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Electronic invoicing - revision of EU rules

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

As announced in the 2025 Single Market Strategy, the European Commission is preparing a revision of the Dir

ective to increase adoption of electronic invoicing (elnvoicing), strengthen harmonisation, interoperability, and
facilitate invoice data re-use across the EU.

In preparation for the revision and building on the evaluation of the Directive, the Commission is launching this
public consultation to gather views from all interested parties. This public consultation provides an opportunity
for everyone to share their experiences, evidence and perspective on how the EU framework for elnvoicing in
public procurement could be further improved. The feedback received will contribute to the evidence base
underpinning the impact assessment of the Directive and will support the Commission in taking informed
decisions in the context of the planned revision.

The questionnaire is divided into two parts. No specialist knowledge of the elnvoicing Directive and IT systems
is required in the first part. The second part is more detailed and technical, requiring specialised knowledge.
Respondents who wish to complete the second part are invited to set aside additional time to provide their

input.

This public consultation follows a call for evidence (which was closed in December 2025) and includes

questions on points where the Commission is seeking stakeholder input.

About you

*Language of my contribution
Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch
¢ English


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=COM:2025:0500:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2014/55/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2014/55/oj/eng
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-7262-2024-INIT/en/pdf
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/news/call-evidence-revise-einvoicing-2025-11-19_en
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Non-EU citizen
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*First name

Salvador

*Surname

Marin

*Email (this won't be published)

secretariat@efaa.com

*QOrganisation name

255 character(s) maximum

European Federation of Accountants and Auditors for SMEs AISBL

*QOrganisation size
@ Micro (1 to 9 employees)
- Small (10 to 49 employees)
~ Medium (50 to 249 employees)

~ Large (250 or more)

Transparency register number

Check if your organisation is on the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to

influence EU decision-making.

002077217226-17

*Country of origin

Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

This list does not represent the official position of the European institutions with regard to the legal status or policy of

the entities mentioned. It is a harmonisation of often divergent lists and practices.
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The Commission will publish all contributions to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would
prefer to have your details published or to remain anonymous when your contribution is published. For the
purpose of transparency, the type of respondent (for example, ‘business association, ‘consumer
association’, ‘EU citizen’) country of origin, organisation name and size, and its transparency
register number, are always published. Your e-mail address will never be published. Opt in to select
the privacy option that best suits you. Privacy options default based on the type of respondent selected

*Contribution publication privacy settings

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.



Anonymous
Only organisation 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 as received. Your name will not be published.
Please do not include any personal data in the contribution itself if you want to
remain anonymous.

® 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

Your experience with elnvoicing

How experienced do you consider yourself in elnvoicing?
Very experienced
Somewhat experienced

No experience

What is your role in elnvoicing?
Issuer of elnvoices to the public sector
Receiver of elnvoices in the public sector
Issuer and/or Receiver of elnvoices in the private sector (B2B)
elnvoicing intermediary (e.g. service provider, ERP/accounting software vendor)
Accountant / Accountancy firm
Factoring company / Bank / FinTech
None/not applicable

Other (please specify)


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

Overall objectives

The Directive aimed to increase elnvoicing adoption, reduce legal and technical complexity, and lower costs
for using elnvoicing in public procurement. It mandated public administrations in the EU to receive and
process elnvoices compliant with the European elnvoicing standard for public procurement contracts above
EU thresholds.

The evaluation of the Directive concluded that the Directive has increased the uptake of elnvoicing across the
EU, while the adoption of the European elnvoicing standard has significantly contributed to harmonising
elnvoicing in Europe. However, the Directive’s objectives have only been partially achieved. elnvoicing uptake
remains uneven across the EU, with higher adoption mainly in Member States that mandate its use for
suppliers and have extended B2G obligations below EU thresholds. Interoperability challenges, limited use of
the European elnvoicing standard, and complex national governance arrangements continue to pose
obstacles. Governance of elnvoicing is a key non-technical challenge, as responsibilities are often split across
different ministries or authorities.

At the same time, new needs and priorities have emerged. In particular, the VAT in the Digital Age (ViDA)
package, which was adopted by all Member States in March 2025, introduces mandatory elnvoicing based on
the European elnvoicing standard, and digital VAT reporting requirements for intra-Community B2B
transactions to be implemented by July 2030.

Relevance of Evaluation findings

To what extent do you consider that the following findings from the
evaluation are still relevant?
(Please rate from 1 = not relevant to 5 = very relevant)

The elnvoicing standard has contributed to harmonising invoicing in
Europe

Limited use of the European elnvoicing standard

Persistent interoperability challenges, in particular at the transmission level
Complex national governance

elnvoicing uptake remains uneven across the EU

Other, please specify
Scope of the Initiative

Based on your experience, what should the revised elnvoicing Directive
address?

elnvoicing in public procurement above EU thresholds (B2G)



elnvoicing in public procurement below EU thresholds (B2G)
Government-to-Business transactions (G2B) e.g. local tax
Business-to-Consumer transactions (B2C)

Other, please specify

Specific Objectives

The Evaluation of the Directive identified the following issues: low uptake of elnvoicing, limited and uneven
implementation of the European Standard alongside the continued parallel use of national formats, the lack of
interoperable solutions and networks at EU level, legal and technical fragmentation increasing complexity for
companies operating across multiple EU countries. Challenges related to governance at both national and EU
level were also identified. Please consider those issues when answering the following question.

Please rank the importance of the following potential objectives that could
be considered for the revised Directive.
(From 1 = lowest priority to 5 = highest priority. Please note that you may assign the

same score to multiple elements.)

Increase the adoption of elnvoicing in business-to-government (B2G) &
transactions

Ensure the harmonised use of the European elnvoicing standard (EN
16931)

Improve interoperability at the transmission level for B2G elnvoicing,
enabling secure and reliable exchange between different IT systems

Reduce elnvoicing-related compliance costs for economic operators @

Other, please specify

Please justify the reason(s) for your ranking

Policy Options

Please indicate your views on how the following potential policy Options for a revised elnvoicing
Directive would impact your organisation.



Policy option 1: Targeting higher adoption for contracts above EU thresholds and harmonisation through the
mandatory use of the European elnvoicing standard.

Policy option 2: Targeting full adoption of elnvoicing in public procurement above and below thresholds, as
well as harmonisation, interoperability at the transmission level, and integration of elnvoicing functionalities
into accounting software.

Policy option 3: Building on policy option 2 and also addressing governance challenges and emerging
market needs by requiring the European Commission to introduce monitoring activities and an EU-wide
accredidation framework for elnvoicing services and solutions.

You are being asked to assess the potential Measures (from M1 - M9) and fill out the following table as follows:
Agreement: Please state the extent to which you agree with the introduction of a specific measure.

Expected benefits: Please rate the expected benefits resulting from the introduction of a specific measure.
Expected costs: Please rate the expected costs resulting from the introduction of a specific measure.

Comment: Please include comments to substantiate your rating for the related measure.

Please note that not all the following potential Measures might be relevant to your organisation.
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Preliminary Policy Options and Potential Measures

L. . Expected benefits
Preliminary Policy . Agreement
Potential Measures (Rating from high benefits=5 to low
Options (Rating from strongly agree=>5 to disagree=1)
benefits=1 + no benefit=0)

Policy option 1

(includes the following M1 - Obligation for suppliers to issue elnvoices for public Only values of at least 0 are allowed
4

measures: procurement contracts above EU thresholds 4
M1+M2+M3+M4)
Policy option 1
(includes the following M2 - Mandatory and exclusive use of the European elnvoicing

5 5
measures: standard for B2G elnvoicing
M1+M2+M3+M4)
Policy option 1
(includes the following M3- EU technology-neutral obligation to ensure

5 5
measures: interoperability for the transmission of elnvoices
M1+M2+M3+M4)

Expected costs
(Rating from high costs=5 to low costs=1 +

no costs=0)

Comment

(Please include comment / data to substantiate)

We support wider B2G uptake where it is

proportionate, because it can accelerate
adoption and create a clearer EU market
signal. However, SMEs need simple
implementation, long transition periods, and
low-cost tools to avoid disproportionate
burden.

Strongly positive for SMEs and SMPs if it

replaces fragmentation with one common
semantic standard. The benefit is highest
where it reduces country-by-country
divergence, but the cost must remain limited
through practical support and backward-
compatible rollout .

This is highly important because SMEs

should not be locked into one network or
vendor. Technology-neutral interoperability is
the best way to lower barriers, support
competition, and preserve choice, though
implementation may require adaptation by
providers and public authorities .

11



Policy option 1
(includes the following
measures M1+M2+M3
+M4)

Policy option 2

(includes the following M - Obligation for suppliers to issue elnvoices for public

measures:
M1+M2+M5+M6+M7)

Policy option 2
(includes the following
measures: M1+M2+M5
+M6+M7)

Policy option 2
(includes the following
measures: M1+M2+M5
+M6+M7)

M4 -Recommendation to integrate elnvoicing functionality
into accounting software, conformant to the European

elnvoicing standard (EN 16931)

procurement contracts below EU thresholds

M6 - Obligation for contracting authorities to support one or
multiple specific transmission methods for the exchange of
elnvoices in B2G to address interoperability issues

M7 - Obligation to integrate EN 16931-conformant
elnvoicing functionality into accounting software including

technical and functional requirements

3

Very useful for SMEs if it is framed as a

practical enabler rather than a rigid
obligation. Embedding elnvoicing in familiar
accounting software can reduce manual work
and adoption friction, but SMEs need
affordable, easy-to-use solutions and clear
technical guidance .

We see some value in extending coverage

below thresholds over time, but this should
be phased and carefully calibrated for SMEs.
Below-threshold contracts are often where
micro and small firms are most sensitive to
administrative burden, so costs can outweigh
benefits if implementation is too abrupt .

Support for specific transmission methods

can help short-term interoperability, but it
risks creating new fragmentation if the
market is forced into a limited set of
channels. We would prefer a technology-
neutral framework with open interoperability
rules rather than prescription of a few
methods .

We support integration into accounting

software because it can make compliance
much easier for SMEs and SMPs. The main
caution is that detailed technical
requirements should not become a burden
for software updates, support, or
subscription costs for smaller firms .
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Policy option 3

(includes the following ' \gg - EUJ accreditation framework for elnvoicing service and

measures:
M1+M2+M5+M6+M7+
M8+M9)

Policy option 3
(includes the following
measures: M1+M2+M5
+M6+M7+M8+M9)

solution providers

M9 - EU monitoring of B2G elnvoicing

This may improve trust, quality, and market

transparency, but it also risks adding
compliance layers and costs for providers
and their SME clients. We would support it
only if it is light-touch, proportionate, and
does not raise prices or reduce available

solutions for small businesses.

We support EU monitoring because better

evidence helps identify bottlenecks,
interoperability gaps, and SME uptake
barriers. This should be designed as a low-
burden reporting exercise and used to drive
simplification rather than additional
bureaucracy

13



Compliance costs

How would you assess the overall impact on costs of complying with
elnvoicing requirements for public procurement (B2G) in your country?
(Please select one option)

Very high cost increase

High cost increase

Moderate cost increase

Moderate cost decrease

High cost decrease

Very high cost decrease

Don't know

Which types of costs related to compliance with elnvoicing requirements for

public procurement have the highest impact on your organisation?
(Please rank each item from 1 = very low impact to 5 = very high impact)
1 2 3 4

Adjustment costs related to understanding and managing different
national requirements across Member States

(e.g. investments and expenses to comply with legal obligations,
including the use of external consultants or accountants)

Adjustment costs related to adapting IT infrastructure
(e.g. investments and operational expenses for technical services, e

software, or solutions)

Administrative costs
(e.g. training, internal resources, or organisational efforts required to @
comply with legal administrative obligations)

Regulatory costs
(e.g. fees, levies, or charges imposed by public authorities or mandated 2
systems)

Other cost types, please specify

Please justify the reason(s) for your ranking, including specific Information
(e.g. typical price ranges)
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Fragmentation creates training, advisory, and compliance overhead across countries.

Integration with accounting software, formats, validation rules, and transmission systems can require
meaningful adaptation, especially for firms serving multiple Member States .

Even where the technical standard exists, SMEs and SMP's still face onboarding, workflow changes, internal
training, and process management costs.

Direct fees are usually less central than implementation and adaptation costs, unless a country introduces
expensive mandatory platforms or certification layers .

Do you have any evidence to support any negative/positive impacts that
preliminary Policy Options and potential Measures would have on your
organisation, if implemented?

For an EU-wide organisation, the long-term effect should be lower compliance and processing costs, but the
transition phase will require investment in software adaptation, training, and managing different national
implementation approaches.

Please upload your file(s), if relevant, to support your answer for negative/positive

impacts of potential Policy options and potential Measures
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

Expected impacts of the use of elnvoicing on payment practices

Which mechanisms linked to elnvoicing in public procurement could
improve payment practices and your cashflow predictability?
(Please select all that apply)
Faster and more reliable receipt of elnvoices
Improved elnvoice validation and fewer rejections
Greater transparency on elnvoice status (e.g. Invoice received, accepted,
processed, paid)
Automated monitoring of payment deadlines
Clearer audit trails and accountability

Other, please specify

Thank you for your participation.
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Contact

GROW-G2@ec.europa.eu
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