9 requires that in situations where there are multiple intermediaries involved in the
same reportable cross-border arrangement, all of them are liable to report information. While this provides for
complete information on the arrangement, it can also lead to duplicative reporting. Furthermore, if
intermediaries do not report (e.g. in situations of legal professional privilege), the reporting obligation falls to
the taxpayer.

Please indicate below which option to streamline reporting would you be in favour of:

® Taxpayer as a principal reporting subject, intermediaries secondary

25



Single report by intermediaries who are jointly liable
Taxpayer as a sole reporting subject

Other

No change to the current situation

No opinion

Please explain

Reporting frequency by tax intermediaries varies considerably between Member States depending on Member
State interpretation, how tax intermediaries are defined, and how widely the legal professional privilege
provisions are drawn - if drawn more widely, it is often the taxpayer that reports.

The issue of reporting responsibility needs to be analysed in detail as the responsibility of respective party could
change the level playing field. For example, even if the reporting obligation is moved to taxpayer, an
professional advisor might still need to report under professional ethical standards other than DAC6. Such
issues need to be considered.

The level of involvement that an intermediate has in an arrangement is not constant. Where taxpayers are
driving an arrangement, they would normally be in the best position to understand the implications deriving from
a specific arrangement, as would “promoters” of certain tax planning arrangements. Consequently, reporting
obligations should be placed primarily on taxpayers and promoters, with intermediaries advising on elements of
an arrangement acting as the fall back.

In many circumstances, tax service providers lack an overview on all the relevant aspects of the arrangements,
often based on a limited set of information and data, raising frequent doubts on the existence of hallmarks and
making it difficult to ascertain whether the Main Benefit Test is met. In those circumstances, placing the
obligation primarily on the tax intermediary increases the risk of non-compliance of reporting obligations.

DAC7

DACT? requires the reporting of sellers that carry out activities involving the sale of goods for consideration.
Sellers that carry out less than 30 activities involving the sale of goods and for which the total amount of
consideration paid or credited does not exceed EUR 2000 during the reporting period are exempt from
reporting.

Would you be in favour of increasing the current exemption threshold for the sale of
goods, to exclude more low-value sellers from the DAC7 reporting obligations?
® Yes
No

No opinion
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If yes, please state the activity and/or monetary exemption threshold for the sale of

goods that you deem to be most appropriate?

DACY7 has greater impacts on some sectors than others. For example, the tourism / hotel sector uses booking
systems that don’t always include all of the information required. Additionally, a lot of the transactions collected
are in connection to B2B transactions that are already known by tax administrations as they are subject to VAT
- thereby representing a cost to the reporters with little or no added benefit for tax authorities.

Thresholds are a complex question that should be considered in light of the best way to protect Member State’s
tax base and by looking at particular sectors. If an increased threshold is considered advantageous, the natural
threshold would be the VAT exemption threshold for the Member State where the reported individual is resident
for tax purposes
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Cost of reporting per report

One-off costs

Recurrent costs

The costs are negligible

The costs are limited

The costs are high

Unable to quantify

Unable to quantify

Very high costs

| don’t know/not applicable
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Please provide a quantification of cost estimations. Quantification can be made in
monetary terms or in FTE. If quantifications are not available, please provide a
range. For advisors, please indicate the average.

Quantification

One-off cost Unable to quantify

Recurrent annual cost Unable to quantify

Additional views or information

Would you like to add any comments or suggestions on possible solutions to simplify

and/or improve the functioning of DAC?

Quite apart from costs to business of complying with the base requirements of the DAC, additional costs are

often incurred by inconsistent application of DACs between Member States, inconsistent interpretation of law
between Member States and different reporting requirements. Harmonisation would help address some of the

costs currently incurred.

Many of the DAC initiatives can be seen as important for a functional fiscal control. One thing that is lacking is
however to what extent that the information reported is actually needed and used by fiscal authorities. Such an

investigation should be the starting point for any adjustments of the framework.

For DAC 9 (P2D) reporting, we have the following suggestion for simplification. In practice companies will have

to report in all jurisdictions due to QDMTTs and other local obligations such as advance payments.. Some

Member States, such as Denmark in their implementation of the rules, however do not require the submission of

a QDMTT return. Consequently, compliance will likely be more complex in the EU, especially as the rules

evolve. Administrative burden could be reduced by developing a centralised reporting system whereby there is

one filing of relevant returns in a Member State and relevant figures are communicated to other relevant

Member States. Alternatively, it could also be considered to require fillings only in jurisdictions where QDMTTs

are actually payable.

Comments on specific questions:
We are unable to quantify the number of Member States in which our members' members submit reports or

assist taxpayers in their reporting obligation. Our members report, or assist reporting, in most Member States,

although this does depend on the legislative background of the Member State, which professionals are
permitted to provide tax advice and who is covered by legal professional privilege.

Comments on harmonising the schema: Whilst there is some support amongst our respondents for harmonising
the schema others would prefer to maintain the national format as although it may require more detail than the

schema the format is established and known to taxpayers and intermediaries.

We are in favor of any simplification and reduction of burden, but a careful analysis should be done to assess

the implications.

Comments on DAC 6 Reporting: One off costs (IT and Training) - Our respondents indicate that costs are
highly dependent on the facts of each case and the complexity, level of involvement and advice needed.
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Spending on IT varies between limited and large but all respondents point to the high or very high costs of
training. DAC 6 is identified as particularly demanding in terms of training on implementation.

Recurrent costs - In respect of DAC 6, significant training costs are incurred on a recurrent basis when rules
and practices are updated. Due to issues with clarity and complexity of the hallmarks, time is also spent
considering and documenting arrangements that may fall to be reportable, even when it is subsequently
determined that they are not reportable.

For advisors, costs are highly dependent on the facts of each case and the level of involvement and advice.
However, there are substantial one off costs and ongoing costs in respect of IT system maintenance and
ongoing training.

In respect of DAC 2, a lot of time is spent on reporting including on such matters as qualification of entities and
Know Your Client and self-certification requirements.

Integration of DAC 4 and DAC9 reporting as far as possible would be a valuable administrative simplification.
Deadlines should be made consistent and aligned with those for Pillar 2 due to the complexities of reporting
under Pillar 2. As DAC9 has not yet been practically implemented, we are unable to ascertain the likely costs.
However, it is not merely a matter of cost but rather the question of simplification reducing the likelihood that the
reporting of certain information may be duplicated.

Comments on P2D reporting costs:

One off costs - Advisors and MNE clients have invested very large sums to meet their Pillar 2 reporting
obligations. We are unable to estimate the costs, not least due to the fact that the legislation is still a work in
progress with large adjustments as late as 5 January 2026.

Costs are linked for the time being with Pillar 2 implementation within MNEs to define perimeter, data, and
calculations. There are still unknown costs in relation to compliance as related models for assessment and
compliance in each country, and the related IT system and software solutions are still to be implemented.
Recurring costs - Recurring costs are likely to be considerable as the legislation keeps changing and there is a
need to report annually. Respondents consider the likely ongoing costs to be disproportionate to the additional
tax that is expected to be collected.

You may upload here an additional document about this consultation. All additional

documents provided will be published on the Commission website.
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

Contact

Katarina.ZNIDARSIC@ec.europa.eu
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