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The Implementation Council’s contribution to the Swedish position
is presented in full in section 8. The Council’s proposals in summary are:

The Government should work for better coordination of
overlapping regulations.

The Government should work to simplify reporting requirements.

The Government should work to establish a common EU digital
platform or standard for tax reporting.

The Government should work towards eliminating withholding
taxes on intra-group payments in the internal market.

The Government should work for a faster and more accessible
dispute resolution mechanism.

The Government should work to ensure that tax incentives that
benefit companies’ investments in research and development are
facilitated through EU legislation.

The Government should work to ensure that proposals are
accompanied by an appropriate analysis process.

&
A
thany

STATENS OFFENTLIGA
UTREDNINGAR



Implementeringsradet

1. Task of the Implementation Council

The Implementation Council is tasked with assisting the Government in its
efforts to strengthen the competitiveness of Swedish companies by avoiding
implementation above the minimum level and counteracting unjustified
regulatory burdens, as well as reducing administrative costs and other
compliance costs in connection with the implementation of EU regulations
in Swedish law. The Implementation Council’s work must be based on a
company perspective.

The Implementation Council is to submit documentation and
recommendations to the Government, partly as a contribution to Swedish
positions in negotiations and partly on how EU legal acts can be
implemented in Swedish law in a way that is not more far-reaching from a
business perspective than what the legal acts require.

The Implementation Council’s work is based on problem descriptions that
have been communicated to the Council, mainly from industry organisations
and their member companies. During the work on the documentation,
contacts are also made with others who are familiar with the respective
subject area, such as government agencies. In the light of the information
gathered, the Council makes a weighted and independent assessment of how
the business perspective can be effectively addressed in each individual case.

In preparing this opinion, the Council has mainly used information received
in contacts with Finance Sweden, FAR, Mellby Gard, the Confederation of
Swedish Enterprise and the Swedish Tax Agency.

2. Relevant proposals for EU legal acts

This opinion will address both the upcoming proposal on simplifying the
EU’s rules on direct taxation (hereinafter referred to as the Tax Omnibus)
and the upcoming revision of the rules on administrative cooperation in tax
matters! (hereinafter referred to as DAC recast).

The Commission’s Tax Omnibus is expected to include simplifications in the
following directives:

! Directive 2011/16/EU on administrative cooperation in the field of taxation, the various parts of which have
been successively added and are now referred to as DAC1 — DAC9.
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¢ Interest and royalties Directive 2003/49/EC

e Merger Directive 2009/133/EC

e Parent-Subsidiary Directive 2011/96/EU

e Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive 2016/1164

e Directive 2017/1852 on tax dispute resolution mechanisms

e FASTER Directive 2025/50

3. Objectives and purpose of the upcoming proposals

The Commission’s initiatives on the Tax Omnibus and DAC recast have the
overall objective of simplifying and streamlining EU tax legislation. The
initiatives aim to reduce the administrative burden on businesses and other
stakeholders by clarifying and coordinating existing regulatory frameworks.
At the same time, the ambition is to improve the functionality of both
corporate tax rules and administrative cooperation between Member States,
in order to strengthen the EU’s competitiveness and contribute to increased
growth.

4. Where are the proposals in the process?

The Tax Omnibus initiative was subject to a public consultation (‘Have Your
Say’) between 16 February and 30 March 2026. The initiative of the DAC
recast was also subject to such a consultation, between 16 December 2025
and 10 February 2026. The Commission is expected to present its legislative
proposals on 24 June 2026.

5. Responsible Swedish ministry

Ministry of Finance.

6. Problem description from a Swedish business
perspective

The Implementation Council and the stakeholders with whom the Council
has been in contact with, welcome the Commission’s initiative on the Tax
Omnibus and DAC recast. There are expectations that these initiatives will
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bring important steps towards simplifying EU tax legislation and reducing
the administrative burden for businesses.

At the same time, it is emphasised that there are extensive structural
problems in the current regulatory framework. There is a risk that these
problems will persist if the upcoming simplification measures are not
sufficiently far-reaching and well-coordinated. The regulatory framework,
which is perceived as, by far, the most complex and administratively
burdensome for large company groups and banks is the one which consists
of the Minimum Taxation Directive2 and DAC9, which is linked to said
directive. However, this regulatory framework is not expected to be covered
by the Commission’s current revisions in the field of taxation.3 Hence, it
appears even more urgent that the other regulatory frameworks should be
adjusted, based on the complexity that the Minimum Taxation Directive has
introduced. If the established rules are to be changed, which usually entails a
transition cost, there is also a clear expectation that the reforms should lead
to concrete and tangible simplifications for businesses. Against this
background, several key problem areas have been identified, which are
presented below.

Overlapping regulatory frameworks

A key problem is that several regulatory frameworks overlap. For example,
the rules in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive on controlled foreign
companies (CFC) and the Minimum Taxation Directive both aim to
counteract profit shifting to low-tax jurisdictions, but their scope of
application differs. The CFC rules apply to all companies, whereas the
Minimum Taxation Directive only applies to large companies with a
turnover of more than EUR 750 million. Overlapping rules leads to legal
uncertainty, increased administrative burden and the risk of double
taxation.

The stakeholders consulted by the Council emphasise that the CFC rules
should preferably be abolished altogether. If this is not feasible, they
consider that companies subject to the Minimum Taxation Directive should
at least be exempted from the application of the CFC rules. Regardless, it

2 Directive 2022/2523, which is based on the OECD’s Pillar 2 rules on a global minimum taxation, only
imposes requirements on large-scale groups with an annual consolidated turnover of at least EUR 750 million.

3 Although it has been requested from several actors, especially since American groups are not burdened by an
equally strict implementation of the OECD’s Pillar 2 rules regarding a global minimum taxation. See e.g.
nordic comments on simplifying eu rules on direct taxation omnibus final-1.pdf.
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would be important to achieve clear coordination between the CFC rules and
the Minimum Taxation Directive in order to create clarity and avoid double
taxation for the large groups that are subject to both directives. The same
applies to other rules in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive whose practical
importance has been reduced, as a result of the Minimum Taxation
Directive.

There are also overlaps and similar problems between several other
directives that contain general anti-abuse rules, such as the Anti-Tax
Avoidance Directive, the Parent-Subsidiary Directive and the Interest and
Royalties Directive.

Parallel reporting requirements

Overlapping regulations in the tax area mean that large groups must deal
with several complex and parallel reporting requirements, which have been
gradually introduced through DAC4, DAC6 and DAC9. This has resulted in
an increased administrative burden and increasing compliance costs. The
business community would like to see the reporting requirements under the
DAC framework significantly simplified, consolidated and coordinated
across Member States.

In addition to DACo, the stakeholders consulted by the Council highlight
DACS6 as particularly burdensome, since this regulatory framework is
complex and leaves considerable room for interpretation for Member States.
This leads to inconsistent application of the regulatory framework across
Member States and in many cases requires the reporting of fully legitimate
arrangements that may also be subject to other EU rules. The work required
to assess whether reporting is required often costs more than what a possible
tax gain would amount to. Even if the rules do not increase the tax burden in
many cases, they do entail other costs due to their complexity.

The business community would prefer to see the DAC6 rules abolished as
they lead to double reporting and thus inefficient use of resources. If these
rules are not abolished, they should be simplified and clarified so that
reporting, and in particular the analyses required to determine whether
reporting should even take place, does not remain as burdensome. The
business community prefers that the general hallmarks found in DAC6
should be removed and that the so-called Main Benefit Test should be
replaced with objective and independent criteria for the remaining
hallmarks. In any case, the companies covered by the Minimum Taxation
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Directive and DAC9 should not also be subject to DAC6. It seems clear that,
with the introduction of the even more complex and extensive rules in
DACo9, DACS6 has lost its relevance for these companies.

Instead of separate notifications at unit level according to DAC4 and DACo,
the business community call for a centralised solution at group level. This
means that the ultimate parent company in the EU, or a designated entity in
the EU for groups with non-EU parent companies, submits a single
notification. The notification must specify which units are covered by the
reporting in the country-by-country report and the top-up tax return. The
data is then shared between the relevant tax authorities in a single format to
achieve a more harmonised system and reduced administrative burden
associated with reporting. Furthermore, it has been suggested that, following
the initial notification identifying the companies subject to reporting,
subsequent notifications should only concern any changes to the companies
that are subject to the reporting obligation.

Under the current system, the same data is requested both by the Swedish
Tax Agency and by other countries, despite the DAC system. The
Implementation Council and some of the stakeholders consulted by the
Council believe that this should be handled by the Swedish Tax Agency or
through some type of EU platform where each country can enter and retrieve
the information it needs. This would also be in line with the “once-only”
principle highlighted by the Commission in its Communication on simpler,
clearer and better implemented EU rules,* which the Implementation
Council believes should be a guiding principle in tax reporting. In
accordance with this principle, it is of great importance — in the absence of
an EU-wide alternative for the Swedish groups that currently report
identical data in several different countries — that the development of
national digital reporting systems takes place in a harmonised manner, to
achieve interoperability.

Fragmented application of withholding tax rules

The Interest and Royalties Directive and the Parent-Subsidiary Directive aim
to eliminate double taxation of cross-border payments within corporate
groups. The directives also prohibit withholding taxes on certain payments

4 A Simpler, Clearer and Better Enforced EU Rulebook - European Commission

&
A
thany

STATENS OFFENTLIGA
UTREDNINGAR


https://commission.europa.eu/publications/simpler-clearer-and-better-enforced-eu-rulebook_en

Implementeringsradet

between companies in different EU countries, provided that strict ownership
and business requirements are met.

In practice, however, the effectiveness of the directives is limited by
differences between Member States in terms of national implementation and
administrative procedures. Some Member States have formalised
authorisation or registration processes in place for companies and financial
intermediaries to benefit from reduced rates of withholding tax. This means
that in some cases, withholding tax is still levied or must be reclaimed
through time- and resource-intensive processes.

These structural barriers mean that these directives do not fully function as
intended in modern cross-border corporate group structures. Several
stakeholders believe that withholding taxes on this type of transaction
should be abolished completely.

The FASTER Directive, which aims to streamline and harmonise the
procedures for withholding tax exemption and refund, is a step in the right
direction, but does not fully address the underlying problems. The business
community therefore welcomes simplification proposals that eliminate or
facilitate the handling of withholding taxes within the EU.

Inefficient dispute resolution process

The Directive on tax dispute resolution mechanism is considered an
important tool to address double taxation. However, stakeholders consulted
by the Council are calling for a more efficient system , as the current
procedure takes too long.

The increasing complexity of the EU tax framework, in particular as a result
of the Minimum Taxation Directive, is expected to lead to an increasing
number of cross-border tax disputes. Differences in national interpretations
and complex calculations create uncertainty, underlining the need for more
effective dispute resolution mechanisms.

Some stakeholders have therefore proposed, as has the European Economic
and Social Committee, that a kind of advance tax ruling should be
introduced at EU level, which would involve judicial review, similar to the
procedure that already exists in Sweden in the area of taxation.5 However,

5 See EESC opinion, Review of tax reporting obligations in the EU (ECO/664), point 1.6 (link: Assessing tax
reporting obligations in the EU | EESC).
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the Implementation Council can see that there are both political and legal
obstacles to the realisation of such a proposal in the near future. In order to
be able to involve the Court of Justice of the European Union as the final
interpreter of EU law, without requiring a treaty change, the Member States
would probably need to establish a new common court® that would be able to
interpret both the directives and national implementation and have the
possibility of making a reference to the Court of Justice of the European
Union.

Since such a proposal would have been difficult to implement in the near
future, it becomes even more important to streamline the existing dispute
resolution process. Faster and more effective processes is crucial to
counteract double taxation and to make it easier for companies in their
cross-border operations.

National over-implementation

Several of the stakeholders consulted by the Council consider that the
interest limitation rules in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive have been gold-
plated in Swedish law. In this context, gold-plating means that Sweden has
not made use of some of the exemptions and options available in the
directive.” This applies in particular to the voluntary relief rules in several
areas8, which can lead to both reduced interest deduction restrictions for
individual companies and groups of companies and a lower administrative
burden. In addition, Sweden has introduced supplementary limitation rules
that are applicable in parallel.9 All in all, this means that the Swedish rules
have been formulated more restrictively than what is required by EU law. In
addition, most other Member States have chosen to take advantage of one or

6 Like the Unified Patent Court or the Benelux Court of Justice, see the judgment of the Court of Justice of
the European Union in Case C-169/15 and Frequently Asked Questions: Jurisdiction of the UPC | Unified
Patent Court.

7 Changes have been proposed in the report SOU 2024:37, Improved interest deduction rules for companies,
link: Improved interest deduction rules for companies - Regeringen.se. However, the Inquiry's proposal —
which would, for example, mitigate the lock-in effect that arises when each company, according to current
Swedish rules, is assessed separately — has not yet led to less strict rules in the legislative text.

8 Read more about specific areas on page 3 of the Confederation of Swedish Enterprise’s report from 2020
“Group taxation and interest deductions” (link: Group taxation and interest deductions).

9 Read more about the implementation of the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive in Sweden compared to other
countries in the Confederation of Swedish Enterprise’s report “Group taxation and interest deductions” (link:
Group taxation and interest deductions). As recently as in September 2025, in the legislative proposal
2025/26:20, Adaptations of the Interest Deduction Rules to EU Law, the Government considered that it was
not an option to abolish the Swedish targeted interest deduction limitation rules and that a careful analysis of
the effect of abolishing the rules would be required before such a thing would be considered.
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more of the exemptions that Sweden has chosen not to use, which can result
in a competitive disadvantage for Swedish companies.

The Implementation Council considers that Swedish legislation should be
adapted to the minimum level set out in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive,
for example by making use of the directive’s exemptions and abolishing or
harmonising overlapping national rules. If Sweden does not adapt its
legislation in a more business-friendly direction, a more uniform regulation
of the interest limitation at EU level is required, in order to avoid placing
Swedish companies at a competitive disadvantage.

7. Implementation Council’s analysis

Affected companies and estimated compliance costs

The rules in the Minimum Taxation Directive apply to large-scale corporate
groups (national and multinational) with annual revenues of at least EUR
750 million in two of the last four years.*° According to the report “En lag
om tillaggsskatt for foretag i stora koncerner” (SOU 2023:6), it was
estimated that there were 124 groups that were covered by these rules and
where the parent company was located in Sweden. Based on the latest
Swedish corporate group data, the Council estimates that there are currently
around 130 Swedish corporate groups that fall within the scope of the
rules.2

In the report “En lag om tilldggsskatt for foretag i stora koncerner” (SOU
2023:6), the administrative costs for the then 124 Swedish groups are
estimated to be between SEK 136 million and SEK 181 million for collecting

ohttps://www.skatteverket.se/foretag/internationellt/globalminimibeskattningtillaggsskatt.4.7361717f187e33
64e41145d.html

1 This estimate is valid for the year 2020. SOU 2023:6 also estimated that there were 4,000 group units in
Sweden in groups with a Swedish parent company and that there were 8,000 Swedish group units that
belonged to groups where the parent company was located abroad. See
https://www.regeringen.se/contentassets/018be83a464a46eeb84f151f6c957b0o7/en-lag-om-tillaggsskatt-for-
foretag-i-stora-koncerner-sou-20236.pdf.

2 In Tillvdxtanalys’ latest report on Swedish groups with subsidiaries abroad, based on data for 2023, there
were 4 244 Swedish groups with subsidiaries abroad,
https://www.tillvaxtanalys.se/publikationer/statistik/statistikserien/svenskakoncernermeddotterbolagiutlan
det2023.128276.html. This is 6.3% more than the 4 000 group units on which SOU 2023:6 bases its estimate.
Assuming that this increase also applies to companies covered by Pillar 2, it corresponds to 130 (rounded
down).
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information and reporting (mainly depending on how many countries and
entities information must be collected from).:3

At present, no impact assessment is available on the upcoming
simplification proposals in the Commission’s Tax Omnibus and DAC recast.
However, at the end of 2025, the Commission presented an evaluation of the
DAC. In the underlying report, the administrative burdens for 2022 were
estimated at EUR 898 million in total, of which EUR 568 million for DAC2,
EUR 56 million for DAC4 and EUR 274 million for DAC6.15

The Council concludes that the compliance costs in the tax area are very
significant for Swedish companies, especially for those subject to the
reporting requirements of the Minimum Taxation Directive. Simplifying and
streamlining regulatory compliance is therefore of great importance for
companies and Swedish competitiveness. Among the possible paths to
simplification, indications suggest that the following measures have great
potential for cost reduction and also to promote growth at the European
level:

- The introduction of a more general exemption from withholding tax
on interest, royalties and dividends, applicable regardless of the size
of the shareholding of the beneficiary and without any national
authorisation processes, through amendments to the Interest and
Royalties Directive and the Parent-Subsidiary Directive.

- Deactivation of the CFC rules in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive for
corporate groups covered by the Minimum Taxation Directive.

- The introduction of common minimum rules on the deduction of
R&D-related assets.

13 This estimate is based on (p. 299) “The assumption that the parent company bears the cost implies that
there are agreements on the exchange of information and that the companies state that the parent company
submits the report.” However, as mentioned in section 6, lower-level entities appear to be more involved and
the estimation must, therefore, be seen as being on the lower end.

4 https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/document/download/c24ef108-3dce-4169-84e3-
odo24f419efd_en?filename=COM_2025_695_1_EN_ACT_part1_v3.pdf

15 See p. 151 of https://taxation-customs.ec.europa.eu/document/download/2206de45-1576-4eab-826a-
4cb22aa7f8o0d en?filename=Soon o.pdf. It should be mentioned that the cost-effectiveness analysis theythen
performed was only done on DAC2 and DAC4 (as they had no benefit estimate for DAC6).
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Consequences for Swedish companies

At this early stage, it is not possible to analyse the extent to which the above
proposals affect Swedish companies in particular. However, it can be noted
that Swedish companies themselves have requested both a more general
exemption from withholding tax on interest, royalties and dividends as well
as a deactivation of the CFC rules in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive for
corporate groups covered by the Minimum Taxation Directive.

The Swedish business community is also generally positive towards rules
that strengthen the EU’s competitiveness in research and development. In
accordance with the report “Skatteincitament for forskning och utveckling”
(SOU 2026:1), the Implementation Council believes that companies that
invest in research and development should be met with tax reductions.
However, it is important that the effects of these reductions are not negated
by cost-driving mechanisms in the EU directives. While common minimum
rules on the deduction of R&D-related assets are welcomed, the Council
considers that tax incentives for R&D should be promoted more generally, at
a structural level and, where possible, without detailed regulation at
European level.

It should be noted that, although the focus of cost calculations has been on
large-scale corporate groups, simplification and reduction of compliance
costs can also benefit SMEs. However, the cost savings are more difficult to
specify at present.

Need for an appropriate analysis process

Although the primary concern of the Commission’s Tax Omnibus and DAC
recast is simplification, the tax area involves large administrative and other
compliance costs for affected companies. In order for the transitional costs
of the reforms to be justified, they must lead to concrete and tangible
simplifications for the business sector, and it is therefore important that
current proposals are accompanied by an appropriate analysis process.

The proposals presented should be accompanied by impact assessments that
are sufficiently in-depth and broad where necessary, and that include
competitiveness tests as structured by the European Commission¢. The
Commission’s impact assessment should also be analysed and related to

16 See also opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee, Review of tax reporting obligations in
the EU (ECO/664), point 1.6 (link: Assessing tax reporting obligations in the EU | EESC).
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Swedish conditions, not least the impact on Swedish companies. Given the
large impact on companies, follow-up is particularly important. Are the
proposed simplifications achieved and, if so, in a cost-effective manner?
How do simplifications benefit SMEs? A first follow-up should take place
within three years, and a plan should be made already at the time of
introduction about what data should be collected and when, in order to
enable effective follow-up.

8. The Implementation Council’s proposal for Swedish
positions for upcoming EU negotiations

» The Implementation Council believes that the
Government should work for better coordination of
overlapping rules

The Implementation Council proposes that the Government should work for
clearer coordination between the rules in the Anti-Tax Avoidance Directive
and the Minimum Taxation Directive, for example by exempting companies
covered by the latter from the application of the CFC rules. If both
regulations are to continue to be applied in parallel, at least the same
definitions, calculation methods and time frames should be used in the two
regulations — preferably linked to the accounting concepts in IFRS. In
general, it is important for multinational groups that new EU rules come
into force at the same time in all Member States.

» The Implementation Council calls on the Government to
work for simplification of reporting requirements

The Implementation Council calls on the Government to work to ensure that
DACEG is abolished or at least simplified and coordinated with other
reporting regulations, in order to reduce double reporting and limit the
administrative burden on companies. At the same time, the Council stresses
the importance of avoiding further changes in the regulatory framework that
would require companies to re-adapt their internal reporting systems and
compliance processes. Such changes risk undermining the Commission’s
simplification objectives and lead to increased compliance costs. Reporting
under DAC4 and DAC9 should be simplified and coordinated to avoid
unnecessary double reporting.
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» The Implementation Council proposes that the
Government should work to establish a common EU
digital platform or standard for tax reporting

The Implementation Council finds that it would be a significant relief for
large companies with cross-border operations not to have to adapt to several
different national reporting systems. For a corporate group that operates in
several countries, it takes a lot of time to keep track of and comply with all
the national requirements for registration, notifications and reporting in
different systems.

» The Implementation Council considers that the
Government should work to ensure that withholding
taxes on intra-group payments are abolished in the
internal market

The Implementation Council shares the business community’s view of the
problems linked to the current application of withholding taxes in the EU.
The Council believes that the Government should work in the negotiations to
ensure that withholding taxes on intra-group payments in the internal
market are completely abolished. If complete abolition is not possible, the
government should promote simplification measures such as safe harbour
mechanisms and an increased use of direct reductions in withholding tax, in
order to avoid time-consuming refund procedures.

» The Implementation Council proposes that the
Government should work for a faster and more
accessible dispute resolution mechanism

In the absence of a possible EU system for advance tax rulings in the near
future, the Implementation Council believes that the Government should
work to ensure that the existing tax dispute resolution mechanisms should
be made both faster and more accessible.

» The Implementation Council proposes that the
Government should work for the EU legislation to
facilitate tax incentives that benefit companies’
investments in research and development

The Implementation Council believes that the EU regulatory framework in
the tax field should be reviewed in order to facilitate — and not counteract —
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the effects of tax incentives that benefit companies’ investments in research
and development.

» The Implementation Council proposes that the
Government should work to ensure that the proposals
are accompanied by an appropriate analysis process

Despite the Commission’s ambition to simplify, the revision of the regulatory
framework risks imposing high adaptation and compliance costs on Swedish
companies. It is therefore important that an appropriate impact assessment
(including competitiveness tests) and evaluation (already after three years)
are carried out in order to clarify which simplifications have been achieved
and whether further cost-effectiveness can be achieved.

The Minimum Taxation Directive and DAC9 should also be evaluated as
soon as possible, as the outcome of such an evaluation could have a
significant impact on which simplification measures are desirable in the
Commission’s Tax Omnibus and DAC recast. If it turns out that there is a
good basis for simplifying the Minimum Taxation Directive and DAC9 —
taking into account the competitive disadvantages that the directive has
likely entailed as the OECD’s Pillar 2 rules do not bind competing companies
in the same way — the Implementation Council believes that this should be
done in connection with the current simplification work, in order to achieve
a stable and coherent regulatory framework.

The contact persons in this case are Secretaries Angelica Ericsson, Vilma
Bjurstrom and Fredrik Hansen (first name.last name@regeringskansliet.se).

Decided by the Implementation Council on 23 June 2026.
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