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The examination consisted of five compulsory questions (Question 1 for 30 marks, Question 2 for 25 marks,
Question 3 for 20 marks, Question 4 for 15 marks and Question 5 for 10 marks with an approximate 1:1 split
requirement for computation and narrative respectively.

Most candidates attempted all five questions although there was some evidence of poor time management, in
particular in question 2. Question 2 was omitted by a number of candidates.

Excellent answers were presented for questions 1, 3, 4 and 5 and very high marks were achieved by a number of
candidates. It was clear from the performance of those who attempted question 2, that there was a lack of
preparation.

Workings shown were difficult to follow at times.

Question 1
This 30-mark question tested candidates’ ability to cope with personal income tax (PIT) implications of one
employee with two employers during the year.

Part (a) and Part (b)(i) were answered well. Part (b)(ii) revealed a complete recalculation from the total net
income point was the better approach, rather than the addition of the gross income amounts. Marks were
awarded for both approaches but more for the recalculation approach.

The question described the housing as both a benefit and an allowance and marks were awarded for either
treatment.

Question 2
This question, Parts (a) and (b), on the subject of the taxation of individual and corporate and Vietnamese and
overseas investors in various investments in Vietnam was poorly answered overall. Only a small percentage of
candidates had high marks for this question.

It was almost always left as the last question to be answered and many candidates did not complete the
question.

While this was the first time this subject matter was tested, it was clear that very few candidates had thoroughly
studied the subject matter.

Part (c) was generally answered well with many candidates providing information from Circular 13 which was
not required, however marks were still awarded if there was evidence of knowledge in this area.

Question 3
This foreign contractor tax (FCT) question was generally well answered. In Part (b) approximately half the
candidates performed the PIT calculation rather than the FCT calculation. In these circumstances, marks were
awarded where the candidate showed knowledge in this area.

Question 4
This question focused on the value added tax (VAT) taxable price for various activities and the requirements for
obtaining a VAT credit and/or refund.

Part (a) was almost universally answered very well showing that the candidates had remembered the differences
in the calculations.
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In answer to Part (b) many candidates failed to recognise the requirements of the regulations, although quite a
number of candidates received high marks.

Question 5
This question focused on the Resident Establishment provisions of the corporate income tax (CIT) regulations.

In Part (a) many candidates could identify which parts of the Resident Establishment definition may apply to the
circumstances provided in the question. A small number of candidates merely stated that the Tiger Fund would
have a Resident Establishment without any reasoning.

Part (b) was generally answered well, correctly identifying that CIT would be payable.


