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Abstract
Considerations on exercising due diligence while verifying their counterparties by taxable 
persons for the purposes of settling VAT should be, as a matter of priority, related to one of 
the fundamental rights pertaining to VAT. The primary right arising from the Council Directive 
2006/112/EC is a right to deduct the input tax which may be limited by member states only in 
exceptional situations. Neither Polish nor the European Union legislation define the concepts of 
“due diligence” and “good faith”. While making a specific assessment of facts, they ensure so called 
interpretation margin that makes it possible to take non-legal criteria significant for business 
operations into account. Defining the concepts of due diligence or good faith in a precise manner 
without evoking controversy seems to be impossible in the process of the application of the law. 
Due diligence should be suggested to be understood as the regular merchant’s commonly adopted 
diligence that is related to, inter alia, the conviction that goods are not provided or a service is not 
performed by a person intending to “bypass” tax law provisions.

Keywords
value added tax; tax on goods and services; due diligence; due diligence criteria; verification of 
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1 Introduction

While undertaking considerations on exercising due diligence at verification of their 
counterparties by taxable persons for the purpose of VAT financial settlements, one 
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should refer to one of fundamental rights relating to VAT. The primary right arising 
from the Council Directive 2006/112/EC2 is a right to deduct the input tax which may 
be limited by member states only in exceptional situations e.g. in order to prevent of 
and fight against fraud.3 A right to deduct the input tax is an integral part of the VAT 
mechanism; it is a basic principle underlying a common VAT system and, as a rule, it 
may not be limited.4 The principle of VAT neutrality and the challenging of the taxable 
person’s right to deduct the tax being in conflict with the former principle is a subject of 
many controversies, as well as disputes with tax authorities. These disputes are usually 
resolved by administrative courts. It is particularly noteworthy, that a right to deduct 
the input tax is one of the key tenets of a tax, not a form of tax relief or a privilege.5

2 The Concepts of “Good Faith”  
and “Due Diligence”

One should also stress that due to the lack of legal definitions of the concepts of “good 
faith” and “due diligence”, their proper interpretation becomes possible only when 
the CJEU case law is taken into account.6 In the light of the position of the CJEU, that 
has been adopted in the vast majority of its rulings, a tax authority challenging the right 
to deduct must demonstrate that a taxable person in specific circumstances should know 
that a transaction does not (transactions do not) meet some commercial standards 
appropriate for this type of actions. Premises established in an objective manner 
should provide a basis for this statement.7 Simultaneously, it should be mentioned 
that a direction of the CJEU ruling practice was determined in the judgement of 
12 January 2006 in the joint cases of C-354/03, C-355/03, C-484/03 Optigen and 

2 Council Directive 2006/112/EC of 28/11/2006 on the common system of value added tax 
(O.J.EU.L.2006.347.1, as amended; hereinafter: Council Directive 2006/112/EC).

3 The right to deduct is an integral component of the VAT mechanism and, as a rule, it is not subject to 
limitation. See Militz, 2014; see also the judgement of the CJEU on joint cases of C-80/11 Mahagében 
Kft. and C-142/11 Péter Dávid.

4 See judgements of the Court of Justice of the European Union (hereinafter: CJEU) e.g. CJEU, 
C-409/99, Metropol Treuhand WirtschaftsstreuhandgmbH v. Finanzlandesdirektion für Steiermark 
and Michael Stadler v. Finanzlandesdirektion für Vorarlberg, EU:C:2002:2; CJEU, C-465/03, 
Kretztechnik AG v. Finanzamt Linz, EU:C:2005:320.

5 See judgements of the CJEU, C-354/03 Optigen v. Commissioners of Customs & Excise, European 
Court Reports 2006, p. I–483; CJEU, C-255/02 Halifax plc, Leeds Permanent Development Services 
Ltd and County Wide Property Investments Ltd v. Commissioners of Customs & Excise, see ruling 
2006, s. I–1609; CJEU on combined cases C-80/11 and CJEU, C-142/11 Mahagében and Dávid.

6 The CJEU investigated the concept of a good faith in the following areas: the right to deduct the VAT, 
exemption of an intra-Community supply of goods, exemption due to supply of goods exported 
from the territory of the European Union, joint and several liability and an adjustment of the tax 
demonstrated in the invoice. See Dominik-Ogińska, 2013a: 29.

7 See, inter alia, para. 23 of the CJEU judgment, C-110/94 INZO; para. 32 of the CJEU judgement, 
C-414/10 Véleclair; para. 55 of the CJEU judgement, C-439/04 and C-440/04 Kittel and Recolta; 
para. 42 of the CJEU judgement in the joint cases C-80/11 and C-142/11 Mahagében and Dávid, 
para. 37 of the CJEU judgement, C-285/11 Bonik.
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Others. The Court of Justice expressly defined a refusal of a right to deduct a tax as an 
exception to the general rule. This assumption excludes the possibility of an extensive 
interpretation in this respect. The most important thesis of the judgement was expressed 
in para. 52 of the reasoning. The CJEU indicated that a right to deduct input VAT 
cannot be affected by the fact that in the chain of supply of which transactions of 
a taxable person form part, another prior or subsequent transaction is vitiated by VAT 
fraud, without that taxable person knowing or having any means of knowing about it. 
The facts of the judgement included the cases of a “carousel fraud” involving a missing 
trader in order to avoid a duty to pay the tax. The assessment of facts was not altered by 
the fact that Optigen and Fulcrum Companies did not contact the entity perpetrating 
a fraud. This reasoning was repeated and developed in the judgement of 6 July 2006 in 
the case C-439/04 and C-440/04 Kittel and Recolta.

The judgement of 21 June 2012 in joint cases C-80/11 and C-142/11 Mahagében 
and Dávid significantly affected the establishment of standards of good faith and due 
diligence. The CJEU expressly indicated the principles pertaining to distribution of 
burden of proof in a dispute between an entrepreneur and tax authorities. The Court 
provided more precise standards of due diligence in a series of rulings issued in 
the disputes between entrepreneurs and Bulgarian tax authorities.8

3 Due Diligence in VAT

Regardless of the crucial importance of the principle of VAT neutrality for the operation 
of the entire VAT system, it must be stressed that its nature may somehow encourage 
abuse of the right to deduct VAT, and in consequence result in a decrease of budget 
revenues. On the other hand, legal provisions adopted by a legislator may not aim at 
the elimination of the right to deduct entirely. Thus, it is important to find a balance 
between a fiscal interest and maintaining the essence of the value added tax in order 
to prevent it from turning into actual gross turnover tax. A concern of distorting such 
balance is related, inter alia, to the issue of an obligation to keep due diligence by a taxable 
person in terms of verification of their counterparties. Whereas implementation of such 
obligation seems to be completely understandable, it is extremely difficult to set clear 
and comprehensible, and simultaneously not discretionary criteria for determination 
whether due diligence was exercised or not. Moreover, it seems crucial to lay down 
the statutory obligations imposed on tax authorities when evaluating the correctness of 
verification of taxable person’s counterparties. The basic question is, whether an active 
subject of taxation such as a tax authority should assess a taxable person’s compliance 
with evaluation criteria of due diligence in a sort of “passive way” or whether, taking 
into account basic principles of tax proceedings, it should perform an in-depth analysis 
undertaking, in this way, a “co-verification” of the taxable person’s counterparties. 
8 Compare judgements of the CJEU, C-285/11 Bonik; CJEU, C-642/11 Stroy trans; CJEU, C-643/11 

LVK – 56.
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Basic principles of tax proceedings should not be forgotten in terms of the obligation 
to exercise due diligence while verifying counterparties for the purpose of deducting 
input tax.

1. The principle of conducting tax proceedings in a manner inspiring confidence 
in tax authorities and the notification principle (Art. 121 of the Tax Ordinance 
Act9). This principle means, inter alia, that shortcomings of an authority 
conducting the proceedings may not cause negative follow-ups for the citizen 
who acts in good faith and with trust to the content of the received decision.10 
Any inconsistencies or doubts pertaining to the factual state shall be resolved 
only in favour of the taxable person. The taxable person may be accused of 
a failure to meet his/her obligations only if the content of such obligation is 
fully understandable, and the taxable person may realistically meet the obligation 
arising from a provision of law.11

2. The principle of objective truth in tax proceedings (Art. 122 of the OP). 
From this principle arises for the authority an obligation of “comprehensive 
investigation of all actual circumstances related with this case so as to establish 
its real picture and obtain a basis for correct application of the provision of 
law”. In specific tax factual states, in which the legislator considers it justifiable 
for a taxable person or a public interest, the burden of proof may also rest upon 
a party of the proceedings. This obligation may be imposed on the parties to 
the proceedings as to the tax authorities, i.e. in an expressed or implied (indirect) 
manner.12

Tax authorities should not impose a general requirement of investigating the counter-
party’s reliability; it is only recommended to the authority to undertake an attempt 
of proving discontinuation of an activity meeting the obligation of a taxable person 
involved in the proceedings with due diligence in case of particularly emphasised 
doubts.13 A verification obligation should not burden a taxable person in subject-related 
area further than the investigation of the direct counterparty’s reliability unless a party 
should know or knows that a transaction may be a tax fraud. In such cases, a party to 
the agreement should be verified by a tax authority as a further counterparty.14

The taxable person, e.g. by checking a purchaser in the VIES system, verification 
of the bill of lading, collecting payments in form of bank transfer, performs an action 
that may be reasonably expected by the tax authority. At the same time, pursuant 

9 Act of 29 August 1997 on Tax Ordinance (consolidated text, Journal of Laws, 2018, item 800, 
hereinafter: OP).

10 Compare judgement of the Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny w Warszawie, III SA 702/87, ONSA 1987, 
no. 2, item 79.

11 Compare judgement of the Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny w Warszawie, III SA 964/87, OSP 1990, 
z. 5–6, item 251.

12 See Hanusz, 2004: 49–54.
13 Compare judgements of the CJEU, C80/11 Mahagében and CJEU, C – 141/11 Dávid.
14 CJEU, C – 354/03 and CJEU, C – 355/03, C- 484/03 Optigen.
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to the principle of the proportionality, performing tax inspection of a purchaser in 
terms of alleged irregularities in performing intra-Community supply of goods and 
potential penalising him/her is a sole responsibility of the tax authority. The action of 
an authority that, in fact, makes the taxable person’s effectiveness in pursuing the right 
to deduct input tax dependent on exercising the rights imposed on this person neither 
by the national law nor the European Union Law targets in a totally opposite direction.15

In terms of an obvious, justified intention of a legislator to counteract the procedures 
of VAT fraud, so called “tax carousel schemes”, the position of the jurisprudence that 
the procedures for assessment of exercising due diligence “should be interpreted so as 
they prevent a national practice under which a tax authority refuses a taxable person 
a right to deduct the amount of this output tax or paid tax due to the services provided 
to him/her from the output VAT, because the entity issuing invoices pertaining to these 
services or one of its service providers committed an irregularity, only when it was not 
proved by the tax authority pursuant to objective premises that the taxable person was 
aware or should have been aware that the transaction that was meant to provide a legal 
basis to deduct involved an offence committed by the invoice issuer or any other entity 
acting at the earlier stage of trading” (Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, I FSK 2033/14).

A requirement of verifying the counterparty may be established only in the situation 
when the taxable person had prior information evoking doubts as per the reliability of 
the counterparty. Such approach to the issue of verification of a counterparty is also 
confirmed by the case law of the Supreme Administrative Court that indicated in one 
of the judgements that: “Although tax authorities may not impose a general requirement 
that a taxable person should investigate whether a tax issuer has given goods in his/
her possession and whether he/she is able to supply them or whether he/she complies 
with an obligation to submit a tax return form and pay the VAT tax, in order to make 
sure that the entities acting at former stages of sales do not commit irregularities or an 
offence or to make this taxable person be in possession of the documents confirming it, 
nevertheless, the taxable person who has the information that make it possible to suspect 
the occurrence of irregularities or an offence may be obligated to obtain the information 
on the entity from whom he/she intends to purchase goods in order to confirm his/her 
credibility” (Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, I FSK 381/15).

The  taxable person has an obligation to comply with the  requirements 
of the verification that may be required only on the basis of reasonable premises. 
If a business entity has undertaken any and all actions that it might be reasonably 
expected to undertake in order to make sure that the transactions do not involve 
an offence either in terms of the VAT or in any other area, it may presume that 
the transactions are legitimate without a risk of losing its right to deduct the input VAT 
(Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, I FSK 2033/14).

As it was already mentioned pursuant to the content of provisions of Art. 122 of 
the Tax Ordinance, tax authorities undertake any and all required actions in order 

15 Compare the judgement of the CJEU, C-409/04 Teleos.
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to explain the facts in details and resolve the issue in tax proceedings. The referenced 
provision constitutes the principle of material truth. The subject of the analysed 
principle is an obligation of undertaking ex officio any and all actions that would 
lead to explaining in details of any and all factual circumstances of the investigated 
tax case in order to recover its realistic picture, and then to obtain a legal basis for 
application of relevant provisions of law. As it was rightly emphasised by the Supreme 
Administrative Court in one of its rulings: “It deserves some attention that an 
obligation to prove any facts significant to resolution of a case rests on a tax authority. 
Such rule of tax proceedings arises from the content of Art. 122 of the Tax Ordinance. 
In consequence, a tax authority needs to make an effort to prove any and all facts by 
means of any available evidence methods and sources in order to issue a relevant ruling” 
(Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, FSK 2326/04). An obligation of conducting the entire 
proceedings on all significant circumstances always rests on tax authorities and may not 
be, in any way, shifted on a taxable person unless it arises from specific tax legislation.16 
Provisions of Art. 187 of the Tax Ordinance are a development of this principle. An 
obligation of a comprehensive investigation of any and all actual circumstances (not just 
the selected ones) related to the case as to establish its realistic (rather than presumed) 
picture and obtain a basis for adequate application of a legal provision follows from this 
principle. A uniform ruling practice with regard to the application of this principle to 
all proceedings conducted by a tax authority regardless of a tax law that is in force at 
the time has been developed in the case law of administrative courts. Here are some 
examples:

■ While performing an assessment of the evidence, a tax authority may not neglect 
any completed discovery and is obligated to take account of a demand of a party 
to perform a discovery of the circumstances relevant for the case, unless these 
circumstances where acknowledged by other evidence and assess on the basis of 
the whole collected evidence whether a given circumstance was proven or not 
(Wojewódzki Sąd Administracyjny w Bydgoszczy, I SA/Bd 259/13).

■ The failure of a tax authority to undertake procedural steps aimed at the collection 
of comprehensive evidence, especially when a party makes reference to specific 
circumstances that are important for it, constitutes a failure to comply with 
the provisions of the proceedings resulting in defectiveness of a decision 
(Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, SA 234/81, ONSA 1981, no. 1, item 23).

■ An obligation to prove in tax proceedings burdens solely the tax authorities, 
that may not transfer a necessity of proving any circumstances of a case to 
the addressee of their decision. An authority may not limit its actions to 
challenging the reliability of evidence to which the party refers only because it 
“appears” to be unreliable and to state that it did not demonstrate that the facts 
indicated by it had actually taken place (Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, II FSK 
2690/14).

16 Compare the judgement of the Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, SA/Po 1459/96.
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■ The authority must bear in mind that insufficient explanation of facts may not be 
a basis for findings that would be negative for a party. An authority should base 
its statements on convincing evidence and doubts that are not easy to eliminate 
should be resolved at the favour of a taxable person, pursuant to the principle of 
in dubio pro tributatio (Wojewódzki Sąd Administracyjny w Poznaniu, I SA / Po 
883/13).

While conducting the proceedings, the tax authority, pursuant to the provision of 
Art. 191 of the Tax Ordinance Act should make assessment on the basis of the entire 
evidence whether a given circumstance was proven. Here are exemplary rulings relating 
to this matter:

■ A discovery in tax cases is not an objective as such, but it is a search for a reply 
whether in a specific actual situation, the situation of a taxable person fits into 
the hypothesis (and in consequence, into the provision) of a specific standard of 
the substantive tax law. Pursuant to a provision of Art. 188 of the Tax Ordinance, 
the party’s demand pertaining to performing a discovery should be taken into 
account if the subject of discovery includes circumstances relevant for the case 
unless these circumstances have been acknowledged to a sufficient level by 
another evidence (Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, I GSK 541/12).

■ Assessment of evidence by a tax authority becomes discretionary only when 
limits of discretionary assessment of evidence have been exceeded in a given case. 
These limits, though, are not directly set forth by provisions of common law in 
any way. Therefore, exceeding the limits of discretionary assessment of evidence 
must be investigated on a case-by-case basis in every specific tax case including 
the rules of logical interpretation of facts and events. Successful accusation of 
violation of a provision of Art. 191 of the Tax Ordinance requires demonstrating 
that tax authorities failed to comply with the principles of logical thinking or life 
experience, as this is the only thing that may be opposed to a right to perform 
a discretionary assessment of evidence. The conviction of a different significance 
of specific evidence than the one that was adopted, and its assessment opposite 
to this performed by tax authorities is not sufficient. The assessment of evidence 
performed by an appeal authority may be successfully challenged only in the case 
when there is no logic in linking conclusions with the collected evidence or when 
the reasoning of the authority goes beyond the rules of logics or, contrary to 
the principles of life experience, it does not take the cause-and-effect relations 
into account (Wojewódzki Sąd Administracyjny w Poznaniu, I SA/Po 102/14).

Notwithstanding the foregoing, it should be concluded that in the light of Art. 187(1) 
of the Tax Ordinance Act there are no reasons to look for the components of facts 
that do not have any reference to tax law facts of a given case i.e. they do not aim at 
establishing (or contradicting) the terms and conditions of the hypothesis of a specific 
material tax law (rather than a hypothesis of the tax authority) that is intended to be 
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applicable in the case. A discovery in tax cases is not an objective as such, but it is a search 
for a reply whether in a specific factual situation, the situation of a taxable person fits 
into the hypothesis (and in consequence, into the provision) of a specific standard of 
the substantive tax law (Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny, 2008: 47). Pursuant to Art. 
167 of the Council Directive 2006/112/EC a right of deduction shall arise at the time 
the deductible tax becomes chargeable. The provision of Art. 168(a) of the Council 
Directive 2006/112/EC provides that in so far as the goods and services are used for 
the purposes of the taxed transactions of a taxable person, the taxable person shall be 
entitled, in the Member State in which he carries out these transactions, to deduct 
the following from the VAT which he is liable to pay the VAT due or paid in that 
Member State in respect of supplies to him of goods or services, carried out or to 
be carried out by another taxable person in line with the provision of Art. 178(a) of 
the Council Directive 2006/112/EC for the purposes of deductions pursuant to Art. 
168(a), in respect of the supply of goods or services, he must hold an invoice drawn 
up in accordance with Arts. 220 to 236 and Arts. 238, 239 and 240. Also pursuant 
to Art. 220(1) of the Council Directive 2006/112/EC every taxable person shall 
ensure that, in respect of the following, an invoice is issued, either by himself or by his 
customer or, in his name and on his behalf, by a third party, among others on the case 
of delivery of goods or provision of services by him/her for other taxpayer or legal 
person who is not a taxable person. It appears that the above regulations contained 
in the provisions of Council Directive 2006/112/EC should be a reference point for 
establishing statutory criteria for the assessment of exercising due diligence, as well as 
application of the provisions in the tax procedure, especially at the stage of checking 
actions or inspection proceedings so as to be able to indicate potential failures to comply 
in a manner clear for a taxable person already at this stage.

4 Conclusion

In conclusion it should be stated that neither Polish, nor the European Union legislation 
define the concepts of “due diligence” or “good faith”. These concepts are so called 
general clauses and they have been defined for the purpose of a right to deduct the VAT 
tax only in the case law of the CJEU. While making a specific assessment of facts, 
they ensure so called interpretation margin that makes it possible to take non-legal 
criteria significant for business operations into account. It seems anyway that defining 
the concepts of due diligence or good faith in the manner that is at the same time precise 
and that does not evoke any controversies in the process of the application of the law is 
not possible. Explanation of these concepts would make a taxable person able to take 
advantage of a right to deduct VAT without any concern that he/she may infringe the tax 
legislation. The case law referred to herein has introduced an equity clause to the VAT 
system; this clause considers “good faith” to be a sort of buffer against undesirable actions 
of tax authorities. Compliance with the rules indicated in the CJEU case law gives an 
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opportunity to take account of the taxable person’s position and grant them rights in 
the VAT system, inter alia, in the area of the right to deduct or apply an exemption to 
the extent of occurrence of specific circumstances that do not allow that (Dominik-
Ogińska, 2013b: 26; Michalak, 2016: 190).

A taxable person acting in good faith, especially when he/she has undertaken any 
and all reasonably required preventing measures required should not bear tax liability. 
In view of the above, due diligence should be suggested to be understood as the standard 
merchant’s commonly adopted diligence that is related to, inter alia, the conviction that 
goods are not provided or a service is not performed by a person intending to “bypass” 
tax law provisions. A taxable person should exercise minimum diligence and good 
faith while checking a counterparty rather than look for unfair entrepreneurs doing 
the job of tax law enforcement. The indicated rulings demonstrate that both the CJEU 
and the Polish administrative courts show that a business entity who has undertaken 
any and all actions that it may be reasonably expected to undertake in order to make 
sure that the transactions in which it is involved are not related to any offence, should 
have an option to take advantage of a right to deduct. It is ensured by a uniformity of 
interpretation of the provisions of the Community law that needs to be understood in 
the same way irrespective of a case, court or member state.

References

Dominik-Ogińska, D. Dobra wiara w podatku od wartości dodanej w orzecznictwie Trybunału 
Sprawiedliwości Unii Europejskiej (1) [Good Faith in Value Added Tax in the Case Law of the Court 
of Justice of the European Union]. Przegląd Podatkowy [Tax Review], (7) 2013a. ISSN: 0867-7514.

Dominik-Ogińska, D. Dobra wiara w podatku od wartości dodanej w orzecznictwie Trybunału 
Sprawiedliwości Unii Europejskiej (3) [Good Faith in Value Added Tax in the Case Law of 
the Court of Justice of the European Union]. Przegląd Podatkowy [Tax Review], (9) 2013b. 
ISSN: 0867-7514.

Hanusz, A. Strony postępowania podatkowego a ciężar dowodu [Parties of Tax Proceedings v. Burden of 
Proof]. Przegląd Podatkowy [Tax Review], (9) 2004. ISSN: 0867-7514.

Michalak, M. Należyta staranność i dobra wiara w orzecznictwie Trybunału Sprawiedliwości Unii 
Europejskiej oraz polskich sądów administracyjnych [Due Diligence and Good Faith in the Case 
Law of the Court of Justice of the European Union and Polish Administrative Courts]. Studia 
Iuridica Toruniensia, (19) 2016. ISSN: 1689-5258. DOI: https://doi.org/10.12775/SIT.2016.021

Militz, M. Nowe aspekty badania dobrej wiary u nabywców paliw [New Aspects of Investigation on Good 
Faith in Fuel Purchasers]. Przegląd Podatkowy [Tax Review], (8) 2014. ISSN: 0867-7514.

Act of 29 August 1997 on Tax Ordinance (consolidated text, Journal of Laws, 2018, item 800).
Council Directive 2006/112/EC of 28/11/2006 on the  common system of value added tax 

O.J.EU.L.2006.347.1, as amended.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-643/11 LVK – 56.

https://doi.org/10.12775/SIT.2016.021


284

EUROPEAN FINANCIAL LAW IN TIMES OF CRISIS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION

Court of Justice of the European Union, C-110/94 INZO.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-409/99, Metropol Treuhand WirtschaftsstreuhandgmbH v. 

Finanzlandesdirektion für Steiermark and Michael Stadler v. Finanzlandesdirektion für Vorarlberg, 
EU:C:2002:2.

Court of Justice of the European Union, C-255/02 Halifax plc, Leeds Permanent Development Services 
Ltd and County Wide Property Investments Ltd v. Commissioners of Customs & Excise, see ruling 
2006, s. I–1609.

Court of Justice of the European Union, C-354/03 Optigen v. Commissioners of Customs & Excise, 
European Court Reports 2006, p. I–483.

Court of Justice of the European Union, C-355/03.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-465/03, Kretztechnik AG v. Finanzamt Linz, EU:C:2005:320.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C- 484/03 Optigen.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-409/04 Teleos.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-439/04 and C-440/04 Kittel and Recolta.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-414/10 Véleclair.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C80/11 Mahagében.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C – 141/11 Dávid.
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-142/11 Péter Dávid. Available at: http://curia.europa.eu/juris/

document/document.jsf?docid=124187&doclang=PL [Accessed 1 June 2016].
Court of Justice of the European Union, C-285/11 Bonik.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], SA 234/81, ONSA 1981, no. 1, item 23.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny w Warszawie [Supreme Administrative Court in Warsaw], III SA 702/87, 

ONSA 1987, no. 2, item 79.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny w Warszawie [Supreme Administrative Court in Warsaw], III SA 964/87, 

OSP 1990, z. 5–6, item 251.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], SA/Po 1459/96.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], FSK 2326/04.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], I FSK 256/07 [Parties of Tax 

Proceedings v. Philosophical Burden of Proof]. Przegląd Podatkowy [Tax Review], (5) 2008. 
ISSN: 0867-7514.

Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], I GSK 541/12.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], II FSK 2690/14.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], I FSK 2033/14.
Naczelny Sąd Administracyjny [Supreme Administrative Court], I FSK 381/15.
Wojewódzki Sąd Administracyjny w Poznaniu [Voivodeship Administrative Court in Poznań], I SA / Po 

883/13.
Wojewódzki Sąd Administracyjny w Bydgoszczy [Voivodeship Administrative Court in Bydgoszcz], 

I SA/Bd 259/13.
Wojewódzki Sąd Administracyjny w Poznaniu [Voivodeship Administrative Court in Poznań], I SA / Po 

102/14.

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?docid=124187&doclang=PL
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?docid=124187&doclang=PL
http://lex.online.wolterskluwer.pl/WKPLOnline/index.rpc#http://lex.online.wolterskluwer.pl/WKPLOnline/index.rpc

	_Ref521333451
	OLE_LINK2
	OLE_LINK12
	OLE_LINK5
	OLE_LINK16
	OLE_LINK9
	OLE_LINK19
	OLE_LINK11
	OLE_LINK15
	_Hlk523474173
	_Hlk521388170
	_Hlk521389252
	_ftnref10
	OLE_LINK22
	Preface
	Tax-Free Allowance in Light 
of the Theory of Law and Case Law 
of the Constitutional Tribunal
	The System of Financial Regulation
	How Much Tax Harmonisation Is Needed?
	Selected Issues of Public Finance in the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia
	Tax Law Rulings 
as an Example of Support for Taxpayers
	Legal Regulation of Taxes 
in the Period of the First Czechoslovak Republic and at Present
	Flexibility of Tax Law Provisions 
and Legal Definitions
	The European Union’s Budget: 
Focus on Own Resources Post-2020
	Access to File: Right(s) 
of the Defence or Defence of the Right(s)?
	Protection of Taxpayers’ Rights in the Romanian Legislation
	Reshaping Institutional Structure for Financial Consumer Protection
	Ne Bis in Idem in the Tax Process
	The Risks of Municipalities in Case of Free Financial Fund Investments
	Written Explanations 
of the Russian Tax Law
	Taxation of Holding Companies in the Context of EU and International Tax Law
	Cryptocurrencies from the Perspective of the EU Financial Market Regulation
	Economic and Legal Aspects of the Healthcare Financing System in Poland
	100 Years of Changes 
in the Czech System of Taxation
	The EU Bank Resolution Framework: Institutional Changes 
of the Financial Safety Net in Poland 
and the Czech Republic
	Ex Ante “Regulation”? 
The Legal Nature of the Regulatory Sandboxes or How to “Regulate” Before Regulation Even Exists
	100 Years of Taxes 
as a Mean of State Functioning
	The Legal Classification of Bitcoin and other Cryptocurrencies
	Local Taxes in the Russian Federation in the Context of the Analysis of the Powers of Local Self-Government Bodies
	The Financial System 
as a New Theoretical and Legislative Term
	Changes of Rules Applicable 
to Value Added Tax
	Due Diligence in Verifying Counterparties in Order to Deduct VAT
	Interventionism or Activation – Local Market Expectations Towards Local Government Units
	Features of Factor Analysis 
in Tax Consulting
	The National Revenue Administration and the Protection of the Financial Security of the State and the Security of the Individual
	The Central Bank as a Financial 
Mega-regulator (Russian Experience)
	Multi-Annual Planning of Public Budgets as a Way of Rationalising Public Expenditure
	Tax Indicators as a Tool for Assessing the Financial Stability of a Budget Educational Institution
	Development of the Regulation 
of Insurance Intermediaries 
in the Czech Republic
	Sources of Financing Health Care in Poland – Findings
	Interpretation of Treaties for the Avoidance of Double Taxation with Practical Examples
	A New Nexus Based on the Concept of Significant Economic Presence: 
The Digital Permanent Establishment
	The Current International 
and European Actions 
for De-offshoring the World
	Public Levies – Revenues 
or Expenditures of Public Budgets?
	The Application of In-house Procurement by Municipalities in Municipal Services Management
	Tax Rulings in Poland – Wealth or Crisis?
	Sovereign Green Bond Market – A Comparative Analysis
	Permanent Establishment – 
New Concept
	Exemption of Polish Local Government Units and their Unions from Corporate Income Tax – The Fundamentals, Evolution of Solutions and Legal Framework
	Exemption of Heritage Properties in Poland from Property Tax – The Fundamentals, Evolution of Solutions and Legal Framework
	Evolution of the Taxation 
of Wind Power Plants in the Polish Tax Law
	Forecasting GDP Values 
as Part of the Budgetary Procedure – De Lege Lata and De Lege Ferenda Conclusions
	Immovable Property Tax Exemptions as a Tool of Tax Policy
	The European Union 
Budget Revenues after Brexit
	European Monetary Fund – A Further Step towards Completing the Economic and Monetary Union?
	Does the Implementation of DAC 5 Represent a Breach of Attorney Confidentiality?
	From Violation of the Budgetary Discipline to the Principle of Proportionality within the Assessment of the Levy 
for this Violation
	The Anti-abuse Rule 
and Related Tax Administration Principles Written in the Tax Code
	Local Government 
Financial Institution and FinTech
	Budget Planning in the Republic of Lithuania under the Influence of European Union Law
	Legal Aspects of Tax Administration Electronisation
	Legal Aspects of EU Funding Related to State Organisational Units 
in the Czech Republic
	Do the Social Insurance Contributions Payable in Poland Constitute a Tax?
	The Exchange of Tax Information as Exemplified by the 
Panama–Argentina Case
	Tax on Extraction of Certain Minerals and the Mining Fee as a Category 
of Budget Revenue in Poland
	Shaping Financial Accountability Via Participatory Budgeting – 
Theoretical Framework for Axiological and Legal Analysis
	Ability-to-pay Principle and the Structure of Personal Income Tax in Poland 
(Selected Issues)



