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General Comments 
The examination consisted of five compulsory questions (question 1 for 30 marks, question 2 for 25 
marks and questions 3, 4 and 5 for 15 marks each) with an approximate 3:1 split requirement for 
computation and narrative respectively. 
 
A vast majority of candidates attempted all five questions. Some candidates chose to answer questions 
in a different order than in the paper and started with the 15 mark questions before answering 
questions 1 and 2.  
 
Excellent answers were presented by some candidates. Many candidates achieved high marks for 
questions 1 (a) and (b), 2 (a), (b) and (c) and 3 (a). The overall performance of candidates was very 
good; however some candidates had prepared very little in advance. 
 
Workings were generally shown and many answers well organised. Nevertheless some remained to be 
difficult to follow and handwriting was at times difficult to read. Candidates should plan the 
organisation and layout of their answers. When computations of the tax base and/or the tax liability are 
calculated candidates should follow the logic of the respective tax return. This is particularly important 
in case candidates make a numerical error, which normally is disregarded if the application of the 
correct procedure is obvious from the answer. 
 
Specific Comments 
 
Question One 
The 30-mark question tested candidates' ability to calculate the tax base and tax liability of a company 
which had recently suppressed its activity and had sold most of its assets in the respective fiscal year. 
In addition to that, candidates were required to analyse potential consequences of such a situation and 
demonstrate the knowledge of how the profit distributions are taxed.  
 
In part (a) candidates were required to calculate the corporate income tax base, tax liability, tax due, 
tax prepayments, give details and justifications for the computations and state the due dates for the 
payment of the tax due and the submission of the corporate income tax return. Computations included 
the computation of tax residual prices of assets being sold and the tax deductible amounts in the case 
of sale of receivables.  
 
Most candidates demonstrated a good knowledge of how the tax base is derived from an accounting 
profit, how tax depreciation charges and tax residual values are calculated for different types of assets, 
which tax non-deductible items need to be added back and which need to be deducted. A high number 
of candidates did not pick up full marks for calculation of the accounting profit due to incorrect 
inclusion of released provisions and clearance of reserves. Another common error was the wrong 
valuation of the non monetary gift to the school. 
 
Calculation of depreciation charges and tax residual values of sold assets did not cause major 
problems, although some candidates forgot to apply only 50% depreciation charge in the year when an 
asset is being sold. 
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Candidates were receiving marks for the application of correct procedures when calculating 
depreciation charges, tax residual values, respective tax deductible amounts, and tax prepayments 
regardless of numerical errors.  
 
A high number of candidates were receiving high marks for part (b). The most common error in this 
part was incorrect rate of withholding tax applicable to the distribution to the Swedish subsidiary 
which could have been avoided if candidates had read the question with due attention. 
 
On the other hand part (c) was poorly answered. The most common answer comprised a statement of 
rather vague nature that Autopol would be obliged to pay a penalty. Very few candidates mentioned 
the obligation to submit a supplementary tax return and to give back the tax credit and were receiving 
full marks for this part. 
 
Question Two 
This question for 25 marks tested candidates′ ability to calculate the income tax base, tax liability and 
tax due of an individual tax resident with different types of income (employment income, director's 
fees, business income, rental income, capital gain) with sources both in the Czech Republic and 
abroad. Further candidates were required to list obligatory details of the application for a binding ruling 
regarding the refurbishment of buildings. 
 
Part (a) and part (b) were generally well answered although a relatively high number of candidates 
made a mistake when calculating the social and health care insurance contributions as regard 
employment income. A few candidates assumed that the German employer contributed in the Czech 
social security system and treated CZK 24,000 of employer's contribution to the pension scheme as 
exempt income. These candidates were receiving full marks if they expressed such an assumption 
explicitly. 
 
Common errors in part (a): 

 
• Missing deemed employer's social and health care insurance relating to employment income  

  with the source in Germany and incorrect application of exemption of the foreign income. 
• Application of a wrong rate of lump-sum expenses relating to business income (50% and 60% 

  were both considered correct) 
• Application of full depreciation charge for house 3 instead of 50% 
• Missing calculation of tax prepayments by INTIS, a. s. 
• Claiming full child tax credit instead of 9/12.  
 
In part (c) the performance was not as good as parts (a) and (b), too many candidates forgot to 
mention the taxable period in question, proof of ownership to the property, the refurbishment budget 
and a suggestion as to the outcome of the ruling.  
 
Question Three 
This question for 15 marks was on value added tax (VAT) and tested candidate’s ability to calculate 
VAT due by a partnership selling goods and services to the Czech and European customers as well as 
customers from third states. Parts (b) and (c) required candidates to analyse some aspects of the 
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situation when a partnership with two partners becomes a VAT payer and it is entitled to claim an 
excessive deduction.  
 
The overall performance on part (a) was excellent and many candidates picked-up full marks. Some 
disappointed by not being able to apply the reverse charge mechanism. Most common minor mistake 
was rounding of items relating to the reduction of the original price, which was disregarded in the 
marking process if the procedure was applied correctly. 
 
In contrast to performance on part (a) part (b) and particularly part (c) were answered very poorly. It 
was disappointing to see that so many candidates correctly stated the length of the time limitation for 
the refund of the excessive deduction but then were not able to state from which day the 30 days 
should be counted.  
 
Correct answers to part (c) were very rare. Most candidates who attempted this question tried to 
calculate a registration threshold and hardly any of them were able to make the link between 
establishment of a partnership and the registration obligation.  
 
Question Four 
Question 4 for 15 marks tested candidates′ ability to submit the supplementary tax return correctly and 
apply for the pardon of a tax liability and tax penalty. The performance on this question was not 
generally as good as on previous three questions.   
 
A large number of candidates were able to state whether a supplementary tax return can or should be 
submitted in various situations. The distinction between whether the supplementary tax return must or 
whether it can be submitted was not strictly assessed. As regards the time limitation for the 
submission of the supplementary tax return a vast majority of candidates demonstrated a general lack 
of knowledge in this area. Similarly the correct calculation of the penalty was very rare.  
 
Performance on parts (b) and (c) was rather poor. A high number of candidates mixed up pardon of a 
tax liability and tax penalty, some gave the answer that tax liability and/or tax penalty can be waived in 
case of a natural disaster. These candidates were receiving a half mark as in some circumstances a 
natural disaster could be interpreted as a hardship. The distinction between the inconsistency of the 
law as a reason for a pardon of a tax liability and a hardship in case of a tax penalty was made by very 
few.  
 
In part (c) too many candidates forgot to mention a suggestion of the outcome and the description of 
the problem (an inconsistency or a hardship in a concrete situation) and did not gain high marks for 
this part.  
  
Question Five 
The question of 15 marks focused on calculation of an individual income tax liability, social security 
and health care contribution of a student with several different types of income. This question was well 
answered, except the calculation of social security and health care contributions (Part (b)). In part (a) 
some candidates forgot to include royalties in the tax base.  
 
Other common mistakes in part (a): 
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• Wrong rate of lump-sum expenses related to business income (the same approach was applied 
as in question 2) 

• Not mentioning which income received in connection with the employment is exempt 
• Not claiming the student tax credit 

 
In part (b), very few candidates were able to state that Mr Kodet has not reached the minimum tax 
base and that his contributions to the social security insurance system would be on voluntary basis.  
 
Part (c) was well answered by many, though a number of candidates did not gain full marks because 
they forgot to state that Mrs Kodetova would be eligible to claim the child credit and why. 
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