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General Comments 
The exam consisted of five compulsory questions: 

- Question 1 for 30 marks about Corporate Income Tax (“CIT”) 
- Question 2 for 25 marks about Personal Income Tax (“PIT”) 
- Question 3 for 20 marks about Foreign Contractor Tax (“FCT”) 
- Question 4 for 15 marks about Value Added Tax (“VAT”) 
- Question 5 for 10 marks about tax administration 
 

The questions were generally well answered in this sitting, especially Questions 1, 4 and 5. Time management 
was still an issue, but not quite critical in this sitting. Although some candidates did not answer all 5 questions, 
the vast majority provided sufficient, not excessive, explanations and workings in their answers.  
 
Credit was still given for all answers that are not in line with the standard answer, if the answer shows that the 
candidate had sufficient knowledge of the topic discussed.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
Question One 
This question was generally well answered.  Performance was better than expected, which shows that candidates 
were well prepared for this question. This is the first time the Corporate Income Tax (CIT) question was set based 
on the tax declaration form, which was relatively different than the traditional “adjustment” style, however, not 
many candidates appear to be unfamiliar with the change. Not-so-complex adjustments were correctly made, 
notably the cash discount, depreciation, penalty, expenses not related to taxable revenue, and non-deductible 
employment expenses etc.  
 
The issues that most candidates failed to address in this question include: 
 

- Income tax paid overseas and foreign tax credit (many candidates used the taxable income rather than 
tax paid overseas for this adjustment) 

- Interest expenses in excess of regulatory limit (borrowings are from an economic organisation, which 
should be deductible) 

- Profit from construction contract (this should be added back to increase revenue) 
- Gains / losses from foreign exchange revaluation (unrealised foreign exchange differences should be 

offset before adjustment) 
 
Question Two 
Part (a):   
 
Most candidates could adjust the relocation allowance and performance bonus. However, not many candidates 
added back the items which had been deducted from Mr Thanh’s salary (including: excessive tuition fee and air 
fares, pension contributions, and interest). 
 
In preparing the schedule listing taxable and non-taxable items, many candidates only ticked those taxable and 
those non-taxable, rather than providing the amount. By doing that, they lost the computation marks for the 
items that require some calculations (e.g. housing allowance, pension contribution etc.).   
 
Part (b):   
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Many candidates could not address this part satisfactorily, most likely because they did not read the 
requirements carefully. 
 
The question in part (b) required application of the methodology set out in Official Letter 3565 (for which no 
gross up is required for benefits in kind). However, many candidates simply added up all taxable (and even non-
taxable) benefits for grossing up, which seriously deviated from the question’s requirement.  
 
Many other candidates failed to add back the tax relief after performing the gross-up, or did not satisfactorily 
calculated the taxable housing benefits (which is the lower of 15% of total taxable income or the actual housing). 
 
In part (b), many candidates used the “table” approach for calculating Personal Income Tax (PIT).  There is 
nothing wrong with it, except that it costs them precious exam time, while they can easily use the formula 
provided in the exam as a short-cut.   
 
Question Three 
Part (a) only required a general analysis of the responsibility of HM Co (the Vietnamese party) with regard to 
Foreign Contractor Tax (FCT) in the case they have contracts with foreign companies, and part (b) required 
detailed analysis for each of the four contracts.  
 
Many candidates still analysed the responsibility of HM Co. in each of the contracts in part (a), and forgot to 
address other issues that were expected from the question (such as: monthly declaration vs. ad-hoc declaration).    
 
Although the requirements in part (b) were fairly clear and did not require complicated calculations, not many 
candidates achieved full marks in this question. The most common mistakes in part (b) include:  
 

- Contract 1: although the question clearly stated that foreign contractor would bear CIT, many candidates 
still performed a gross-up calculation for this CIT. 

- Contract 2: the activities are clearly exempted under Circular 134, however many candidates still 
performed FCT calculation. 

- Contract 3: many candidates focused on calculating FCT on the pure-purchase activity of the laptop 
(which is exempt) and forgot to mention FCT on the interest from indebtness. In addition, few candidates 
recognised that the deadline for declaring and paying tax falls in 2011, not 2010 and thus, no FCT 
calculation was required for this question.    

- Contract 4: Some candidates did not take into account the deduction of insurance costs and 
maintenance costs from taxable revenue. Some others performed a gross-up calculation of FCT which 
was not required because FCT is on the part of foreign contractor. 

 
Question Four 
This question was particularly well answered, especially parts (a) and (b). Most candidates correctly specified 
that HDC is required to issue invoices for these cases, although in part (b) some candidates still used the “special 
price” rather than the discounted price for calculating Value Added Tax (VAT).  
 
Quite a few candidates, while satisfactorily stating that the dealer should issue a VAT invoice to HDC in part c (i), 
also stated that the dealer must issue a VAT invoice to HDC in part c (ii). They should note that as a direct 
method VAT-payer, it is impossible for the dealer to issue a VAT invoice. 
 
 
Question Five 
This question had the most time-efficient marks if candidates could remember correctly the requirements for 
related parties and the name of five methods for arm’s length determination.  
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Many candidates correctly identified the relation of the parties in part (a). It should be noted however that while 
the question asked whether they are related parties or not under Circular 66, a few candidates specified that the 
parties are “subsidiary”, “affiliate” or “investment” without specifying whether they would be treated as “related 
parties” or not, and so lost easy marks.    
 
Some candidates did not correctly name the five transfer pricing methods, however marks were still awarded for 
those who provided a name that sufficiently described the substance of the method. 
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