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General Comments 
 
This was a reasonably good performance, and well prepared candidates had no difficulty in achieving a pass 
mark. It is important that candidates cover the whole syllabus rather than just areas that they expect to be 
examined, and practise as many examination standard questions as possible prior to sitting the examination. 
 
Specific Comments 
 
Question One 
In Part (a) candidates were required to compute the tax loss of a company for a five month period ended 30 
November 2009. In Part (b) candidates were required to state the criteria which determine that a lease of an 
asset is a finance lease. In part (c) candidates had to explain the difference between tax allowable costs and tax 
reliefs. Then in part (d) candidates had to state what relief the company would obtain in respect of new 
technology, withholding taxes from both Polish and overseas dividends, and a donation. Part (e) required 
candidates to explain what relief would be available for the tax loss made by the company, and whether the 
company had any choices about how and when to claim it. Then in part (f) candidates were required to state 
what the company’s directors would need to do to establish a November accounting date and whether tax could 
have instead been accounted for a 17-month period to 30 November 2010. 
 
This question was generally well answered. In part (a) the main problems were the calculation of the accrued 
interest on a loan from the parent company, together with the restriction under the thin capitalisation rules. In 
part (b) many candidates did not appreciate that a finance lease has to be for a fixed term. There were no 
problems with part (c), and there were many perfect answers. In part (d) many candidates did not appreciate 
that because the company had made a loss then there would be no relief for the withholding tax on the overseas 
dividend or for the donation. Part (e) was surprisingly not answered by many candidates who could not then pick 
up some very easy marks. In part (f) very few candidates correctly stated that a 17-month period to 30 
November 2010 would not have been permitted given that it was not a 31 December period end. 
 
Question Two 
In part (a) candidates were required to state what conditions a married couple would have to satisfy in order to 
claim joint taxation. In part (b) candidates were required to compute the taxable income of the couple, and then 
calculate the personal income tax payable. The husband had revenue from a business activity and had paid 
rehabilitation costs in respect of his mother-in-law, the wife had rental income from a property with the tax 
calculated using the flat rate method, and the couple had sold their home, with a proportion of the proceeds 
being reinvested in a new property. Part (c) required candidates to compute the saving of tax if the wife had 
instead paid tax on her rental income using the normal personal income tax method.  
 
This question was very well answered. There were many perfect answers to part (a). In part (b) the main problem 
was that several candidates calculated the tax on the rental income using the normal personal income tax 
method rather than the flat rate method. There were no problems with part (c) provided candidates had used the 
correct basis of taxation in part (b). However, many candidates wasted time by calculating the tax saving based 
on the couples’ total tax liability, rather than just comparing the tax liability with that calculated on the rental 
income in part (b). 
 
Question Three 
In part (a) candidates were required to explain for VAT purposes the difference between zero rated and exempt 
activities. Then in part (b) candidates were required to explain the treatment of input VAT where a taxpayer has 
both exempt and taxable activities. Part (c) required candidates to compute (1) the amount of input VAT that a 
partially exempt company would not be able to recover, and (2) the additional amount that could be recovered if 
the company had merged with another company that had substantial zero-rated income. In part (d) candidates 
had to state one additional VAT advantage of the merger. 
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This question was reasonably well answered, especially parts (a) and (b). Most candidates scored maximum 
marks for part (a). In part (b) only a few candidates explained the treatment of plant and machinery purchases 
over PLN 15,000. Part (c) caused more problems, and most candidates did not appreciate that the input VAT 
recovery would be based on the actual percentage for the year rather than that for the previous year. There were 
very few good answers to the second part of this section, and nobody correctly calculated the additional recovery 
in respect of a machinery addition from a previous year. Most candidates did not answer part (d), and many of 
those that did stated economic advantages rather than those specific to VAT. 
            
Question Four 
In part (a) candidates were required to compute the ZUS, health service contributions and personal income tax 
deductions that a company had to pay in respect of three people for June 2009, and the net amount payable to 
each person. The first person was a director employed elsewhere, the second person was not resident in Poland, 
and the third person’s salary exceeded the ZUS upper earnings limit during June 2009. In part (b) candidates 
were required to state the dates by which any necessary returns had to be lodged, and the due dates for the ZUS, 
health service contributions and personal income tax deductions. 
 
This question was generally not well answered. In part (a) very few candidates appreciated that for the first 
person and the second person no ZUS or health service contributions were due, and therefore wasted a lot of 
time with unnecessary calculations. For the third person, the fact that the salary had exceeded the ZUS upper 
earnings limit caused problems, with many candidates attempting an annual calculation rather than just one for 
June 2009. The computations of the net amounts payable to each person were often omitted, thus these 
candidates were unable to pick up three straightforward half marks. In part (b) most candidates knew the 
payment dates, but the submission dates for the returns were often not given. 
 
Question Five 
In part (a) candidates were required to (1) state three conditions that must be satisfied in order to use the tax 
card method for calculating personal income tax, and (2) calculate a taxpayer’s tax liability using the tax card 
method. Then in part (b), candidates had to calculate the taxpayer’s tax liability if the flat rate on revenue 
method had instead been used. In part (c) candidates were required to state what penalties would be levied by 
the Tax Office if the taxpayer undertook methods of evading tax in relation to the tax card method and the flat 
rate on revenue method. 
 
This question was reasonably well answered, but not as well as expected given its straightforward nature. In part 
(a) few candidates could state more than one or two of the necessary conditions to use the tax card method, and 
the calculations themselves caused problems. Candidates generally did not appreciate that it was necessary to do 
calculations for two separate six month periods as a qualified apprentice became an employee on 1 July. In part 
(b) very few candidates appreciated that it was possible to set off loss relief against revenue before applying the 
flat rate method. In part (c) very few candidates were aware that the tax evasion would result in the use of the 
two methods being withdrawn. 
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