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Introduction
Introduction: an obligation and its infrastructure
Five investigations into who carries French e-invoices, at what price, with which access and under what continuity guarantees.
E-invoicing is often described as a change of format. It is also infrastructure: businesses must choose an intermediary, connect their software, entrust commercial data and decide what to do when the chain stops.
This edition follows the project’s move from the planned public portal to a market of approved platforms. It then examines the number of visible actors, free offers, the people who may access invoice data and the decisions required during an incident.
The five chapters do not predict a failure or assign motives to participants. They assemble the available records, separate established facts from open questions and show what public registers still do not allow readers to verify.
The investigation’s path
	The public portal and the new architecture for moving invoices.
	The 148 registered brands and the technical engines that may sit beneath them.
	The actual boundary of free offers, paid options and the cost of leaving.
	The data contained in an invoice and possible access according to each role.
	Business continuity, evidence, recovery and responsibility during an incident.

A dated public snapshot
The chapters reproduce the versions published on 22 August 2026. Canonical links provide a route to later corrections or updates. Interactive tools remain on the website so that the book stays readable offline and contains no scripts.
Part 1 of 5
The great e-invoicing toll, 1/5: the severed public portal
France had promised a free public e-invoicing portal. DINUM reviews show a project still unstable when the main build contracts were launched.
Published 22 August 2026 · Canonical article on l0g.fr
In August 2022, France's Finance Ministry announced the construction of a public portal that would give businesses, particularly the smallest ones, a free minimum service for the switch to electronic invoicing. Two years later, the state kept the central directory and tax-data concentrator while removing the gateway intended for businesses. Approved private platforms would handle B2B invoice issuance and receipt.

The public record shows that the change went well beyond a technical adjustment. In May 2022, the Interministerial Digital Directorate, or DINUM, found that the state had yet to settle the boundary between its free service and the private operator market. Its first review covered only part of the project so that implementation contracts could be launched. The main contract was signed in August. Five months later, the estimated cost had risen sharply and the project's critical path was still described as "ambiguous or uncertain".

The missing figure is narrower than the €267.7 million now associated with the whole reform: how much did the state pay for the public gateway it ultimately removed?

This first installment opens The Great E-Invoicing Toll, a five-part investigation. It reconstructs the French decision from DGFiP reports, DINUM reviews, transformation agreements, procurement notices and government answers to Parliament. It separates what the documents establish from the costs they still leave unknown.

Key points


	The free portal formed part of the French compromise from the report submitted to Parliament in 2020.

	Its stated purpose was economic as well as technical: limiting the entry cost for microenterprises and SMEs without suitable software.

	In May 2022, DINUM was still considering two possible projects, one minimal and one highly ambitious, without a clear decision between them.

	The main construction contract was awarded on 9 August 2022 to Capgemini Technology Services and CGI France.

	In October 2024, the Finance Ministry removed the public B2B gateway while retaining the directory, concentrator and tax-data collection.

	Published procurement values do not reveal how much was paid, ordered, accepted or reused. The cost of the removed component remains unknown.




The 2020 compromise

The French reform began with four promises: automate the fight against VAT fraud, reduce administrative work, prepare pre-filled VAT returns and give the state a faster view of economic activity.

The DGFiP report submitted to Parliament in October 2020 examines two architectures. Under the V model, every invoice passes through the public platform. Under the Y model, certified private operators may transmit invoices directly while the public platform centralises the information sent to the tax authority.

France chose the Y model. The aim was to preserve the existing ecosystem without leaving less-equipped companies behind. In every scenario it examines, the report provides for a free public platform through which a business can transmit, upload or enter an invoice online and receive invoices. For small firms still working with paper, a word processor or PDF files, the portal was also meant to provide data entry and conversion into a structured format.

The report treats this function as the social component of the compromise. Equipped companies could continue using their existing operators. Companies starting from scratch would have a public route for meeting the mandate without immediately buying an accounting suite or an additional subscription.

It also identifies the underlying tension. Representatives of e-invoicing operators wanted the public portal to remain limited to regulatory functions. Other organisations, including SME representatives, considered its functions essential. The project therefore had to draw a boundary between a free public baseline and private value-added services.

The transformation agreement funded by the Public Action Transformation Fund turns that promise into four components:


	an e-invoicing function to submit, transmit and track invoices;

	a directory to find the recipient's electronic address;

	an e-reporting function for transactions outside domestic B2B invoicing;

	a concentrator feeding the DGFiP information system.



The component removed in 2024 can therefore be identified precisely: the business-facing e-invoicing gateway available directly to private companies. The directory, concentrator and transmission of tax data remain under construction or in operation.


[image: Before October 2024, companies were meant to choose between a free public portal and a private platform. After the refocus, they must use an approved private platform while the state retains the directory, concentrator and tax-data collection.]
The PPF remains in place. Its business-facing gateway was removed; the directory, concentrator and transmission to DGFiP remain public.


May 2022: the state's role is still unsettled

The first DINUM review, dated 19 May 2022, changes the project timeline.

The body responsible for reviewing major state digital systems received an incomplete file. Scoping for the second workstream, which had to adapt DGFiP systems to collect and use the new data, was unfinished. DINUM states that this partial submission departed from the principle that a project's viability should be assessed across its full scope.

The reason appears in the document: the state wanted to launch the implementation contracts for the first workstream without delay, under the responsibility of the State Financial IT Agency, or AIFE.

At that stage, the project targeted about four million companies and two billion B2B invoices a year. Construction was estimated at €86 million, rising to €132.9 million with two years of operation. The first workstream alone was estimated at €44.3 million.

The amount did not settle the portal's intended role.

DINUM distinguishes two options. The first is a minimalist state platform that leaves advanced functions and a substantial share of the market to private operators. The second is an ambitious state platform capable of covering almost every need and attracting a large share of users.

The documents supplied to DINUM leave that choice unresolved. Information given orally appeared to be steering the team towards the ambitious option.

DINUM's reservation is explicit. Before finalising the choice, the state should tell private providers which functions it would cover and which ones it would leave open, allowing them to invest without fearing a competing free public offer.

It identifies two risks:


	a higher public bill if the portal became the dominant solution;

	political or legal challenges from companies that believed they had been shut out.



The review establishes an economic tension. It provides no evidence of covert lobbying, favouritism or collusion with operators: the boundary between public service and the private market was an explicit economic choice that remained incompletely settled while the state was preparing to engage the contractors building the system.

The same review says the MAREVA assessment did not yet include every cost. DINUM therefore described the €86 million construction budget as incomplete. The Budget Directorate asked for the project's funding and recurring expenditure to be secured.


The first contract is awarded

On 9 August 2022, AIFE awarded the main contract to a consortium formed by Capgemini Technology Services and CGI France. The award notice in the Official Journal of the European Union covers three tasks:


	designing and developing the public B2B platform;

	providing application and technical maintenance;

	migrating Chorus Pro data and B2G activity to the new platform.



The procedure had been estimated at €40 million. The published award value was €21.17 million. Two bids were received.

An award value describes the selected contract, not expenditure already incurred. An IT contract can combine fixed-price work, purchase orders, options, work triggered in stages, price revisions and amendments. The amount ultimately paid cannot be reconstructed from the award notice alone.

Eight days later, the Finance Ministry presented the award as a decisive step. Its release still promised businesses a choice between a private platform and the public portal. The latter was meant to give the smallest companies a minimum service at limited cost.

The announcement did not mention the incomplete scoping identified three months earlier or DINUM's request to clarify the space reserved for the market.


January 2023: €122 million and an uncertain critical path

The second DINUM review, issued on 12 January 2023, finally covers the whole project.

The estimate had reached €122 million for construction and €210 million including two years of operation, based on annual running costs of €44 million once fully operational.

The first four reservations were considered resolved. A map now separated covered functions, the "green list", from excluded functions, the "red list". The competitive dialogue had also led AIFE to revise the split between fixed-price work and purchase orders before the 9 August award.

Neither list appears in the public documents reviewed for this article. They matter because they would allow a comparison between the public-private boundary settled in 2022 and the scope removed in 2024.

The remaining findings were serious.

The team still lacked baseline indicators for tracking progress, performance or impact. The critical path for the complex project remained "ambiguous or uncertain". Some preliminary studies were unfinished. Architectural choices, the testing strategy, the security analysis, migration of existing invoices and data minimisation still had to be finalised.

DINUM also found that the possible uses of the data had not been described in detail beyond pre-filled VAT returns and visualisation. Developing those uses could alter the schedule, budget and structural choices.

The DGFiP workstream's infrastructure did not comply with the state's "cloud at the centre" doctrine and had no exemption. The accessibility target was 75% compliance with the RGAA standard even though the rules required full compliance. A comprehensive security risk analysis still had to be carried out.

These findings do not show that the platform was doomed. They fix the chronology: the main contract had been signed for five months when a state review was still reporting missing baseline indicators, unfinished studies and an uncertain critical path.


OCR and the removed gateway

Optical character recognition may sound secondary. It sat at the centre of the promise made to small companies.

A microenterprise that creates an invoice in a word processor or spreadsheet can export it as a PDF. A human can read that file, but it may not contain the structured data required by the reform. The public portal was therefore expected to extract the information, present it to the user for validation and produce a compatible invoice.

In May 2022, DINUM set out a particularly expensive operating-cost path for PDF processing: €21 million in 2025, €27.1 million in 2026, €17.6 million in 2027 and €10.5 million in 2028, followed by an assumed fall to zero in 2029 as structured formats became standard.

Those amounts were operating projections, not the price of a contract or cash outlays.

AIFE then launched procurement AO_OCR_2022. Its European award notice describes a SaaS service specifically for PDF invoices submitted through the PPF, including configuration, maintenance and reversibility.

The requirement was estimated at €18.5 million over six years. The purchase-order portion could reach €30 million. Everial won the contract on 20 April 2023 with a published value of €7.54 million.

Three separate figures therefore coexist:


	DINUM's modelled path for usage costs;

	the procurement estimate;

	the value of the selected bid.



None reveals the amount AIFE actually ordered or paid.

The OCR contract remains the lead most directly connected to the removed function. Its stated purpose was to process PDFs submitted by businesses through the public gateway. Direct B2B submission disappeared after October 2024.

The documentary question is specific:


How much was paid to develop, configure and operate the B2B gateway's OCR service, and was that service stopped, reduced or reused for Chorus Pro and public-sector invoicing?



Calling the €7.54 million "wasted" would be unsupported. Answering the question requires purchase orders, invoices, acceptance records, usage statistics, amendments and reversibility documents.


The 2023 delay leaves the promise intact

On 28 July 2023, the government delayed the launch that had been scheduled for July 2024.

The release cited the time required to make the reform successful. It still described the public portal as the guarantor of a minimum service at limited cost. Private platforms and the public gateway officially continued to coexist.

One month later, in an answer published by the Senate, the Finance Ministry again defended the public choice. It said the portal would address SME concerns, enable adoption at limited cost and provide more limited invoice storage than private offers. The government also cited a favourable response to the solution during a trial with small businesses.

Thirteen months before the gateway was removed, the government was still presenting it as a safeguard for less-digitised companies.

This sequence leaves a question of timing. The government announced the delay in July 2023, and stakeholders understood that the PPF had fallen behind. When did the administration conclude that the direct business service should disappear? When were ministers informed? The press releases do not answer either question.

Steering committee minutes, notes sent to the Budget Directorate and ministerial decisions would locate the change between summer 2023 and October 2024.


October 2024: the public gateway disappears

The 15 October 2024 announcement runs to only a few paragraphs.

More than 70 private platforms had received provisional registration at that point. The Finance Ministry treated that as evidence of an ecosystem sufficiently prepared to meet business needs. The public project would focus on the recipient directory and the concentrator transmitting data to the administration.

The official explanation combined timing and budget: refocusing the project was intended to meet the September 2026 deadlines while remaining within the resources allocated.

The word "abandonment" can mislead. The PPF remains a major public infrastructure. It holds the directory showing where each invoice must be routed. It receives the regulatory data extracted by the platforms and feeds DGFiP. Chorus Pro also continues to serve public-sector invoicing.

The part that disappeared was the interface private businesses would have used themselves to issue, receive and track B2B invoices.

A government answer published by the National Assembly in June 2025 completes the rationale. It says developing the full portal had become financially hard to sustain under tight budget conditions and could threaten the timetable. Some platforms had announced free basic offers or services included with management software, invoicing software or bank accounts.

The government added that public financial support for companies would undermine the sustainability of commercial offers and distort the emerging platform market.

The rationale had reversed.

In 2020, the free public platform was supposed to limit small businesses' entry costs while preserving a private market for advanced services. By 2025, free or bundled private offers were being used to justify removing the public route, while a budget subsidy was presented as a threat to the market.

This reversal documents a policy shift. It does not show that operators imposed their preferred solution. The economic trade-off identified by DINUM in 2022 ultimately produced a mandatory private gateway.


Procurement records reflect the change

The October 2024 decision also appears in procurement records.

In October 2023, AIFE had launched a procedure covering the operation of its cloud applications and the creation of a security operations centre. The initial scope included the PPF and PISTE, the state's API platform.

The procedure was cancelled on 20 November 2024. The official BOAMP information notice for the replacement procurement gives the reason: the requirement had been redefined after the e-invoicing project changed direction and the application scope changed with it. The security operations centre was removed from the new contract.

A cloud operations contract was then relaunched. It covers the PPF, PISTE and several public procurement applications. This pooling means its entire value cannot be attributed to the e-invoicing reform.

In December 2024, AIFE also launched a new application and technical maintenance contract for the PPF. The official BOAMP award notice gives a bid value of €17.73 million for Sopra Steria and a €54.17 million framework ceiling. The contract was concluded on 1 July 2025.

That contract is not the bill for the abandoned gateway. The refocused PPF still needs maintenance, fixes and adaptation. The figures become useful only if the work can be allocated between the directory, concentrator, Chorus Pro, inherited components and developments that no longer serve a purpose.






























	Contract	Published purpose	Published value	What it does not establish
	AIFE_DC_AC_FE_2022	Build the B2B PPF, maintenance, Chorus Pro migration	€21.17m	The amount paid or the share devoted to the removed gateway
	AO_OCR_2022	OCR for PDFs submitted to the PPF	€7.54m	Purchase orders used or whether the service was reused
	25_AIFE_TMPPF	Maintenance of the refocused PPF	€17.73m; €54.17m ceiling	Spending up to the ceiling or a cost exclusive to B2B invoicing


Adding these values would produce a meaningless figure. They correspond to different contracts, periods and execution terms.


The €267.7 million covers the whole reform

The Senate budget report on the 2026 Finance Bill puts the reform's total cost to the state at €267.72 million from 1 March 2021 to 31 December 2028.

Its published breakdown reports €84.3 million in personnel expenditure and €183.59 million outside personnel. Those two subtotals add to €267.89 million, €0.17 million above the stated €267.72 million total. The budget table therefore contains an arithmetic inconsistency in this breakdown. Its €267.72 million total covers the full construction and rollout of the reform, including DGFiP systems, the directory, concentrator, teams, operations and functions that remain in service.

Presenting €267.7 million as the price of a portal thrown away would be false.

The published estimates still form a path that calls for explanation. The 2021 FTAP agreement put construction work for the public platform at €19.6 million within its own scope and overall investment at €72.83 million. DINUM then estimated construction at €86 million in May 2022 and €122 million in January 2023. The parliamentary budget eventually placed the full 2021-2028 project at €267.72 million.

The scopes change. The time horizons change. Personnel and operating expenditure are treated differently. A careful reading treats them as four separate snapshots, not as a homogeneous series of overruns.


[image: The €19.6m, €86m, €122m and €267.72m figures cover different dates and scopes. They are not a consistent series of overruns.]
The four estimates document the project's wider scope and maturation. Execution records are needed to isolate the cost of the removed public gateway.

The useful question is narrower:


Within the €267.72 million, how much relates to interfaces, data-entry functions, B2B receipt, PDF processing, tracking, storage, testing and support designed for the direct public gateway and later abandoned or reassigned?



The aggregate budget leaves that question open. So do the award notices.


The missing records

The public file allows the change in direction to be reconstructed, but not the amount of any resulting loss.

Eight sets of records are needed:


	the green and red lists defining the public scope after the competitive dialogue;

	the full DINUM submission files and their MAREVA annexes;

	minutes from executive, strategic and steering committees;

	the decision memorandum leading to the 15 October 2024 announcement;

	purchase orders, amendments, paid invoices and acceptance records for the Capgemini-CGI contract;

	the same records for Everial's OCR contract;

	an inventory of components developed, deployed, abandoned or reused;

	the transition, migration, reversibility and decommissioning costs caused by the new architecture.



Those records would allow three separate hypotheses to be tested.

The first is significant waste: completed and paid-for functions may have been abandoned.

The second is substantial reuse: most of the code and infrastructure may have been used for the directory, concentrator or Chorus Pro, limiting the net loss.

The third lies between the two: the refocusing may have avoided future spending after several years of sunk costs, contract changes and delay.

The investigation should choose among these scenarios only after obtaining the records.


Mandatory use of approved platforms

From 1 September 2026, every company within the reform's scope must be able to receive electronic invoices. Large companies and intermediate-sized enterprises must also issue them electronically. SMEs and microenterprises follow for issuance on 1 September 2027.

The French model now requires an approved platform for B2B exchanges covered by the reform. Companies may choose among private providers; the public option designed in 2020 has disappeared.

The state retains the components serving its own direct needs: the directory, standards, data collection and transmission to the tax administration. Private providers handle the operational relationship with businesses.

This architecture can work. It may deploy faster and offer better tools than the original minimum public service. The number of approved platforms and the availability of free or bundled offers do not resolve the historical question.

For several years, the Finance Ministry built a hybrid project in which the free gateway was specifically meant to protect small businesses from entry costs. DINUM identified the tension between that offer and the private market at an early stage. Contracts were launched before full scoping was complete. Costs rose. The reform was delayed. The state then removed the public gateway to protect the timetable and budget while keeping the tax-data control tower.

The missing figure is more precise than €267.7 million: the amount paid for the public gateway that was ultimately removed.

That amount, and the date when the Finance Ministry concluded it would not deliver the promised gateway, must now be established from the administrative record.

The second instalment maps the technical and ownership dependencies hidden behind the 148 names in the registry updated on 19 August.




Main sources


	DGFiP, VAT in the Digital Age in France, October 2020.

	DITP, DGFiP and AIFE, e-invoicing transformation agreement, 2021.

	DGFiP and AIFE, external B2B specifications, version 1.0, September 2021.

	DINUM, binding review 2022-CMR-015, 19 May 2022.

	AIFE, main contract award notice, August 2022.

	French Finance Ministry, announcement of the award and construction launch, 17 August 2022.

	DINUM, binding review 2023-CMR-02, 12 January 2023.

	AIFE, OCR contract award notice, April 2023.

	French Finance Ministry, announcement of the delay, 28 July 2023.

	French Senate, government answer on the competitive framework, 31 August 2023.

	French Finance Ministry, announcement refocusing the PPF, 15 October 2024.

	BOAMP, information notice on the replacement AIFE cloud operations procurement, January 2025.

	French National Assembly, government answer on the effect of dropping the PPF, 3 June 2025.

	BOAMP, PPF maintenance contract award notice, 2 March 2026.

	French Senate, budget report on the 2026 Finance Bill.




Limitations


	This investigation relies on public records accessible on 22 August 2026. The green and red lists, purchase orders, invoices, acceptance records and reversibility documents were not public in the material reviewed.

	Award values, estimates and framework ceilings measure neither the amount ordered or paid nor the share allocated to the removed B2B gateway.

	The documents establish an economic trade-off between public service and the private market. They provide no evidence of covert lobbying, favouritism or coordinated action by operators.

	The €267.72 million covers the full reform between 2021 and 2028. It cannot be attributed solely to the abandoned public gateway.


Part 2 of 5
The great e-invoicing toll, 2/5: 148 platforms, how many pipes?
Bercy lists 148 approved e-invoicing platforms. Its own guide allows several registrations to rely on the same underlying technical solution.
Published 22 August 2026 · Canonical article on l0g.fr

Correction, 22 August 2026 at 18:20 CEST. The DGFiP had modified both files on 19 August. A row-by-row recount gives 148 platforms on the main list and 18 pending applications, compared with 147 and 16 in the first version of this article. The title, charts and analysis below have been corrected. The historical URL remains unchanged.



Bercy publishes an impressive list. In the main file modified on 19 August 2026, l0g counts 148 commercial names. A second file adds 18 applicants whose administrative files are complete but whose interoperability tests are still pending. At first sight, France appears to have created an extraordinarily fragmented market, with more than one hundred competitors capable of carrying invoices for millions of businesses.

The list measures administrative status without mapping the market's structure. The French tax authority's own registration guide allows a company to obtain its own number while using all, or a large part, of a solution already operated by another approved platform. Two separate brands can hold two separate authorisations while sharing a technical dependency. Conversely, software used by thousands of businesses may remain absent from the register when it acts only as a Compatible Solution connected to an approved platform.

The register counts authorised operators. It does not count genuinely independent engines, the groups that control them, shared clouds and subcontractors, or the banks, software vendors and accountancy networks that will steer companies towards a provider.

This second instalment follows the investigation into France's truncated public portal. The first article tracked the public access point abandoned by the state. This one examines the private market that replaced it.

Key findings


	The official files modified on 19 August 2026 contain 148 names on the main list and 18 files on the waiting list.

	These figures count registrations and brands, not independent technical engines.

	The DGFiP guide explicitly describes arrangements in which an applicant reuses all or part of a support platform's solution.

	Dext publicly states that its registration relies on a technology partnership with Serensia. The precise allocation of components between the two companies is not public.

	At least six names on the register openly sell white-label or grey-label infrastructure to software vendors and distributors.

	According to a report attributing the figures to the DGFiP, fifteen infrastructure platforms would carry most of the volume. Bercy publishes neither their names, nor a methodology, nor the corresponding volumes.




Official snapshot published on 19 August 2026

The DGFiP page for approved platforms separates two populations.

The main list covers operators presented as meeting the required conditions, including interoperability tests. The second list contains administratively complete files still awaiting technical validation.

l0g's count of the spreadsheets downloaded on 22 August is 148 main entries and 18 pending entries, with no duplicate name inside either file. These figures must always carry a date. The register changes as tests are completed, new applications arrive and publication errors are corrected. The main file contains two dates shown as “forthcoming” and one future date, 18 December 2026 for VENTYA. An official file still needs validation before analysis.

Each line mainly contains a commercial name, an address, a website, a contact and a date. Article 41 septies B of Annex IV to the French tax code defines the public fields. It does not require the publication of the underlying platform, subcontractors or volumes.

The contrast matters. Since the decree of 27 July 2026, a platform's file must also identify the persons controlling it under company law. The administration requests that information, but the register shown to businesses does not display it.

Bercy therefore holds a richer map than the one it publishes.


[image: The public register shows brands and basic contact details, but does not fully show controlling groups, support engines, critical subcontractors or distribution channels.]
The public register answers a legal question: which operators are authorised. It is not yet a map of economic and technical dependencies.


A separate registration may rely on another operator's solution

The most useful document is not a corporate announcement or a consultant's report. It is the DGFiP user guide for registration applications, updated on 10 December 2025.

Page 20 deals directly with white-label and grey-label structures.

In the first case, the applicant uses the entire solution of a platform that has already been registered. It must submit the contract with the provider, the server location and a description of the technical link. The remaining technical documentation can be the material already filed by the support platform.

In the second case, the applicant operates its own portal and user-authentication process, but reuses the support provider's solution for the other functions. Here again, most technical descriptions are those already submitted by the vendor.

Outside these structures, the supplier of a component is treated as a subcontractor. The guide also says that a white-label operator hosting the entire code itself must follow the standard process.

The mechanism can therefore separate as many as five objects:


	the brand seen by the company;

	the company holding the registration;

	the engine performing the regulatory functions;

	the host and subcontractors;

	the distributor retaining the client relationship.



This architecture is neither secret nor irregular. It is contemplated by the administration and can lower development costs, speed up entry and stop every software vendor rebuilding the same infrastructure.

The problem lies elsewhere: the register does not disclose the relationships it permits.


The Compatible Solution creates another invisible layer

A second distinction widens the gap between the list and the real market.

An Approved Platform can transmit and receive invoices, update the directory and send regulatory data to the administration. A Compatible Solution can create documents, run the interface or automate workflows, but must connect to an Approved Platform for the reserved acts.

A business may therefore believe it is using only its ERP, invoicing software or accountant's tool. The regulatory engine operates behind the interface, sometimes without its brand being prominent.

The register can produce two opposite illusions:


	overstating the number of infrastructures by separately counting registrations that rely on the same solution;

	understating the number of commercial interfaces by omitting Compatible Solutions distributing those infrastructures.




Dext's documented reliance on Serensia

Dext and Serensia appear separately on the main list.

Yet Dext states in its help centre for the reform that it was registered "thanks to a technology partnership with Serensia". Dext describes itself as a hybrid Approved Platform, integrated into its pre-accounting product and included in existing subscriptions.

That statement establishes a public technical dependency between two entries on the register. It does not establish that Dext and Serensia use exactly the same end-to-end system. Important documents remain unavailable:


	does the structure fall under the guide's first or second case?

	which functions does Dext operate directly?

	who controls authentication, hosting, testing and incident recovery?

	are Dext's volumes counted separately from those of the support engine?

	could Dext switch infrastructure without redesignating every client?



The Dext-Serensia link matters because it provides a verifiable example of what the register does not show.

Serensia was acquired by Quadient in June 2025. A few months later, Quadient said its subsidiary had already secured more than 215 million invoices a year, including white-label partnerships, or more than 10 per cent of the addressable market by its own calculation. The release named TotalEnergies, BPCE and Dalkia, and identified Cerfrance, a network representing 320,000 small and medium-sized businesses, as a white-label partner.

Those volumes are operator claims. l0g does not convert them into observed market shares. They nevertheless show how a single infrastructure may expect to carry far more traffic than its single register entry suggests.


Public white-label infrastructure offers

Serensia is not an isolated case. At least six operators on the main list publicly sell infrastructure designed to remain partly or entirely behind another software brand.

Iopole

The France Num profile for Iopole describes a full-API platform for software vendors. The company says it helps them become either Compatible Solutions or separately registered Approved Platforms. It claims more than 300,000 user companies and leadership in white-label Approved Platforms. These are self-reported metrics, but the published references identify several software products connected to its infrastructure.

B2BRouter

B2BRouter openly markets two structures. Under white label, the software vendor keeps its brand and user experience while B2BRouter provides compliance. Under grey label, the technology partner remains visible.

Docoon

Docoon names several construction and architecture software vendors integrating its platform under grey label. It also sells white-label structures.

Seres

Docaposte sells the platform developed by its Seres subsidiary under white label. It is registered with the DGFiP under number 0020. The distributing vendor can retain its identity, pricing and customer relationship while using Seres's infrastructure and regulatory compliance.

Seqino

Seqino sells a grey-label API and a white-label product for vendors seeking their own registration. The company joined Crédit Mutuel Arkéa in 2025.

Serensia

Serensia directly markets its technology under white label, with maintenance and regulatory updates handled by the supplier.

This is not an exhaustive survey. It establishes a documented floor: at least six names on the main list openly present themselves as plumbing suppliers for other brands.


[image: The official list contains 148 main platforms and 18 pending files. The figure of fifteen infrastructure platforms comes from a secondary report. No official list names them.]
The first two numbers are l0g counts of the official files. The third comes from a statement reported by Compta Online. The fourth measures the absence of an official publication that would make it verifiable.


Fifteen infrastructures, according to one report

The figure behind the original title came from an article by Compta Online.

The publication reports that, at a conference held on 6 July 2026 by the Paris regional order of chartered accountants, Sébastien Rabineau, head of the DGFiP's electronic-invoicing mission, described:


	about 140 platforms;

	52 intending to issue invoices from 1 September 2026;

	fifteen infrastructure platforms supporting white-label solutions and carrying most of the volume.



The statement is plausible. It converges with the official guide and with the commercial offerings identified. It remains secondary and incomplete.

As of publication, l0g has found:


	no official list naming the fifteen;

	no stable regulatory definition of an "infrastructure platform";

	no breakdown of registrations by support platform;

	no public data on the volumes actually carried by each engine.



The figure cannot therefore be treated as an established fact. The rigorous wording is:


According to a report attributing the estimate to the DGFiP, about fifteen infrastructures may carry a large part of the market. Bercy does not publish the material needed to test that statement.




Several entries can belong to the same wider organisation

Even without the support relationships, the official list already contains visible clusters.

It includes KOLECTO PA and KOLECTO PDP, two lines pointing to the same domain. The France Num profile for Kolecto says the company is wholly owned by Crédit Agricole. The two lines do not prove a single engine. They require an explanation of which entities, registration numbers and scopes are being distinguished.

The list also contains ECOSIO and ecosio InterCom, a Vertex Company, using the same contact domain. Vertex completed its acquisition of ecosio in August 2024.

Two entries cover EDICOM France and EDICOM Group, with the same domain and contact address. Two more cover DOCOON and DOCOON IMMO / FREEDZ, whose contacts point back to the Docoon group.

These links are not enough to merge the entries in a competition analysis. A group may operate separate legal entities, environments or distinct products. They are enough to rule out a naive reading: 148 lines do not mean 148 independent owners.


Consolidation began before the mandate

The market is taking shape while specialists in invoicing, tax and accounting are being absorbed by larger groups.



















































	Platform or vendor	Documented controlling group	Public transaction
	Pagero	Thomson Reuters	Acquisition completed in February 2024
	ecosio	Vertex	Acquisition completed in August 2024
	Chaintrust	Visma	Acquisition announced in January 2024
	Dext	IRIS Software Group	Acquisition completed in December 2024
	Serensia	Quadient	Acquisition completed in June 2025
	Sellsy	TeamSystem	Group integration announced in 2025
	Seqino	Crédit Mutuel Arkéa	Integration stated by Seqino for 2025
	Kolecto	Crédit Agricole	Wholly owned according to France Num


None of these transactions is abnormal. European regulatory infrastructure, accounting integrations and recurring access to business flows are logical assets for software, tax, banking and document-automation groups.

Their accumulation changes the proper unit of analysis. A useful market analysis combines group, technology, distribution channel and commercial name.


Market power may sit in distribution

The engine is only one possible point of concentration.

According to Quadient, Cerfrance represents 320,000 small and medium-sized businesses and selected Serensia under white label. Kolecto is controlled by Crédit Agricole. Seqino belongs to Crédit Mutuel Arkéa and says its first bank distribution began in 2022. TeamSystem says it supports more than 3.1 million businesses in Europe and processes more than 500 million electronic invoices a year across its platforms, figures applying to the group rather than the French Sellsy platform alone.

A banking network, an accounting suite or a regulated profession can direct far more businesses than a technical specialist unknown to the public. Competition therefore operates across four connected markets:


	regulatory infrastructure;

	the daily user interface;

	distribution and designation in the directory;

	adjacent services such as payments, cash management, credit, factoring and accounting automation.



Without directory and production statistics by group and engine, no serious market-share calculation is possible.


Data Bercy should publish

Useful transparency would not require disclosing source code, commercial contracts or sensitive security details. An enriched register could show, for each entry:


	the legal entity and official identifier;

	its controlling group or persons;

	whether a support platform is used;

	the structure type, full solution, own portal or standard subcontracting;

	key critical subcontractors and cloud provider, potentially in aggregated form;

	the number of businesses designated in the directory;

	direct and indirect volumes;

	the continuity procedure if the support engine loses registration or suffers a prolonged outage.



The law could protect sensitive details while disclosing essential dependencies. If individual data were considered protected, Bercy could at least publish aggregates by group and support platform.

That transparency would serve two different needs. Businesses would know what they are actually choosing. Public authorities could measure the risk that one outage, one withdrawal of registration or one acquisition affects several brands at once.


Established findings

It establishes that the DGFiP list is a register of permissions, not a map of competition.

It establishes that the official process allows several registrations to rely on the same solution.

It establishes that a white-label infrastructure market already exists and that several groups control multiple parts of the chain.

It also establishes that Bercy requests more information from platforms than it returns to businesses.


Mapping the dependencies

France can have 148 approved platforms and depend on a much smaller number of engines. It can also have 148 platforms while offering businesses hundreds of interfaces distributed through banks, software products and accountants.

Both realities can coexist.

The public number creates an impression of abundance. The real structure sits behind it: a smaller set of infrastructures, consolidating groups, powerful distributors and a multitude of visible brands.

Bercy has created a register of doors. To judge competition and resilience, it now needs to publish the plan of the pipes.

Part three continues the investigation with an audit of free offers, quotas and exit costs.


Main sources


	DGFiP, official register of approved platforms

	DGFiP, main list available on 22 August 2026

	DGFiP, files awaiting interoperability tests

	DGFiP, registration application guide, updated 10 December 2025

	Légifrance, fields published in the official list

	Légifrance, identification of persons controlling a platform

	Dext, technology partnership with Serensia

	Quadient, acquisition of Serensia

	Quadient, claimed Serensia and white-label volumes

	France Num, Iopole's software-vendor infrastructure offer

	Compta Online, report referring to fifteen infrastructure platforms




Limitations


	This investigation does not provide an exact count of independent engines.

	Two brands belonging to the same group do not necessarily use the same infrastructure.

	Effective concentration cannot be measured before directory and production data are published.

	White label is not a risk in itself. Shared infrastructure can improve testing, security and costs, but it can also concentrate dependencies. That difference must be measured.


Part 3 of 5
The great e-invoicing toll, 3/5: the price of free
Approved e-invoicing platforms really do advertise zero-euro offers. l0g audited 19 public plans to examine quotas, acquisition models and exit costs.
Published 22 August 2026 · Canonical article on l0g.fr
In France's electronic-invoicing reform, a displayed price of €0 covers several different commercial realities.

Several providers explicitly display €0. Qonto says it provides compliant, free and unlimited invoicing without requiring a professional account. Dougs displays a €0 service with no volume cap and no purchase obligation. Indy, Abby and Tiime also advertise a free regulatory core. The withdrawal of the public portal does not therefore force every company to pay a private-platform subscription.

The same zero can describe radically different products. At Pennylane, it is reserved for micro-businesses, one user and 1,200 invoices a year. At B2BRouter, it covers 24 annual transactions, including received invoices and tax declarations. At Shine Facture, ordinary quotes and invoices are unlimited but the free plan stops at five customers. Its FAQ says electronic sending and receipt are included across all plans, while the price table still marks issuance as “forthcoming” for Free. At Kolecto, zero is a first-year offer for newly created businesses. Elsewhere, the approved platform is included in software, a bank account or a subscription that is already being paid for.

After the amputated public portal and the 148 shopfronts in Bercy's registry, this third part opens the price lists. It does not attempt to find the cheapest platform. It examines what free contains, what it excludes and when zero stops being zero.

Key points


	Bercy did not award a public contract to a closed list of mandatory vendors. Operators apply, are registered after checks and tests, then each company chooses its platform.

	In l0g's sample of 19 public offers, 13 provide an unambiguous zero-price entry under a conservative counting rule. Dext remains outside the count because the standalone free e-reporting scope is not explicit enough.

	A free offer may be standalone, restricted to a legal status, capped by volume, financed by adjacent services or temporary.

	“Included at no extra charge” is not the same as “without cost” when the software, account or accounting service is already paid for.

	Public price lists make some company profiles calculable. API access, multiple entities, integration, support and overages often remain unknown.

	Technical switching has been regulated since July 2026. It does not automatically terminate the commercial contract.

	Claims about €1,700 implementation packages and €30 monthly banking subscriptions appear in a parliamentary question. They remain leads to document, not generalised findings.




Companies still choose their platform

One confusion needs to be cleared up before looking at prices.

The state chose an architecture in which invoices pass through privately operated approved platforms. It did not choose, through a procurement process, the company that each artisan, freelancer or SME must pay.

The DGFiP describes the procedure as registration. An operator files an application, provides guarantees and demonstrates its ability to perform the regulated functions. Registration lasts three years and may be withdrawn after repeated breaches. The official January 2026 announcement adds that platforms on the main list met regulatory requirements and passed technical and interoperability tests.

The final supplier remains a management choice for the company. In a government answer published by the Senate on 6 August 2026, the relevant criteria include volumes, customer type and budget.

A business is compelled to enter the system, not to buy a specific brand. Competition therefore exists on paper. Its quality then depends on how readable the offers are, whether switching works in practice and whether a customer can compare anything beyond marketing headlines.


How l0g counted zero

This investigation uses a snapshot taken on 22 August 2026.

l0g selected 19 operators that appeared on the DGFiP's main list and represented several business families: tools for sole traders, management software, accounting providers, technical platforms, banking groups and SME offers. The sample is not the entire market. It tests the range of commercial models using official pages that were publicly accessible.

An offer counted as a zero-price entry when the provider's official page explicitly displayed a free plan or zero price capable of giving access to the regulatory circuit, even when that price was restricted by legal status, volume or time.

Three exclusions prevent the count from being inflated:


	a platform “included at no extra charge” in paid software is not counted as a standalone zero-price offer;

	a free invoice editor is not counted when the page does not clearly establish that the full regulated service is included;

	a free trial is not a durable free offer.



Under that rule, 13 of the 19 pages examined provide an unambiguous zero-price entry. The thirteen are Qonto Facturation, Indy, Abby, Dougs Facturation, Tiime, Pennylane, SUPER PDP, B2BRouter, VosFactures, macompta.fr, Shine Facture, Kolecto and Odoo. This does not mean that the offers are equivalent. It measures only the presence of a door with no displayed direct price.

All prices in this article are before VAT. They come from provider pages and are attributed to the providers. l0g did not complete a full identified subscription journey with every operator or audit the contracts supplied after onboarding. Missing information remains missing.


[image: Free offers may be standalone, restricted to a legal status, capped by a small quota, free up to a high threshold, limited by another usage, or bundled with a paid product.]
Zero is an entry price, not a homogeneous product category. Examples are attributed to providers' official price pages and do not amount to a ranking.


Five standalone zero-price offers

Five official pages display a relatively broad free core.

Qonto Facturation displays a €0 tool with no bank card and no bank account required. The page advertises unlimited quotes and invoices, receipt of supplier invoices, document centralisation and external-account synchronisation. The professional account remains a separate product, starting at €9 a month on the price list reviewed.

Dougs Facturation goes further in its wording: €0 before VAT per month, no volume cap and no purchase obligation. The accounting firm presents the approved platform and e-reporting as included in the package. Paid accounting services are the adjacent product.

Indy includes electronic invoicing and unlimited quotes and invoices in its €0 Essentiel offer. Paid plans add reminders, certain filings, support and accounting features. Its professional account is presented as optional.

Abby places electronic invoicing in its free Basique plan alongside quotes, invoices, revenue books and threshold alerts. The provider presents issuance, receipt and e-reporting as included at no extra charge. Banking, VAT, reminders, multiple users and stock sit in higher tiers.

Tiime also advertises a free platform with no commitment, covering issuance, receipt and e-reporting. The provider says the service will remain free. Its other products cover a professional account, accounting and work with accounting firms.

These pages do not establish how well the services will perform on 1 September. They establish a narrower point: the direct cost of compliance can genuinely be zero.

The analysis must be symmetrical. Free is not inherently suspicious. A provider may fund a low-cost regulatory component at scale through more profitable optional services. It may also want to secure a customer relationship before competitors do. Both motives are ordinary in software.

The unusual feature is where demand comes from. Here, the acquisition product answers a legal obligation affecting millions of businesses. Zero can therefore reduce customer-acquisition costs substantially.


The meter hidden behind zero

The price often changes less because of electronic invoicing itself than because of the unit chosen to measure it.

Pennylane restricts its free offer to micro-businesses, one user and 1,200 invoices a year. The restriction is clear. A company that changes status or adds a user leaves the free scope even when volume remains low.

B2BRouter offers a Basic plan at €0 for life. It covers one user, ten contacts and 24 annual transactions. The word transaction is decisive: it includes invoices sent, invoices received and tax declarations. Two supplier invoices a month can consume the annual quota before the business issues a single customer invoice.

VosFactures limits its free Micro plan to three documents a month. Its €5 Basique plan makes documents unlimited. Higher tiers add users and functions.

SUPER PDP uses the opposite model. Its online account is free up to 1,000 invoices a month. API pricing then falls from €0.01 to €0.005 and €0.0025 per invoice as volume rises, with a €2 KYC or KYB check and a €10 annual minimum. The platform states that an account exceeding 1,000 monthly invoices moves to API pricing.

macompta.fr offers up to 20 monthly flows to a non-subscriber. Public tiers then rise to €5, €10, €15 and €20 a month up to 500 flows. For customers subscribing to its accounting or invoicing software, the approved platform is included up to 250 monthly invoices. Its terms of service state that one e-reporting flow counts as one invoice and that each invoice sent or received is counted regardless of status.

Shine Facture moves the limit to the customer base. Free costs €0 and caps the customer base at five. The FAQ says electronic receipt and issuance are included at no extra charge across all offers. Yet the detailed grid still marked electronic issuance as “forthcoming” for Free on 22 August. l0g therefore retains the zero-price entry but flags the activation date for confirmation. Start is equivalent to €9 a month on annual billing, or €11 month by month. Plus is equivalent to €20 a month on annual billing, or €25 month by month, and adds a second access.

Kolecto reserves its €0 offer for the first twelve months of certain newly created businesses. Normal pricing then depends on headcount: €12, €39 or €99 a month, with annual invoice quotas and additional modules. Here, free describes an acquisition period, not the company's stable cost.

The move to a paid plan therefore depends on the meter used.

It may be documents, transactions, customers, users, companies, addresses, received invoices, e-reporting days or activated applications.


Included platforms blur the standalone price

A second family of offers does not invoice the approved platform separately. The customer is already paying for something else.

Sage says use of its approved platform is integrated into several subscriptions, with caps specific to each product. Above those caps, usage is billed. The page directs customers to sales for overage prices. An existing customer may therefore face no immediate surcharge while still being unable to calculate publicly what the future bill will be beyond the cap.

Cegid advertises access to its approved platform at no extra charge for several Cegid and EBP products. l0g found no unified grid comparing caps, overages and configurations across the entire range.

Dext says the approved platform is included in existing subscriptions at no extra charge. Its free account documents compliant invoice creation and sending, and says it supports compliance for sending and receipt. The PA documentation nevertheless describes e-reporting as “forthcoming” and does not explicitly say whether it will be included in the standalone €0 account. Dext could therefore qualify as a fourteenth free entry, but l0g excludes it from the strict count until that scope is published unambiguously.

Axonaut presents the approved platform as included in its management software. Here too, the customer buys a suite containing CRM, invoicing, cash management and administrative features. A standalone price for the approved platform does not really exist.

This distinction is not a criticism. Native integration may be the cheapest answer for a company already using the software. It can reduce connectors, training and duplicate entry. It can also make comparison harder because the regulatory price disappears into a larger bundle.

At the other end of the spectrum, some providers publish a clear subscription.

Docaposte lists €19 before VAT a month for Starter, with 50 received invoices and advertised ten-year evidential archiving. Standard costs €69 for 100 documents and adds e-reporting, among other functions. Advanced is displayed at €149.

Sellsy charges per user with a minimum of two licences. At the collection date, Standard Facturation carried a first-year promotion of €29 per user per month against a public standard price of €39, with annual commitment. The promotion expires on 31 August 2026. Extending €29 across three years would therefore create a false calculation.

Odoo occupies a special position. Its “One App Free” plan allows one application with unlimited users. The Invoicing app advertises unlimited sending and receipt. Zero holds as long as the company remains inside that single application. Adding other applications or requiring an external API moves it into paid plans.


A calculator that preserves the unknowns

Comparing these offers through one monthly price would be misleading. The l0g calculator applies public price lists to a company profile over 36 months and leaves blank what a source cannot establish.


Interactive tool. The platform cost calculator remains available on l0g.fr. The book preserves its context and limitations without embedding scripts.



The default profile is deliberately simple: a micro-business, one user, five active customers, 12 invoices sent and 20 received each month, with no API.

Under those assumptions, several offers show a direct three-year cost of €0. SUPER PDP produces €2, reflecting the published KYC or KYB check. B2BRouter reaches €330 over three years because the 24-transaction annual cap is exceeded. VosFactures and macompta.fr reach €180 in the model. Docaposte produces €684. Sellsy reaches €2,568 because the grid imposes at least two licences and the promotion covers only year one.

Those figures do not identify a winner.

A €684 offer may contain evidential archiving and support that a €0 offer does not document. An integrated product may remove hours of manual entry. A free tool may fit a sole trader perfectly. The calculation only exposes how the tariff works.

The price cannot be calculated result is as informative as the figures. It appears when a profile requires an unpriced API, exceeds a quota with no public overage, adds too many users or depends on a quote.

Unknown should not be the default value in a regulated market.


The components of total cost

The platform's direct price is only the first layer of total cost.

In plain language, this is the total cost of ownership, usually shortened to TCO. l0g's working formula is:


36-month total cost = direct price + volume + users and entities + setup and integration + archiving and support + required products + payment fees + exit cost



Volume

An invoice sent, an invoice received, a credit note, a rejection or an e-reporting day may be counted differently by each provider. A business must rebuild its flows using each commercial definition, not merely its customer-invoice count.

Users and companies

A second access, an internal accountant, a subsidiary or a new establishment may trigger a higher plan. Per-user pricing makes the bill sensitive to organisational structure even when volume is unchanged.

Integration

A free web portal may be unusable for a company that must connect an ERP, cash register, industry-specific application or several accounting systems. The API, sandbox, connector and integration project can then dominate the cost.

Archiving

Storing a file, retaining evidence and providing evidential archiving are not the same service. Duration, restitution and access after termination must be compared separately.

Support

A help centre, chat, setup assistance and a service-level commitment are four different levels. Zero may cover the software without covering the human time required to start it.

Financial services

Payment links, direct debit, factoring, credit and professional accounts may generate fees independent of the approved-platform price. They are optional in several offers. They may also be central to the provider's business model.

Exit

The contract, exports, attachment recovery and connector reconstruction form the final layer. It is invisible at signup and may become decisive three years later.


The business model behind a free regulatory service

Free becomes less mysterious when one looks at what companies sell around it.

Qonto sells professional accounts, cards, payments and financing. Indy offers filings, a professional account, support and a payment link. Dougs sells accounting services. Abby monetises banking, VAT, reminders, stock and multiple users. Tiime works with accounting firms and offers other management components.

Kolecto belongs to the Crédit Agricole group and benefits from its distribution networks. Dext sits inside accounting-firm workflows. Sage, Cegid, Odoo, Sellsy and Axonaut use compliance to reinforce broader software suites.

Electronic invoicing has three rare commercial qualities.

It is mandatory. It recurs every month. It contains data that naturally feeds accounting, cash management, payments and credit.

Giving away regulatory transport may therefore lower the cost of acquiring customers for more profitable products. The model resembles standard software freemium, but the law supplies the initial need.

No conclusion about data use follows automatically from this economic logic. It proves neither resale, abusive scoring nor hidden compulsion. Those questions require the contracts, privacy policies and consents of each operator.

The investigation establishes only the incentive: the company receiving the invoice is exceptionally well placed to sell what comes next.


Switching now has a regulatory clock

French law strengthened platform mobility in July 2026.

Article 7 of the decree of 27 July 2026 requires platforms to provide customers, free and without conditions, with documentation on switching. A company may request a change to its routing information in the central directory at any time.

The procedure then follows precise deadlines.


[image: The arrival platform notifies the departure platform within two business days, the departure platform has five days to object on customer-will grounds, then the arrival platform has fifteen days to update the directory. The commercial contract remains separate.]
The law facilitates routing transfer and preserves certain services for one year. It explicitly separates that operation from termination of commercial contracts.

Within two business days of receiving the formal agreement, the arrival platform notifies the departure platform. The latter has five business days to object, solely on evidence challenging the customer's intention, such as a more recent agreement. After express or tacit agreement, the arrival platform has fifteen business days to enter the new information in the directory.

The decree also protects continuity. Certain invoice-status services must remain available for one year. On request, the former platform must provide within five business days any information it holds that is needed to continue the company's activity.

The decree states immediately before those protections that changing the directory does not prejudge the validity, performance or termination of contracts.

The invoice can therefore move to another pipe while the subscription remains alive.

A company must therefore examine separately:


	the regulated switching procedure;

	commercial notice periods;

	commitment length;

	any charges;

	export format;

	recoverable attachments, logs and evidence;

	the cost of rebuilding connectors.



The price of free may reveal itself at exit rather than entry.


Two pricing alerts without public evidence

A written question published by the National Assembly on 21 July 2026 reports two alerts attributed to the Vendée branch of CAPEB, the building trades federation.

MP Véronique Besse refers to implementation packages offered by some accounting firms for as much as €1,700, and to professional bank accounts accompanied by an electronic-invoicing subscription of €30 before VAT a month, described as ancillary but mandatory.

The text also mentions a 9 July letter from the departmental public-finance director in Vendée, who reportedly called the alleged abuses unacceptable while reminding businesses that free or almost free offers existed.

These elements deserve investigation. They do not establish that banks or accounting firms generally charge such amounts.

The parliamentary question publishes:


	no quote;

	no contract;

	no institution name;

	no breakdown of what the €1,700 service contains;

	no proof that the banking product was genuinely compulsory;

	no count of affected companies.



A high package price may cover flow auditing, setup, migration, training and integration. It may also exploit regulatory confusion to sell an oversized service. Price alone does not decide between those explanations.

Establishing an abusive practice requires the documents, interviews with the businesses, replies from the providers and the positions of the consumer authority, the banking supervisor and the French accounting profession.

l0g therefore retains these figures as documentary leads, not findings.


The comparator Bercy does not publish

The DGFiP publishes the list of authorised platforms. It provides a logo and explains regulatory criteria. It does not publish a standardised offer grid.

The Government says the market contains free or no-extra-cost offers comparable with the minimum service that the public portal might have provided. The existence of zero is credible. The word comparable remains hard to test.

For a small business to choose according to volume, customer type and budget, each public platform record should include at least:


	the standalone price of the regulatory core;

	eligible legal or tax status;

	included invoices sent and received;

	how e-reporting, credits and rejections are counted;

	included users, companies and establishments;

	overage price;

	API and integration cost;

	nature and duration of archiving;

	support channels;

	required adjacent products;

	commitment length and post-promotion price;

	a link to the regulated mobility documentation;

	export formats and restitution charges.



Such disclosure would not turn the state into a commercial comparison site. It would standardise the information required to exercise the choice the state imposes.

The market could still sell support, automation, credit, payments and accounting. Customers would simply know where compliance ends and the additional product begins.


Result: real free cores with variable boundaries

The investigation leads to a qualified conclusion.

The promised free offers exist. Several providers display a genuine €0 core. A simple micro-business can probably comply without a dedicated subscription. Saying that every business must pay a direct toll would be false.

Zero does not settle the cost question.

A company grows, receives invoices, hires staff, connects software, opens a subsidiary, demands support, automates payments and eventually changes supplier. Each of those steps can move the bill outside the free core.

The relevant debate is therefore not whether free exists. It is where its boundary lies.

How many documents? How many customers? How many users? Which API? Which archive? Which surrounding product is required? What price after the promotion? What contract governs departure?

A €0 platform may be an excellent deal. It may also be a rational acquisition product for a much broader relationship. Both statements can be true at the same time.

Bercy made the private pipe mandatory. The market sometimes made entry free. What is still missing is the signage that would let millions of businesses understand what they are buying before the meter starts.

Part four now follows the data and its readers: platforms, the tax authority, software, accounting firms, banks and AI assistants.


Method and main sources

Cut-off date: 22 August 2026. The 19 operators in the sample appeared on the DGFiP's main list at that date. The count retains thirteen unambiguous zero-price entries under the rule described in the article. Dext remains a possible borderline case and is not added to the figure. Promotions are dated. Quote-based prices are never estimated.

The calculator prices public direct cost over 36 months. It does not score security, quality, support or productivity. Entered flows sometimes serve as a proxy when a provider prices documents or transactions whose exact definition still needs confirmation in a quote.


	DGFiP, role and registration of approved platforms

	DGFiP, publication of the list after testing

	DGFiP, official approved-platform list

	French Senate, Government answer on free and no-extra-cost offers

	Légifrance, decree of 27 July 2026 on switching

	National Assembly, question on reported pricing practices in Vendée

	Qonto Facturation

	Indy

	Abby

	Dougs Facturation

	Tiime

	Pennylane

	SUPER PDP

	B2BRouter

	VosFactures

	macompta.fr

	Shine Facture

	Kolecto

	Docaposte e-Facture

	Sage

	Cegid

	Dext, free invoicing tool

	Dext, PA scope and forthcoming e-reporting

	Odoo, pricing

	Odoo, electronic invoicing in France

	Sellsy

	Axonaut




Limitations


	The 19-operator sample illustrates several business models without covering the entire DGFiP register.

	The audit covers public pages. It does not replace an identified subscription journey, the contract supplied to a customer or a service-quality test.

	The calculator sometimes uses flow count as a proxy. Each operator retains its own definitions of document, transaction and e-reporting.

	Prices and scopes may change after the cut-off date, notably when a promotion expires or an announced feature becomes active.


Part 4 of 5
The great e-invoicing toll, 4/5: who reads your invoices?
The full invoice travels between platforms. Bercy receives a structured tax twin that gains line descriptions, quantities and unit prices in 2027.
Published 22 August 2026 · Canonical article on l0g.fr
France's reform creates two distinct flows: the complete commercial document between businesses and a structured twin sent to the tax authority.

The full invoice moves from the issuing company to its approved platform, then to the customer's platform and the customer. In parallel, the sender's platform extracts the fields required by law and sends them to the tax authority. Statuses, transaction information and some payment data complete the file. From September 2027, commercial lines themselves become structured: precise descriptions, quantities, unit prices, discounts and charges.

Software, ERP systems, accountants, banks, payments, credit and sometimes artificial intelligence can then be connected around this mandatory chain. Each branch relies on different contracts and permissions. Bercy's registry does not map them.

After the amputated public portal, the 148 shopfronts in Bercy's registry and the price of free, this fourth part follows the data. It asks a simple question: who can actually see what?

In this article, tax twin is l0g's shorthand for the structured file, statuses and regulated data sent to the tax authority. It is not an official legal term.

Key points


	The sender's approved platform and the recipient's platform process the full document. One operator may perform both roles when the companies use the same platform.

	The central directory is used for routing. Its legal purpose is not to store invoice content.

	The tax authority receives much more than a VAT total: identities, dates, transaction categories, tax bases, rates, amounts, statuses and some payment data.

	On 1 September 2027, nine additional commercial items become structured, including the precise description, quantity and unit price before VAT.

	Data hosted by the approved-platform service must remain in the European Union. The requirement extends to third parties with technical access.

	A general privacy policy naming US subcontractors does not prove that regulated invoice data leave the EU. The precise boundary of the approved-platform service must be identified.

	Integrated AI and connected external assistants are not the same product. Several operators explicitly document the difference.

	A bank account or credit product does not prove that invoices automatically feed a score. The dataset and activation journey must be verified product by product.




One document, two circuits

The law first organises transport of the commercial document.

The section governing approved-platform services requires the sender's platform to accept, check and transmit the invoice. The recipient's platform must receive it and make it available to its customer. Depending on the format, the chain may contain a UBL, CII or Factur-X file and a readable representation.

Those functions require the platforms to process the full document. They check its structure, routing and certain mandatory information, then manage lifecycle statuses. The customer must be able to view the invoice, refuse it or follow payment.

The second circuit is fiscal.

The sender's platform extracts the fields listed in Article 41 septies D and sends them to the administration. Article 242 nonies L generally sets a 24-hour deadline after filing, subject to specific rules for some categories of data.

The tax file is therefore not necessarily the PDF or complete document sent to the customer. It is a regulated structured representation, supplemented by statuses and, depending on the transaction, payment or reporting data.

The central directory is a third object. The texts assign it a routing purpose: identifying the recipient's chosen platform and electronic address. Treating the directory as a warehouse of invoices would be wrong.


[image: The full document moves between companies and platforms. The directory is used for routing. Structured data and statuses are sent to the tax authority.]


The mandatory chain and optional branches

The regulated chain already causes several systems to process an invoice. It says nothing about the interface visible to the user, the accounting firm or the financial services activated around it.

The map below separates these levels. It asks for no invoice, company number or provider name. All interaction remains in the browser.


Interactive tool. The invoice access map remains available on l0g.fr. The book preserves its context and limitations without embedding scripts.



The map uses four categories:


	full document: the actor may process the invoice itself;

	structured data: it receives an extracted or derived dataset;

	routing only: it knows where to send the document without receiving its content;

	potential technical access: a host or subcontractor may administer the system without a staff member routinely reading every invoice.



Technical capability does not prove human consultation. It still places the provider inside the security and subcontracting analysis.


Data received by Bercy from September 2026

The correspondence table published by the DGFiP in August 2026 takes the discussion out of the abstract.

From the first deadline, the tax twin may contain several families of information.










































	Family	Examples transmitted
	Identity	company identifiers, VAT numbers and seller or buyer countries
	Document	date, unique number, corrected invoice and currency
	Transaction type	goods, services or a combination
	Tax	tax bases by rate, VAT rates and amounts, exemptions and special regimes
	Performance	delivery, service-completion or advance-payment dates
	Lifecycle	filed, rejected, refused and paid statuses
	Payment	collection date and amount by VAT rate where required
	E-reporting	B2C or international sales data outside domestic B2B e-invoicing


The mandatory statuses are not merely convenience notifications. They are part of the tax system and show that an invoice was filed, rejected, refused or collected.

Calling these merely "a few tax fields" understates the system. Saying the administration systematically receives the complete commercial document overstates it. The reality sits between the two: Bercy receives a structured file rich enough for automated controls, without the texts requiring central storage of every readable representation or attachment.


September 2027, invoice lines become data

One year later, the level of detail increases sharply.

From 1 September 2027, Article 41 septies D adds nine structured items:


	the precise description of the good or service;

	quantity;

	unit price before VAT;

	discounts, rebates and reductions;

	fees and charges;

	the delivery address when it differs from the customer's address;

	the corrected invoice's issue date;

	the early-payment discount note;

	the environmental contribution.



The shift is qualitative. In 2026 the system already knows the parties, the date, the type of sale and the tax amounts. In 2027 it also receives the commercial structure of each line.


[image: In 2026 the structured file contains identities, dates, categories and tax totals. In 2027 it adds line descriptions, quantities, unit prices, discounts, charges and the delivery address.]

From those fields, a system can technically link a supplier to a customer, track quantities, compare unit prices and observe ordering or payment rhythms. This is an inference from the data schema. It does not mean that every possible use is authorised, built or applied to every company.

The investigative questions concern purpose:


	which automated checks will actually run;

	which databases may be matched;

	how long line-level data remain accessible;

	which staff or services may consult them;

	which indicators will be produced;

	which impact assessment examined the proportionality of this granularity.



The ministry documents the fields. It publishes the associated uses, access rights and retention periods much less clearly.


Safeguards imposed on approved platforms

Approved platforms are not ordinary SaaS vendors given a public mission without safeguards.

Article 242 nonies B imposes several guarantees:


	ISO 27001 certification covering the information system contributing to the service;

	SecNumCloud qualification when the platform uses cloud hosting within the relevant scope;

	operation of the system from the European Union;

	no transfer outside the EU of data hosted by the service;

	compliance and surveillance audits;

	controls over protocols and interoperability.



The article adds a decisive point: these requirements also apply to third parties used by the platform when they have the technical possibility of obtaining service data.

A white-label engine, host, administration tool or technical-support provider does not disappear from the chain merely because its logo is invisible to the customer.

The certifications do not make the system invulnerable. They do not prevent account theft, poor permission design, human error or a subcontractor breach. They do require an operator to document architecture, controls and scope.

The practical reach of these safeguards therefore depends on their scope.


Where does the approved platform end?

A company may see one interface while using several legal and technical services at once:


	the approved platform;

	invoicing software;

	accounting;

	a professional account;

	payments;

	credit;

	support;

	archiving;

	artificial intelligence.



The no-transfer rule applies to "data hosted by the service" within the regulated PA scope. A general privacy policy often covers much more: website visits, marketing, support tickets, bank data, campaigns and AI features.

This stack of services creates two interpretation risks.

The first is to see a US supplier named in a general policy and conclude that regulated invoices leave Europe. That supplier may handle only marketing or support.

The second is to read "hosted in Europe" on a sales page and assume that every copy, log, backup, admin console and AI tool sits inside the protected scope.

Useful evidence takes the form of a matrix linking each dataset to its processing:





























































	Data	Service	Legal role	Subcontractor	Location	Purpose	Retention
	full invoice	PA	not public	not public	not public	transmission	not public
	tax file	PA	not public	not public	not public	DGFiP	not public
	accounting copy	software	not public	not public	not public	accounting	not public
	bank data	payment	not public	not public	not public	matching	not public
	file sent to AI	assistant	not public	AI provider	not public	chosen request	not public




No standardised public matrix of this kind was found in l0g's sample.


Public policies describe different products

l0g examined twelve sets of public documents. The seven cases detailed below illustrate the main boundaries observed; the other five helped identify missing information. The purpose is not to rank platforms. A short policy does not prove bad practice, and a detailed policy does not guarantee that no incident will occur. The test is whether a reader can distinguish the approved-platform service from the rest of the product.

Pennylane: two AI paths, two boundaries

Pennylane's privacy policy distinguishes processing for which the company is controller from processing it carries out as a processor for customers. For the latter, the decisive document is the data-processing agreement attached to the contract.

The policy also allows, under conditions, later processing for statistics or product improvement. It mentions product improvement and model training using usage data, not a general training right over invoice content. The exact relationship with the approved-platform service therefore depends on the contract and dataset involved.

Pennylane then documents two different AI routes.

Its integrated accounting assistant is described as keeping data in Europe and preventing model providers from using those data for training.

Its MCP server, by contrast, can connect an external assistant. Depending on permissions, that assistant may search sales and purchase invoices, transactions or VAT returns. Pennylane tells users to assess the chosen provider's training, hosting, transfer and retention rules.

The distinction is clear: integrated AI on one side, a voluntary exit to a third party on the other.

Qonto: the internal ecosystem and the MCP exit

Qonto draws the same line.

The page on its integrated AI agents says data remain in Europe, are not shared with model providers and are not used to train their AI systems.

The Qonto MCP server documentation describes a different scenario. Depending on the user's role and the available functions, an external assistant may view transactions and customer or supplier invoices. Qonto says it sends only the data needed for each request and lets users revoke access. The page reviewed does not document storage, training or retention at the assistant provider; those points must be checked with that third party.

Revoking the connection stops new access. The treatment of data already received then depends on the assistant provider's commitments.

Dougs: document AI is explicitly named

Dougs' privacy policy names OpenAI and Anthropic among providers that may contribute to document and accounting analysis.

The published purposes include reading invoices, expense reports and other documents, accounting categorisation and consistency checks. Dougs says those providers are not allowed to train their own models using the processed data.

The same policy documents an optional MCP server capable of sending accounting, financial and commercial documents to an assistant chosen by the user.

It also describes controlled general transfers outside the EU. None of those statements proves that regulated PA invoices leave the Union. They make a more precise question necessary: are regulated invoices isolated from those processes, or does the AI run inside an architecture compatible with the service's EU boundary?

Shine: invoices, banking and credit in one policy

Shine's privacy policy covers invoice data, contracts, transactions, payment accounts and some credit functions.

It names Google Cloud in the European Union as its main host. It also says that some general subcontractors may involve extra-EU transfers with appropriate safeguards. The second statement does not prove that PA invoices are transferred outside Europe. It shows why a general policy is insufficient to isolate the regulated scope.

Shine also documents joint controllership with Froda when a user expresses interest in a business loan. The financing journey is therefore identifiable and conditional. Nothing in the reviewed documents establishes that every invoice automatically feeds a credit score.

The policy announces ten-year invoice retention and a right to portability in a structured, commonly used, machine-readable format.

Dext: the invoice sits in another legal document

Dext's public privacy policy explicitly excludes personal data contained in invoices and receipts uploaded by the customer. Dext says it acts as processor for those documents and refers to the data-processing agreement incorporated into its terms.

That separation is legally coherent. It also proves that an analysis based only on the public privacy page may miss the central document.

Auditing Dext therefore requires the agreement applying to invoices, the document-subprocessor list, processing locations and the AI-function matrix.

Tiime and macompta.fr: two forms of transparency

Tiime publishes a subprocessor list with functions and locations. At Tiime, the entity operating the PA, is listed in France. AWS and Google Cloud are listed in the European Union for some functions. General support or ticketing tools also show "EU and United States" locations.

The list is useful. It still does not identify which subcontractor can see which invoice data, or which processing belongs specifically to the approved-platform service.

macompta.fr's terms name Oxeva and OVH for French hosting, describe retention periods and recovery formats, and allow some use of non-personal data for sector statistics. The question then moves to the anonymisation method and its audit.

These examples show that transparency is not merely a list of names. Each name must be linked to a dataset and purpose.


The accountant becomes a reader under an engagement

The accountant is often the first reader a company thinks of after its customer. Access still depends on the product, the engagement and workspace permissions.

Shine, for example, documented a move from auto-validation to automatic sharing with the accounting firm. When a user imports an invoice, the document may be treated as approved and shared with the accountant while remaining visible in the interface.

The automation may remove unnecessary handling. It should also make clear:


	the firm's identity;

	authorised staff;

	which documents are shared;

	when sharing occurs;

	how to disable the automation;

	which tools and subcontractors the firm uses.



Professional secrecy is not a substitute for sound identity and access management.


Banking, payments and credit: document each use

A structured invoice is easy to match with a bank transaction. A product may then display the due date, offer settlement, track collection or forecast cash.

The same dataset can technically reveal customer concentration, payment regularity and seasonality. Those signals may be relevant to finance and factoring.

Technical possibility does not establish actual use.

For each financial product, an investigation must establish:


	whether the customer must activate it;

	which data are transmitted;

	to which entity;

	for what purpose;

	whether a fully automated decision exists;

	how to contest it;

	how long the data are retained;

	whether the business can keep the PA while refusing the financial service.



An interface combining invoices and a payment account is integration. It is not, by itself, proof of hidden scoring.


An external assistant opens a second exit

The EU rule governs the mandatory approved-platform service. A user may then choose to connect an external assistant and ask it to analyse an invoice.

The transfer changes nature. It is initiated by the company and follows the chosen provider's rules.

Pennylane, Qonto and Dougs document that shift with different levels of detail. All three tell users to examine the external provider's conditions. Data sent may include an invoice, transaction or tax information.

The governance issue extends beyond the company itself. An invoice also contains information about customers, suppliers, contacts and sometimes employees or other individuals. Those parties did not necessarily choose the assistant.

Before activating an MCP connection, a company should know:


	the exact list of exposed tools;

	the permissions reproduced from the source account;

	the minimum data sent for each request;

	location and retention;

	possible use for training;

	deletion mechanisms;

	confirmations required for sensitive actions;

	logs showing what was transmitted.



Agentic connectivity can be extremely useful. It should be administered as a new access path into the financial system, not as a harmless convenience button.


The missing CNIL documents

Public agendas show that the CNIL examined the draft ordinance in July 2021 and the draft decree in June 2022.

In the public sources located by l0g, the corresponding opinions and annexes are not accessible. It has also not been established that the CNIL reviewed the cumulative consequences of the 2024 public-portal retrenchment, mandatory private intermediation, line-level detail from 2027 and the July 2026 texts.

That documentary gap makes it impossible to write that the CNIL "approved" the final architecture.

The requested documents include:


	the two deliberations;

	impact assessments;

	data minimisation analysis;

	access rights and retention;

	analytical uses;

	the interaction with AI, banking and credit.




The data passport missing from the registry

Bercy publishes the platform's name, contact details and status. The registry does not say who hosts the service, which engine supports a white-label brand, which subcontractors may access the full document or which features reuse derived data.

A useful public sheet could add:


	the legal entity and controlling group;

	any support platform;

	production and backup regions;

	ISO 27001 and SecNumCloud scope;

	subcontractors with technical access;

	human access and support countries;

	document, data and log retention;

	export formats;

	integrated AI functions and providers;

	external connectors;

	bank or finance products using invoice data;

	significant incidents and the latest audit date.



Such a sheet would disclose neither trade secrets nor operational detail useful to an attacker. It would give companies the information needed to exercise the choice the state imposes on them.


Mapping the regulated pipe's ecosystem

The reform does not deliver every invoice to an indistinct crowd.

The full document follows one defined chain. The tax twin follows another. The directory only routes. Accounting, banking and AI services then appear under individual choices and contracts.

The PA framework is demanding: ISO 27001, SecNumCloud, EU operation, no extra-EU transfer of service data and extension to third parties with technical access.

Rules exist, but no public map shows precisely where they apply.

In September 2027, the structured invoice will also describe lines, quantities and unit prices. That resolution can improve tax compliance and automate business management. It also increases the strategic value of the dataset.

The verifiable question is whether every processing step can be traced: which data, which actor, which purpose, which country, which duration and which exit right?

Electronic invoicing is trust infrastructure. To deserve the name, it must make its readers as visible as its obligations.

The investigation concludes by examining what happens when the flow fails, degrades or requires regularisation.


Method and primary sources

Cut-off date: 22 August 2026. l0g mapped the legal chain, regulated fields and public documentation of twelve operators. The sample is neither a ranking nor a compliance audit. Missing public information is treated as unknown, not as wrongdoing.

A general policy mentioning extra-EU transfers is never used as proof that PA service data leave the Union. An AI feature in a software suite is not equated with training on invoices. A credit product is not equated with automatic scoring without a specific document.


	Légifrance, security and registration conditions for approved platforms

	Légifrance, structured invoice data in 2026 and 2027

	DGFiP, table of data transmitted to the tax authority

	Légifrance, transaction and payment reporting deadlines

	Légifrance, invoice lifecycle statuses

	CNIL, agenda for 8 July 2021

	CNIL, agenda for 23 June 2022

	Pennylane, privacy policy

	Pennylane, connecting an AI assistant through MCP

	Qonto, integrated AI agents

	Qonto, MCP server

	Shine, privacy policy

	Dougs, privacy policy

	Dext, privacy policy

	Tiime, subprocessor list

	macompta.fr, terms and approved-platform annex
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The great e-invoicing toll, 5/5: when the pipe breaks
Audits, pilot, registry, incidents and degraded operation: what France has proved about mandatory e-invoicing, and what remains unpublished.
Published 22 August 2026 · Canonical article on l0g.fr
On 1 September 2026, every business within the French VAT system must be able to receive electronic invoices through an approved platform. The system’s security will no longer be judged only by the quality of its rules. It will be tested by the first widespread rejection, compromised identity, correlated outage and restoration to an accurate accounting state.

France has built substantial defences. It has yet to publish all the evidence Parliament, businesses and researchers need to measure their real-world resilience.

This investigation followed the removal of the direct public service, the multiplication of approved platforms, the boundaries of free plans and the readers of an invoice. The fifth and final part asks what remains after everything is connected: what happens when the flow degrades?

Key points


	The framework requires ISO/IEC 27001 certification, operation of the information system in the European Union, no extra-EU transfer of hosted service data, and SecNumCloud qualification when a cloud provider is used.

	Interoperability tests are a condition of final registration. The initial compliance audit report may still be filed up to one year after registration and must review at least one month of subsequent activity.

	The DGFiP registry, updated on 19 August, contains 148 platforms in its main list and 18 complete applications awaiting tests. But the published list does not show, for each platform, when its approval expires or whether its initial audit has been filed.

	The national pilot began on 26 February 2026. The official pages reviewed describe its aims, while l0g found no quantified public results on them by 22 August.

	The go-live guide protects payment continuity. It also requires companies to document incidents, control an alternative channel, prevent duplicates and regularise the flow.

	DGFiP incidents in February and August 2026 demonstrate the reality of identity and authorised-access risk. No public evidence reviewed links them to electronic invoicing, the PPF, its directory, its concentrator or an approved platform.

	Aggregate results, audit status, recovery tests, critical dependencies, exit conditions and the division of liability still need to be published.




What approval already requires

Registration is more than a marketing declaration.

Article 242 nonies B of Annex II to the French General Tax Code requires security documentation, ISO/IEC 27001 certification covering the service, commitments concerning EU operation and data transfers, technical documentation, authentication controls and interoperability tests. When a cloud provider is involved, the platform must provide the reference or a copy of its SecNumCloud qualification. If qualification is still in progress, that evidence may be provided with the initial audit report.

In written answers published on 4 August 2026, the government presents the distributed model as protection against a single point of failure. It also cites security approval of state systems, end-to-end and penetration tests, incident management, backup, restoration and access logging.

The rules are demanding on paper. They still do not show what load has actually been sustained, how long recovery takes, what data might be lost or how a customer would change platforms in an emergency.


The audit runs on several clocks

The words “approved platform” combine controls that do not all occur on the same day.

The framework in force since 29 July 2026 allows the initial compliance report to be filed during the year following registration. Article 41 septies A of Annex IV says this audit must cover at least one month of activity after registration. When it identifies non-compliance, the announced corrective period may not exceed three months after the report is filed.

A surveillance report must then be filed by the end of the second year. Renewal, requested before the three-year registration expires, includes a new compliance audit, followed by two surveillance audits during the first two years of the renewed cycle.


[image: Registration, interoperability tests, the initial audit, surveillance audit and renewal follow distinct timetables.]

In plain terms, a platform may receive final registration before filing its complete initial audit report. This does not mean the platform is non-compliant, that it faced no prior control or that it has yet to file its report. The registry should simply make the position of each application clear.


148 platforms, but no clear view of their audits

The DGFiP page modified on 19 August 2026 publishes two lists. They contain:


	148 platforms in the list of operators meeting the conditions, including interoperability tests;

	18 operators with a complete and compliant application, still awaiting those tests.



This update corrects the previous count of 147 and 16 in part two, which used an earlier version of the list.

Article 41 septies B of Annex IV says the public list must include the approval’s expiry date, its status and, where applicable, the outstanding initial audit report. Yet the published list does not make those details clear for each platform. A business owner can check that a name appears, but not when its approval expires or where its initial audit stands.

DGFiP can answer that question directly by publishing those three details for every operator.


The public pilot still lacks measurable results

The AIFE says the pilot started on 26 February 2026. Its B2B e-invoicing page states the objectives: test real-world exchanges, secure the ramp-up and prepare participants.

By 22 August 2026, l0g had found no public report on those pages, the DGFiP pilot announcement or linked official documents giving exchanged volumes, success rates, latency, rejections, duplicates, incidents, resolution time or restoration results.

That does not mean the metrics do not exist, that no test took place or that no business participated. It means businesses and Parliament cannot see the results. An aggregate report would answer the question without exposing sensitive details.

At a minimum, mandatory infrastructure deserves results on:


	platforms and businesses that were actually active;

	invoices and lifecycle events exchanged;

	sustained load and tested peaks;

	success, rejection and retransmission rates;

	resolution times;

	restoration, failover and correlated-outage exercises;

	gaps opened, fixed or accepted before go-live.




Two recent intrusions raise the evidence threshold

On 18 February 2026, the French Finance Ministry announced illegal access to the national bank-account register, FICOBA, using a civil servant’s impersonated credentials. The statement estimated that 1.2 million accounts may have been affected.

On 14 August, the same ministry documented another intrusion using impersonated credentials belonging to a DGFiP agent and an authorised third party. Investigators had established access to or extraction of data concerning 678,000 individuals and businesses. The CNIL, notified of the breach, said on 18 August that its checks were under way.

These cases concern DGFiP systems and access. No public evidence reviewed links them to electronic invoicing, the PPF, its directory, its concentrator or an approved platform. Treating them as evidence that the reform has been compromised would be false.

The connection to this investigation lies elsewhere: both intrusions used compromised legitimate credentials. Security therefore also depends on controlling authorised accounts and provider access. In its Cyber Threat Overview 2024, in the section on supply-chain attacks, ANSSI had already described the growth of provider compromises used to reach customers indirectly.

A distributed model reduces concentration in one gateway. It may still share dependencies: cloud infrastructure, identity, support software, exchange networks, libraries or administration providers. A count of brands is therefore not automatically a count of independent failure domains.


When an outage becomes the company’s workload

The DGFiP practical go-live guide provides an important economic safeguard. A temporary outage should not stop activity, the processing of a real transaction or payment. An alternative channel can maintain continuity when the expected flow is unavailable.

In return, the company must preserve statuses and errors, contact the relevant parties, link the copy to the initial invoice, prevent duplicate payment, booking, deduction or reporting, then transmit or regularise the same invoice after service recovery.


[image: A company identifies the incident, preserves evidence, notifies parties, opens a continuity channel when needed, prevents duplicates, regularises and closes the case.]

l0g turned that guidance into a local incident log so a small business can apply it. The tool requests no invoice and sends no data. It generates a text file the business can retain in its own document system.


Interactive tool. The incident log remains available on l0g.fr. The book preserves its context and limitations without embedding scripts.



The standalone incident log can remain open during an outage.


What a business cannot compare

The registry says which platforms are approved. It does not say:


	how long the service may remain unavailable;

	how quickly it must restart and how much data may be lost;

	when customers must be notified;

	when restoration and failover were last tested;

	which dependencies are shared by several brands;

	how a customer can retrieve data and change provider during an outage;

	who bears cash losses, duplicate processing and regularisation costs.



Answers may exist in contracts, audit files, internal plans or insurance policies. They remain scattered and difficult to compare even as platform use becomes mandatory.

Publishing service levels, exercise dates and attestations would not require disclosure of system architecture, vulnerabilities or trade secrets.


Twelve questions for the government

Two written questions, no. 16415 and no. 16666, received answers on 4 August. The government describes the safeguards it has planned. The following questions remain open.


	How many platforms have filed their initial audit report by 1 September 2026, and how many remain within the legal filing period?

	Which report dates, reservations, corrective actions and closure dates can be published for each platform?

	Why does the public list not show, for each platform, the expiry date and status required by Article 41 septies B?

	What volumes, success rates, latency, rejections and incidents did the pilot measure?

	Which load, restoration, corruption, failover and correlated-outage tests were performed?

	Which common availability, recovery-time and data-recovery commitments apply to platforms and state systems?

	How many platforms share an engine, cloud, identity provider or critical subcontractor?

	Which accelerated procedure applies when a platform or its support engine becomes unavailable for an extended period?

	Which incidents must be reported to businesses, DGFiP, CNIL and ANSSI, and within what time limits?

	Which emergency export is guaranteed so customers can continue, reconcile and move provider?

	Which insurance and liability rules cover cash losses, duplicate processing and regularisation costs?

	Which opinions, impact assessments and security reports can be published before full rollout?



None of these questions presumes a failure. They ask only that the stated guarantees can be verified.


Ten days to show the system is ready

The first general reception deadline is ten days away.

The point is not to delay the reform on the strength of a hypothetical scenario. It is to ask, before the switch, for the information the state would demand from any essential operator: test results, audit status, recovery times, the fallback procedure and a clear division of responsibility.

Those elements can still be published: the pilot report, audit status, recovery commitments and the procedure allowing a business to retrieve its data or change provider in an emergency.

Parliament has tools to obtain this evidence: written questions, hearings, information missions, budget scrutiny and document requests. Business owners, accountants, engineers and citizens can find their representative on the National Assembly website and send these twelve questions.

Trust does not come from an “approved platform” logo. It comes from knowing what the logo covers, what remains to be checked and what happens when the pipe breaks.


Method, limitations and main sources

Cut-off date: 22 August 2026. The counts of 148 and 18 come from the two DGFiP lists modified on 19 August and accessed on 22 August.

The search for pilot results covered the cited AIFE and DGFiP pages and accessible linked documents. It does not cover internal material or confidential exchanges with platforms. The registry analysis uses the version published on 22 August; the list may be corrected later. Cyber incidents provide context for access risk, never evidence of an electronic invoicing breach.


	Légifrance, registration conditions and audit timetable

	Légifrance, audit scope and review periods

	Légifrance, required fields in the public registry

	DGFiP, approved-platform list, modified 19 August 2026

	AIFE, platform support and pilot launch

	AIFE, objectives of the B2B e-invoicing pilot

	DGFiP, practical go-live guide for 1 September 2026

	French National Assembly, question no. 16415 and answer of 4 August 2026

	French National Assembly, question no. 16666 and answer of 4 August 2026

	Finance Ministry, FICOBA incident announced 18 February 2026

	Finance Ministry, illegal access announced 14 August 2026

	CNIL, checks concerning the DGFiP breach, 18 August 2026

	ANSSI, Cyber Threat Overview 2024, supply-chain section

	French National Assembly, find your representative



Text, registry analysis, infographics and tool content: CC BY 4.0. Tool code: l0g repository licence.
Conclusion: make the obligation verifiable
The five parts do not show that every platform presents the same risk, or that a major incident is inevitable. They do show that a public obligation now depends on a chain of intermediaries whose cost, technical dependencies, data access and backup procedures must be open to examination.
Parliament can ask for publishable answers. What did the pilots show in full? How many technical operators sit behind the registered brands? Which hosting, software and subcontracting dependencies are shared? Who can access content, metadata and logs? How long is each category retained? How can a business move to another platform without losing its history or interrupting its flows?
The failure path also needs precision. Which fallback mode is accepted, who timestamps the evidence, how quickly are businesses informed, how are records restored and how is responsibility allocated? These questions do not reject the reform. They define the minimum conditions for mandatory infrastructure to be controllable, reversible and worthy of trust.
An obligation gains legitimacy when people can verify its cost, intermediaries, protection level and backup plan. Those are concrete matters on which parliamentary scrutiny can still act.
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