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Executive summary

Background
The 2015 Deloitte European Tax Survey was conducted 
in Autumn 2015, and closed just before the release of the 
Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development 
(OECD)/G20’s final Base Erosion & Profit Shifting (BEPS) 
package. The political and economic environment continues 
to be challenging, but international tax reform is gathering 
pace. Tax professionals are under increasing pressure to 
understand and comply with additional new requirements 
including the need to report more information on their 
activities and tax profile by country.

In order to understand the impact of these trends and the 
potential effect on the tax department of today, as viewed 
by tax professionals across Europe, Deloitte has undertaken 
its third annual European Tax Survey.

Key findings
Impact of a changing landscape

• The biggest concern for the second year running was 
changes in tax legislation.

• Slightly more respondents said that BEPS was important 
to their tax department than the year before (53.1%, up 
from 52.4% last year). There was also evidence that the 
BEPS agenda is starting to get traction beyond the tax 
department. 

• More than a third of respondents intended to review or 
amend their entire international tax strategy in response 
to the OECD/G20 BEPS Action Plan, and more than a half 
anticipated that their tax compliance costs would increase 
as a direct result of BEPS. 

• 43.5% had started planning for the likely impact of BEPS. 
The majority of those who had started preparing for BEPS 
were readying their organisations for the BEPS Action 13 
transfer pricing documentation changes (84.8%).

• Respondents were beginning to develop additional 
disclosure around tax in their organisation’s financial 
statements, particularly if they feel their organisation 
is, or may become, subject to scrutiny from external 
stakeholders.

• Respondents were ambivalent about a potential 
mandatory Common Corporate Tax Base across the EU – 
61.1% had no opinion, while 19.1% and 19.8% thought it 
would be positive or negative respectively.

Key success factors for tax professionals

• The most important measures of success for tax 
professionals were compliance (filing tax returns on time 
and accurately) and certainty around tax liabilities.

• Most respondents (73.7%) thought that scrutiny around 
corporate tax strategy had increased over the last 5 years, 
but only 51.7% thought it had done so over the last year. 

• In response to increased scrutiny, 44.8% said they 
ensured buy-in to their formal group strategy, and 43.4% 
said they developed additional disclosure around tax in 
financial statements.

Most favourable locations

• The Netherlands, Switzerland, Austria and the UK were 
seen as the most favourable jurisdictions to operate 
in of the larger economies, while Luxembourg and 
Ireland were seen as the most favourable of the smaller 
jurisdictions. Germany, Italy and France were seen as the 
most challenging.

• Respondents valued good relationships with tax 
authorities and simpler tax systems most highly, with 
the most commonly selected reasons for tax uncertainty 
being ‘frequent changes to legislation’, and ‘ambiguity, 
weaknesses and reversals in tax authority doctrine or 
publicly available information.’

• The main factor that could increase competitiveness of 
a location, as chosen by 43.3% of respondents, was 
simplification of the tax system, the same factor chosen 
for the last two years.

• Fewer respondents had been subject to a tax audit in the 
last three years – 65.1% compared with 70% in 2014.

The political and economic environment 
continues to be challenging, but international 
tax reform is gathering pace. Tax professionals 
are under increasing pressure to understand 
and comply with additional new requirements, 
including the need to report more information  
on their tax activities and tax profile by country.
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Operating in Europe

We asked respondents to specify, out of those countries 
that they have a detailed working knowledge of, how 
challenging or favourable those countries were from a tax 
perspective.

Taking the larger European economies first, the majority of 
respondents with a working knowledge of the Netherlands 
(80.6%) rated the country as either ‘somewhat favourable’ 
or ‘very favourable’. Other significant favourable mentions 
include Switzerland (76.7%), Austria (70.8%) and the 
United Kingdom (69.0%).

We also asked respondents to select the one European 
country they found most challenging – Germany came out 
top as 16.1% of respondents selected Germany, with Italy 
(13.2%) and France (10.9%) as the next most challenging. 

Reasons cited for these choices include complexity and 
difficult relationships with the tax authorities. 

As in previous years, Luxembourg and Ireland were rated 
best among the smaller jurisdictions. 

Respondents value good relationships with tax authorities 
and simpler tax systems/rules, as those were some of the 
reasons given for their selection of the most favourable 
jurisdictions. Similar to the surveys conducted in the last 
couple of years, respondents still value transparency, 
openness and stability.

This survey closed prior to some important announcements 
from the European Union recently – and before the 
G20/OECD Base Erosion and Profit Shifting Action Plan 
was published on 5 October. 

The European Commission has recently ruled that tax 
rulings granted by the Netherlands and Luxembourg, to 
Starbucks Manufacturing and to Fiat Treasury respectively, 
amounted to state aid and the Commission has ordered 
the two countries to recover the aid from the multinationals 
concerned. It is open to the countries and companies 
to appeal against the findings and is too early to assess 
the broader outcomes. The Commission continues its 
investigations into rulings granted by Luxembourg and 
Ireland, and into Belgium’s ‘excess profits’ regime. 

The European Council of Ministers has reached agreement 
on a directive that will require the automatic exchange of 
information on certain tax rulings, with effect from 
1 January 2017. The directive requires member states to 
exchange information automatically on certain cross-border 
tax rulings dating back to 2012; some member states have 
indicated that they will exchange ruling information before 
2017, under a previous directive.

The incoming Netherlands presidency has set reducing tax 
avoidance as one of its priorities from the first six months 
of 2016.

Next year’s survey will reflect an initial view of the impact of 
these wider changes. 

2



To start a new section, hold down the apple+shift keys and click  

to release this object and type the section title in the box below.

Comments on tax regimes
The reasons given for finding certain tax regimes more 
attractive were consistent, and similar to the reasons 
collected in the last two years – simple, straightforward tax 
systems, collaboration with tax authorities, and ease  
of communication.

About Luxembourg:

“Stable tax system; changes are flagged 
well in advance.”
Respondent based in the UK

About the Netherlands: 

“Horizontal monitoring and collaborative 
tax inspectors who try to understand  
the business.” 
Respondent based in Belgium

About Ireland: 

“Relatively straightforward tax system 
and very competitive tax rates, 
combined with skilled English speaking 
work force.” 
Respondent based in the UK

About the UK: 

“Because HRMC is enabling the overall 
strategy of the UK Government in 
making this an attractive place for the 
business.”
Respondent based in Italy

 

Respondents were fairly consistent in their reasons for 
choosing some of the economies as most challenging: 

About Germany: 

“Complex business. German system takes 
a long time to work through the audit 
cycle. German tax auditors are not up to 
date with changing business practices.”
Respondent based in the UK

“Tax authorities are quite aggressive in 
their approach and very formalistic. 
Applying form over substance in e.g. 
VAT reviews, unfair in MAP processes.”
Respondent based in the Netherlands

About Italy: 

“Quite aggressive tax authorities. 
Unpredictable tax courts.”
Respondent based in France

“Larger bureaucracy, less predictable.” 
Respondent based in Germany

“No trust between the taxpayer and the 
tax authorities. Great paranoia from 
local finance team concerning the 
approach of the tax authorities. Too 
much caution from local management 
on tax issues.”
Respondent based in the UK

About France

“Capital distribution out of France is 
cumbersome.”
Respondent based in Norway 

“Continuous change of tax law, doctrine 
and administrative interpretation.”
Respondent based in Luxembourg

“The system is very opaque and every 
year new taxes added (in the presence 
of a permanent establishment).”
Respondent based in Germany
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What makes a country 
attractive or challenging?

We asked respondents whether they thought there was a 
high degree of tax uncertainty in the country in which they 
are based. The proportion of respondents answering ‘yes’ 
has decreased year-on-year since the survey began: in 2013 
60% said yes, in 2014 the figure was 54.2% and this year, 
53.7% of respondents thought there was a high degree of 
uncertainty. This is an indicator of optimism as the OECD’s 
international tax reform actions advance.

The most stable or certain countries (i.e. where respondents 
thought there was not a high degree of tax uncertainty) 
included the Netherlands (90.0% of respondents), 
Switzerland (81.8%), Luxembourg (80.3%), and Norway 
(71.7%). The results are not dissimilar to responses received 
last year, but it is worth noting that the UK saw a drop of 
12% from last year to only a 56.0% positivity rating.  
This may be a result from the introduction of the Diverted 
Profits Tax in the UK. 

The countries with the highest levels of negativity 
(i.e. respondents stating there was a high level of tax 
uncertainty) were France (100% of respondents), Italy 
(93.3%), Croatia (88.9%), Portugal (82.3%) and Belgium 
(76.5%). Again, these responses are not too different from 
those of last year, but Portugal has seen a good increase in 
positivity, the uncertainty factor having fallen by nearly 
15% since 2014.

Respondents who said that there was a high level of 
uncertainty were asked to select up to two factors from a 
list of significant causes of tax uncertainty. The two most 
commonly selected reasons were frequent changes to 
legislation (34.2%) and ambiguity in the tax authority’s 
doctrine/guidance (24.1%). These were the same two 
factors chosen for the last two years, although percentages 
have dropped (from 39.3% and 27.7% respectively). We 
note, however, that the selection of the factor ‘weakness/
ambiguity in advance clearing or ruling systems’ has 
increased to 13.1% from 8% last year.

Of all the causes selected, two thirds of respondents 
selected frequent changes to legislation (66.8%), and nearly 
half selected ambiguity, weaknesses and reversals in the tax 
authority’s doctrine or publicly available guidance. These 
proportions were slightly lower than the results from the 
last two years.

Weaknesses and ambiguity in advance 
clearing or ruling systems

Ambiguity, weaknesses and reversals in the 
tax authorities´ doctrine or publicly available 
guidance

Figure 1. Significant causes of tax uncertainty

Long duration of tax disputes

Retrospective changes to legislation

Other

24.1%

34.2%

15.8%

4.5%
7.8%

13.4%

Frequent changes to legislation

The most stable or certain countries included 
the Netherlands, Switzerland, Luxembourg and 
Norway.
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Factors that could increase competitiveness
Respondents were asked what changes to their country’s 
tax legislation would have the greatest positive impact on 
their country’s competitiveness. Simplification of the tax 
system is the main factor chosen (by 43.3% of respondents) 
for increasing competitiveness, with more certainty around 
the future of the tax system a close second (39.2% of 
respondents). 

Slightly more respondents this year said they would like 
to see a reduction in the corporation tax rate by 1-2% 
than did last year (13.6% compared with 9.5%). For the 
last two years, respondents thought that a reduction in 
employment tax would be more desirable than a reduction 
in corporation tax, but this year the priority reversed. 
Simpler compliance systems are still more desirable than 
a reduction of any of the major taxes, and this figure has 
increased year-on-year, reaching 17.4% in 2015. Clearly the 
compliance challenge is not subsiding.

Figure 2. What main changes should be made to respondent’s own country’s tax system?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Other (please specify)

Simpler compliance systems 
and processes

Fewer tax audits

Reduction of the employment tax rate 
by 1-2% in the rate

Reduction of the corporate tax rate by
1-2% in the rate

Reduction of the income tax burden/
tax rate by1-2% in the rate

Reduction of the indirect tax burden –
 GST/VAT by 1-2% in the rate

Very predictable and collaborative
tax authority

Simplification of the tax system

Improved tax incentives

More certainty around the future of 
the tax system

39.2%

15.3%

43.3%

27.6%

7.2%

6.0%

13.6%

11.8%

2.5%

17.4%

2.0%

47.9%

14.5%

48.6%

27.7%

6.8%

6.4%

9.5%

12.1%

2.7%

16.1%

1.7%

44.3%

14.3%

36.0%

20.7%

7.5%

7.1%

10.3%

14.3%

2.4%

12.1%

2.1%

20132015 2014
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Relationships with tax authorities
Respondents highlighted that a factor that could increase 
competitiveness is an open and co-operative tax authority. 
We therefore asked how they viewed their current 
relationship with their tax authority. 92.8% stated that they 
had an excellent, very good, or good relationship with their 
tax authority, which is much higher than last year’s 70.3%. 

When asked whether relationships with their tax authority 
had changed in the last year, 85.4% thought it had not 
changed, 10.2% thought it had improved and only 4.4% 
thought the relationship had deteriorated. This is an 
improvement on last year’s responses (where 7% stated 
that the relationship have improved and 6% said it had  
got worse). 

Tax audits 
A smaller proportion of respondents had experienced a 
tax audit in the last three years compared with the last 
two surveys. In 2013, 75% had experienced an audit, 
70% in 2014, and only 65.1% of this year’s respondents. 
The downward trend may suggest that tax authorities are 
seeking to target tax audits at those taxpayers they believe 
to represent higher risks.

We also asked respondents what the top three items were 
that they thought their local tax authority was focusing 
on. Responses were broadly similar to the last two years, 
with 61.3% of respondents thinking tax authorities were 
focusing on corporate income taxes (62.7% in 2014 and 
56.9% in 2013) and VAT (61.5% in 2015, 59.2% in 2014 
and 53.8% in 2013). Transfer pricing and international tax 
continues to be an area of challenge to tax authorities, 
although less so than in the last two years (32.4% in 2015 
compared with 38.0% in 2014 and 35.4% in 2013). This 
may reflect a ‘wait and see’ attitude to the BEPS reforms.

Figure 3. Relationship with local tax authority

9.2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Extremely poor

Poor

Not good or bad

Good

Very good

Excellent

33.7%

49.8%

0%

6.7%

0.6%

10.7%

0%

59.6%

25.9%

2.9%

1.0%

13.7%

0%

56.2%

27.8%

1.7%

0.5%

20132015 2014

Figure 4. Which area is your tax authority focusing on?

9.2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Other

Nothing in particular

Customs and excise duty

Transfer pricing and
 international tax

Personal income taxes

VAT

Property taxes

Corporate income taxes

61.3%

5.4%

61.5%

21.8%

32.4%

7.6%

8.5%

2.0%

6.27%

4.8%

59.2%

24.2%

38.0%

9.7%

9.2%

2.3%

56.9%

6.3%

53.8%

18.3%

35.4%

7.0%

7.4%

4.0%

20132015 2014
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Tax in the spotlight

We have asked respondents for the last two years 
whether they thought there had been an increased level 
of discussion and scrutiny around corporate tax strategy, 
and more than half of respondents (56%) said yes last year 
(with a similar figure the year before). This year we asked 
respondents whether they thought there was an increase 
from a year ago, and whether there was an increase in the 
last 5 years. Interestingly, 73.7% of respondents thought 
that scrutiny had increased over the last 5 years, while 
only 51.7% thought it has increased over the last year. Is 
scrutiny around corporate tax planning finally levelling out 
or does this indicate that it’s now a permanent fixture on 
the corporate agenda? When looking at the responses 
by country, the trend continued from the last two years, 
where it was mainly the west of Europe thinking that tax is 
more in the spotlight. 88.9% of respondents from Finland, 
76.5% from Belgium, and 73.6% from the UK thought that 
tax is under more scrutiny since a year ago, while 77.8% of 
respondents from Croatia, 62.2% from Bulgaria and 56.8% 
from Turkey thought it was not.

Under the spotlight – who is asking?
The majority of respondents (76.7%) had not been asked by 
external stakeholders to justify their tax strategy, 62.5% had 
not been asked internally, and 55.6% had not been asked 
by anyone. The figures are similar to last year (77% and 
60% respectively), despite the drop in respondents thinking 
tax was more in the spotlight.

Figure. 5. Over the past 12 months, have you been asked to justify your tax strategy by any of the 
following external stakeholders?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Other

Investment analysts

Not been asked

Shareholders

NGOs/campaigners

MPs/politicians

Journalists

5.6%

1.9%

3.5%

12.4%

76.7%

5.7%

3.4%

8.0%

2.0%

6.7%

13.6%

77.0%

0%

3.6%

9.3%

2.8%

3.9%

12.4%

67.0%

0%

2.3%

20132015 2014

Figure 6. Over the past 12 months, have you been asked to justify your tax strategy by any of the 
following internal stakeholders?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Other

Not been asked

Employees

Non-executive directors

Investor relations

Corporate affairs

18.4%

9.6%

14.1%

8.2%

62.5%

5.7%

19.0%

10.9%

17.5%

8.5%

60.1%

6.1%

17.4%

9.2%

15.7%

10.7%

51.0%

3.6%

20132015 2014

       7



To start a new section, hold down the apple+shift keys and click  

to release this object and type the section title in the box below.

When asked about their current situation, only 8% of 
respondents said that they were currently under scrutiny 
and taking steps to respond. A third of respondents (34.4%) 
said that, as they are not currently under scrutiny, there is 
nothing to respond to, while 28.8% were more cautious 
and were taking active steps to prepare, just in case. The 
rest (28.9%) felt fully prepared for scrutiny.

We probed a little further and asked what respondents had 
done or were doing in preparation for scrutiny. The most 
important step seemed to be ensuring that there is buy-in 
from the board to formal group tax strategy. Of those who 
were already prepared, 44.8% said they ensure buy-in, and 
of those who were currently preparing, 46.8% said they 
spend time on gaining buy-in to their tax strategy (45.9% of 
both groups. 

Another important step was developing additional 
disclosure around tax in financial statements. Of those 
currently preparing for scrutiny, 43.4% mentioned this step, 
and 33.6% of those already prepared said they developed 
additional disclosure (39.1% of both groups). It is not yet 
clear whether additional disclosure offers any protection 
from heightened scrutiny from non-traditional stakeholders 
such as the media. 

The third most popular step for both the prepared and 
the preparing was adopting a different approach to tax 
planning (24.7% of those in preparation phase, and  
20.7% of those already prepared or 23.0% of both).  
When grouping these together and comparing with the 
last two years, we see that changing the approach to tax 
planning has become a less popular option this year – this 
may be because organisations have already changed their 
planning approach, and therefore do not need to alter 
these any further.

Figure 7. Responses to increased scrutiny

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Other

A reduced amount 
of tax planning

Ensuring there is
buy-in to formal

group strategy

Adopting a different
approach to
tax planning

Developing additional
disclosure around tax

in financial statements

39.1%

23.0%

45.9%

10.1%

9.3%

35.0%

32.0%

39.6%

7.6%

2.4%

29.1%

27.8%

33.5%

6.7%

3.8%

20132015 2014

When asked about their current situation, only 
8% of respondents said that they were currently 
under scrutiny and taking steps to respond.
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The impact of BEPS

The OECD launched its Action Plan on Base Erosion and 
Profit Shifting (BEPS) in 2013 to look at the approaches and 
international principles for the “allocation of taxable profits 
to locations different from those where the actual business 
activity takes place, and what could be done to change this 
if they do.”

The OECD released its final package of measures outlining 
consensus Actions under the BEPS project on 5 October, 
shortly after this survey closed. 

We asked respondents whether the BEPS Action Plan was 
important to their tax department. The figure has slightly 
increased from last year – 53.1% said it was important or 
very important, up from 52.4% last year. Three countries 
placed a significantly higher importance on the BEPS 
programme – 85% of Dutch respondents, 75% of French 
respondents and 60% of UK respondents thought it was 
important or very important. 

Respondents were also asked whether the BEPS Action Plan 
was important to their organisation’s board or leadership. 
BEPS has increased its importance profile over the least 
year – 65% said last year that it was not important to their 
leadership, and this year the figure dropped to 59.7%.

Considering the progress that the OECD/G20 has made on 
the BEPS Action Plan over the last year, it is not surprising 
that the number of respondents who said they had started 
preparing for the impact of the changes has increased – 
from 31% last year to 43.5% this year.

Last year only two countries had more than half of 
respondents saying they had started preparing for the 
impact of BEPS, but this increased to five this year: France 
(75%), Finland (66.7%), the Netherlands (65%), Belgium 
(55.9%) and the UK (51.2%). Of those who said they have 
started planning, the actions in figure 8 seemed to be most 
important.

There was again acknowledgement that BEPS is likely to 
affect tax strategy. A higher proportion of respondents this 
year (53.3% from 46.5% last year) said that they expect the 
cost of compliance to increase, and there was a significant 
increase in the proportion of respondents saying they will 
need to review or amend their entire international tax 
strategy (up to 35.7% from 21.2% in 2014). 

Figure 8. BEPS Actions planned for

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Other

Harmful tax practices including preferential
intangibles regimes (Action 5)

Treaty abuse
(Action 6)

Controlled Foreign Companies
(Action 3)

Hybrids
(Action 2)

Transfer pricing of intangibles
(Actions 8-10)

Base erosion via interest and other 
financial payments (Action 4)

Permanent establishments
(Action 7)

Transfer pricing documentation
(Action 13)

84.8%

45.0%

34.7%

34.1%

24.1%

22.9%

15.2%

13.5%

4.9%

Figure 9. How do you think your organisation’s tax strategy will be affected by BEPS?
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Other
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document action

Review/amend financing strategy

Review/amend IP strategy

Review/amend entire international
tax strategy

35.7%

13.2%

22.3%

53.3%

30.9%

4.0%

21.2%

9.8%

18.5%

46.6%

35.6%

3.4%
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This year we also asked whether the tax professionals 
anticipate legislative and treaty changes as a result of the 
BEPS initiative. A third (33.5%) of respondents thought that 
they would see moderate changes.

A larger proportion of respondents (47.6%) believed 
that double taxation would arise as a result of the BEPS 
proposals (see Illustration 1 to the left).

Probing further, we asked whether their organisations are 
planning on changing resources or headcount for the tax 
department, wholly or partly as a result of the anticipated 
changes arising due to the BEPS initiative. Two thirds of 
respondents (65.6%) had no plans to alter their resources, 
while 9.2% planned on increasing and only 1% planned on 
decreasing resources. The majority of those who thought 
they would increase resources (82.4%) though they might 
increase headcount by one or two people only.

Figure 10. In your country, do you anticipate legislative and treaty changes as a result of the 
BEPS initiative?

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Don't know/not applicable

No, I do not anticipate changes

Yes, but only minor changes

Yes I am anticipating moderate changes

Yes I am anticipating significant change 14.9%

33.5%

20.8%

13.0%

17.8%

Don’t know/not applicable

Yes, to a minor degree

Illustration 1. Do you think that double taxation will arise as a result of the BEPS proposals?

No

32.5%

15.1%

22.3%

30.1%

Yes, to a significant degree
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Half of respondents (50.6%) thought their compliance 
burden is likely to increase as a result of the BEPS initiative. 
More than a third of all respondents (37.6%) thought that 
the burden would increase primarily from the country-
by-country reporting requirements, while the rest (13%) 
thought it would increase from requirements other than 
country-by-country reporting, which included other transfer 
pricing documentation changes (32.7%), permanent 
establishment changes (19.2%) and changes to transfer 
pricing methodologies (18.3%).

The impact of a Common Corporate Tax Base  
in the EU
The European Commission proposed a common system 
for calculating the tax base of businesses operating in the 
EU in March 2011. This Common Consolidated Corporate 
Tax Base (CCCTB) is a single set of rules that companies 
could use to calculate taxable profits, and therefore only 
comply with one EU system for their EU corporate tax 
computations, rather than different rules in each EU 
Member State in which they operate. The proposals were 
re-launched by the European Commission in June 2015, 
as a two-phased approach with the creation of a common 
(but unconsolidated) tax base as the first step.

We asked the tax professionals surveyed whether the 
introduction of a mandatory common tax base within 
the European Union would be a positive outcome for 
their organisation or group. The majority of respondents 
had no opinion, with 61.1% saying they didn’t know. The 
remainder were evenly split between answering yes (19.1%) 
and no (19.8%). Some comments from tax professionals in 
the ‘yes’ category suggested it would level the playing field, 
simplify the tax processes, and increase fairness. Of those 
who were more negative, some said it would increase their 
administrative burden, that there is no ‘one size fits all’ and 
that they tend to benefit from having different tax rates in 
different countries. A few respondents also believed that 
big business might leave the EU as a result.

Figure 11. Other than country-by-country reporting, which requirements are likely to increase your 
group’s compliance burden?

0% 10% 20% 30%

Don’t know/not applicable

Other

Hybrid mismatches

Harmful tax practices

Permanent establishment changes

Prevention of treaty abuse

The proposed restrictions on interest deductibility

Changes to transfer pricing methodologies

Other transfer pricing documentation changes 32.7%

18.3%

6.7%

6.7%

19.2%

1.9%

3.8%

2.9%

7.7%

State aid
Finally, we also asked whether respondents’ organisations 
had considered any of the ongoing tax state aid cases 
initiated by the European Commission when considering 
new or current tax structures. More than half (52.7%) 
answered that they hadn’t, 13.3% said they had, and the 
remainder didn’t know (34%).
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The role of the tax professional 

The survey population were typically working for large 
organisations, similar to last year’s sample. More than a 
third (35.2%) worked in organisations with operations in 
more than 20 countries, and more than three quarters 
(77.1%) worked in organisations operating in more than 
one country. 

Two thirds of respondents’ tax departments were 
responsible for tax across a region or globally (66.3%) – 
a higher proportion than before (48% in 2014 and 55% in 
2013). Most of the respondents (57.3%) were responsible 
for all or most types of taxes for their organisation, while 
30.4% had a more general finance role, of which tax is one 
part. 41.3% had personal responsibility for one country’s 
tax only, while 14% were responsible for more than 
20 countries’ tax. A quarter looked after tax for between 
2 and 5 countries.

Most of the respondents reported to the CFO (39.9%), 
the CEO (25.2%) or the Head of Tax (14.7%), a similar 
proportion to last year. The majority of our respondents 
(55.4%) were in senior leadership roles – 28% as tax 
director or head of tax, and 27.4% as finance director or 
CFO, with the rest making up director, senior manager and 
manager roles in tax, accounting and finance.

The size of the tax teams remain fairly small – the tax teams 
from the majority of our respondents (54.4%) comprise 
up to three people , and only 3.6% of respondents have 
tax team of more than 20 people. Most of these team 
members were located at the organisation’s headquarters 
(67%), while 19.2% were in a mixture of headquarters and 
business locations.

Figure 12. Number of countries your organisation has a physical presence in, such as an office

11-20 countries

2-5 countries

6-10 countries

21+ countries

1 country

22.9%

21.3%

9.1%

35.2%

11.5%

Figure 13. Which job title describes your role best?

0% 10% 20% 30%

Other

Financial controller

Finance manager/senior manager

Finance director/CFO

Tax reporting manager/senior manager

Tax manager/senior manager

Head of tax/tax director 28.0%

17.6%

1.2%

27.4%

10.8%

4.5%

10.5%

12



To start a new section, hold down the apple+shift keys and click  

to release this object and type the section title in the box below.

Board endorsement
Last year, 61% of respondents said their tax strategy was 
signed off by the board – this year, the figure dropped back 
to 2013 levels of 58%. Of the largest economies (by GDP), 
the Netherlands (60%), UK (56.8%) and Germany (52.6%) 
had the highest level of board endorsement, while of the 
smaller economies, Denmark (87.5%), Slovenia (81.8%), 
and Switzerland (72.7%) had the highest percentages of 
respondents saying their tax strategy was signed off by  
the board.

A good percentage of respondents (39.5%) personally 
appeared before the board to discuss tax strategy ad hoc 
or as requested, while only 3.9% do so more frequently 
than quarterly. Tax is still not a very regular agenda item at 
board meetings, with 35.5% of respondents saying tax is 
only discussed at board level ad hoc, or as requested. Last 
year around 15% of respondents said tax was discussed at 
board level more frequently than quarterly, but this year it 
has slipped to 9% of respondents.

How tax professionals spend their time
We asked respondents to select the top 5 activities on 
which they spend most of their time. The top activity this 
year was general management of the tax department, with 
62.8% of respondents selecting that option. Interaction 
with other parts of the business was chosen by 59.9% of 
respondents this year. Public relations was chosen by only 
2.5% of respondents. 

Figure 14. How tax professionals spend their time

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Other

Dealing with suppliers

Transfer pricing

Technical tax work

Public relations

Provision of management information

Overseas tax audits

M&A and transactions

Managing projects outside of tax

Lobbying/representation on technical matters

Interaction with the board

Interaction with other parts of the business

HR/people management

Technology projects (tax compliance)

Tax authority relationships

General management of the department 62.8%

33.4%

18.8%

21.7%

59.9%

25.9%

6.1%

26.7%

24.2%

16.1%

30.5%

2.5%

37.2%

34.7%

12.3%

6.7%
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We then asked respondents to estimate what proportion of 
their time they spend on each activity, which activities they 
think they should be spending time on, and the proportion 
of their time they currently spend on the activities they  
think they should be spending time on. The two 
proportions did not differ that much, other than that more 
people thought they should be spending time on dealing 
with suppliers, and technical tax work than they currently 
do. A variety of activities made up the ‘other’ category, 
including compliance, tax reporting, solving problems, 
dealing with customers, cash management, and training.

Figure 15. Current proportion of time spent vs proportion of time spent on activities you think you should 
spend time on

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Other

Dealing with suppliers

Transfer pricing

Technical tax work

Public relations

Provision of management information

Overseas tax audits

M&A and transactions

Managing projects outside of tax

Lobbying/representation on technical matters

Interaction with the board

Interaction with other parts of the business

HR/people management

Technology projects (tax compliance)

Tax authority relationships

General management of the department
33.3%

36.3%

14.6%
16.1%

18.2%
22.4%

18.0%
21.1%

26.4%
29.8%

16.1%
16.0%

19.8%
18.7%

29.0%
30.4%

20.2%
24.2%

19.0%
21.3%

23.7%
23.7%

24.5%
25.3%

16.1%
31.8%

24.8%
18.3%

6.7%
18.7%

48.8%
63.4%

Current % of time spent % of time spent on activities you think you should spend time on

More people thought they should be spending 
time on dealing with suppliers, and technical tax 
work than what they currently do.
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There was very little change in the relative importance 
of the keys to success from last year. For most of the 
respondents, the highest priorities lay with the timely 
filing of tax returns and compliance, certainty around 
tax liabilities, and close integration with the business and 
its strategy, which suggests that the trend for the tax 
professional to become a more valued business partner 
seems to continue. Having a low effective tax rate again has 
a similar priority rating to last year, although the number of 
respondents switching from a ‘medium’ importance to a 
‘low’ importance had increased. 

Other important factors included ‘accurate tax planning 
and reporting’ (‘no surprises’ were mentioned a few 
times), ‘clarity of implementing tax legislation’, and ‘good 
relationships with other stakeholders.’

Figure 16. Rating for each activity as a contributor to success

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Other

Certainty around tax liabilities

Close integration with the 
business and its strategy

Good relationship with 
tax authority

Tax returns and compliance 
filed on time
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2.5% 22.7% 74.0%

9.0% 48.0% 43.0%

13.6% 37.7% 44.1%

3.0% 25.0% 72.0%

5.0% 42.0% 53.0%

6.4% 34.7% 56.7%

5.0% 27.0% 68.0%

5.6% 27.1% 64.5%

2.0% 27.0% 71.0%

2.9% 24.9% 70.6%

33.0% 19.0% 48.0%

4.5% 20.5% 63.6%

HighLow Medium2015 2014 HighLow Medium

What success looks like 

For most of the respondents, the highest 
priorities lay with the timely filing of tax returns 
and compliance, certainty around tax liabilities, 
and close integration with the business and  
its strategy.
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Compliance was rated most highly as a key success factor 
and this year, and conversely it rates as one of the pressure 
points, with 10% more respondents than last year rating 
it as a high priority. Similarly, there were increases in 
importance of tax authority scrutiny, governance, and 
changes in tax legislation.

The ‘change of tax regulation and keeping up with the 
changes’ was again the highest rated concern, with 60% 
of respondents rating it highly, and a further 31% placing 
a ‘medium’ importance on it. One respondent mentioned 
“the administration of the law is not compatible with the 
content review based applications” and a few respondents 
said that they are concerned about transfer pricing 
compliance and documentation.

With BEPS-related issues being mentioned more than 
before, it is clear that respondents are taking notice of this 
major international tax reform. Reputation was mentioned 
less again this year, perhaps indicative of increased 
transparency in tax disclosures from an increasing number 
of companies.

What are the pressure points?

Figure 17. Rating for each activity as a key concern

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Other

Change of tax regulation,
such as the introduction

of new tax laws

Technology and systems,
such as data quality issues

Tax resource, such as key
staff leaving/staff shortages

Governance, such as
ensuring tax activities are

aligned with wider
corporate objectives 

Tax authority scrutiny, such
as outstanding cases with

your tax authority/tax audits

Compliance – such as
 getting tax returns filed
on time and accurately 28.0% 43.0% 29.0%

22.4% 38.1% 39.1%

14.0% 49.0% 38.0%

12.6% 40.3% 45.6%

16.0% 55.0% 29.0%

14.4% 46.7% 37.2%

30.0% 48.0% 22.0%

27.9% 44.7% 23.8%

29.0% 46.0% 26.0%

23.2% 43.5% 31.1%

6.0% 43.0% 51.0%

8.1% 31.0% 60.0%

33.0% 22.0% 46.0%

5.6% 11.1% 77.8%

HighLow Medium2015 2014 HighLow Medium
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Cost reduction and increased efficiency are likely to be 
two concerns CFOs will have on their agendas for the 
foreseeable future. One way of achieving these objectives 
is through outsourcing some operations, or making use of 
Shared Service Centres (SSC).

We asked whether respondents had a SSC that looked after 
finance, and the same proportion to last year said they did 
(51%). Of those who did make use of a SSC, 68.5% used it 
for tax compliance work, only a small increase on last  
year’s 65%.

Countries with the highest percentage of respondents 
saying they have a SSC were Italy (93.3%), Switzerland 
(72.7%), Finland (66.7%), Spain (63.6%) and Belgium 
(61.8%) while the lowest percentages came from Bulgaria 
(21.6%), the Czech Republic (24.2%), the Netherlands 
(35%) and Cyprus (39.5%).

This year, tax responsibilities had little effect on whether or 
not a respondent used a SSC; the proportion of those with 
global, regional or single country responsibilities using a 
SSC are each around 60%, and between 65% and 69% of 
them used their SSC for tax compliance.

Shared services

Cost reduction and increased efficiency are likely 
to be two concerns CFOs will have on their 
agendas for the foreseeable future. 
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Appendix A: Respondents

The 2015 surveys were completed (either fully or partially) 
by 803 respondents. The respondents were based in 
28 different countries.

More than two thirds (70.7%) of respondents worked in 
companies with more than €100 million in revenues, while 
15.8% generated more than €10 billion. There was a good 
spread of companies of all sizes. 

Surveys were sent electronically and could be completed 
anonymously. The survey period was September 2015 
and the Deloitte member firms in CIS, Greece, Hungary, 
Ireland, Poland, Romania and Sweden did not take part 
in the survey this year, reflected by the low number of 
respondents in those jurisdictions.

Figure 18. Respondents by country
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Figure 19. Company size in revenue (€)
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Respondents represented a good range of industries.

Figure 20. Respondents’ industry sectors
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Contacts

For more information about this survey or tax services, please contact a representative from your local Deloitte member firm:

Austria
Mag. Herbert Kovar
International Tax Partner
+43 (0)1-537 00-3600
hkovar@deloitte.at

Belgium
Geert Lowagie
Tax Partner 
+32 2 600 67 17
glowagie@deloitte.com

Bosnia and Herzegovina
Sabina Softić
Partner
+387 33 277 560 
ssoftic@deloittece.com

Bulgaria
Pieter Wessel
Tax Partner
+40 (21) 2075 242
pwessel@deloittece.com 

Croatia
Dražen Nimčević
Partner
+385 1 2351 900
dnimcevic@deloittece.com

Cyprus
Pieris Markou
Partner, Head of Tax and Legal 
Services
+35 722360607
pmarkou@deloitte.com

Czech Republic
Radka Mašková
Tax Director
+420 246 042 752
rmaskova@deloittece.com 

Denmark
Niels Josephsen 
Equity Partner
+45 21543211
njosephsen@deloitte.dk

Finland
Tomi Karsio
Partner, Tax
+358 207555466
tomi.karsio@deloitte.fi

France
Gianmarco Monsellato
Managing Partner – CEO 
+33 1 55 61 63 46  
gmonsellato@taj.fr

Germany
Dietmar Gegusch
Director, German National Office 
Tax Services
+49 211 8772 3826  
dgegusch@deloitte.de

 
Italy
Alessandro Lualdi 
Partner, Studio Tributario e 
Societario
+39 010 5317811
alualdi@sts.deloitte.it 
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Luxembourg
Raymond Krawczykowski
Tax Leader
+352 45145 2500
rkrawczykowski@deloitte.lu

Netherlands
Stephen Brunner
Global Business Tax Partner
+31 (0) 88 288 6740
sbrunner@deloitte.nl 

Norway
Rolf Saastad
Partner, Tax & Legal
+47 907 47 556
rsaastad@deloitte.no

Portugal
Carlos Loureiro
Tax Managing Partner
+351 210427514
caloureiro@deloitte.pt 

Slovenia
Andreja Škofič Klanjšček
Director, Tax
+386 (1) 307 28 41
askofic@deloitteCE.com 

Spain
Ricardo Gomez-Acebo
Partner, Tax
+34 915820900 
rgomezacebo@deloitte.es 

Switzerland
David McNeil
Partner, Tax Management 
Consulting
+41 58 279 8193 
damcneil@deloitte.ch

Turkey
Erdal Dinçtürk
Partner, Business Process Services 
Leader
+90 (0) 212 366 66 31
edincturk@deloitte.com 

UK
James Wright
Tax Partner
+44 (0)20 7007 3979
jnwright@deloitte.co.uk
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