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1. Introduction and 
conclusion 

  

1.1. PURPOSE AND CONCLUSION 

1. Ths report concerns the Dnsh customs nd tx uthortes’ (SKAT) contro of cms 
for VAT refunds (negtve VAT pyments) before these re pd to the txpyers. The Mn-
stry of Txton hs over responsbty for SKAT’s effectve nd effcent dmnstr-
ton of txes, ncudng VAT refunds. SKAT dmnsters nd enforces the tx ws n respect 
to ctzens nd busnesses, nd s egy uthorsed to check ssues retng to VAT nd 
mke decsons on refunds.  
 
SKAT pd DKK 235 bon to txpyers recmng negtve VAT n 2015, whch corresponds 
to ust under 25 per cent of the government’s tot revenue from txes nd fees. VAT re-
funds hve ncresed from 139.9 bon n 2009 to DKK 235 bon n 2015, correspondng 
to  growth of pproxmtey 68 per cent. The consderbe fnnc mounts nvoved nd 
the fct tht VAT s  hgh-rsk re, hs prompted Rgsrevsonen to ntte the study.  
 
2. Rgsrevsonen hs mted ts study to ncude ony the contro exercsed by SKAT before 
pyment of VAT refunds. The Mnstry of Txton hs nformed Rgsrevsonen tht the 
mnstry s of the opnon tht the study cnnot be mted to ddress ony SKAT’s contro 
of refunds, snce ssues retng to VAT refunds re checked by other sectons n SKAT. How-
ever, these checks re mny mde fter pyment of the refunds. t s Rgsrevsonen’s s-
sessment tht the study cn be mted to the deprtment for contro of refunds, snce the 
Dnsh ct on government ccountng ncudes specfc requrements retng to the con-
tro of pyments. Moreover, t s Rgsrevsonen’s ssessment tht the mterty nd rsk 
of the re s such tht t my be dffcut to recover refunds tht hve redy been trns-
ferred to the txpyers. 
 
The Mnstry of Txton hs so mde t cer tht the report conveys the percepton tht 
Rgsrevsonen’s concusons nd sub-concusons ppy to SKAT’s dmnstrton of VAT 
n gener, n spte of the fct tht the concusons concern ony the contro of VAT refunds. 
Rgsrevsonen woud therefore ke to emphsse tht ny references mde n the report 
to SKAT’s contro of VAT refunds concern ony the contro tht tkes pce pror to the c-
tu pyment of the refunds. 
 
  

NEGATIVE VAT PAY-
MENTS 
The dfference between out-

gong VAT nd ncomng VAT 

(the VAT bty) cn be both 

postve nd negtve. f t s 

negtve, the txpyer cn re-

quest  refund of the bnce. 
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3. On 30 November 2016, the Mnstry of Txton pubshed the outcome of  servce check 
of the VAT re tht hd been prepred by the mnstry’s ntern group udt functon. The 
report ddresses more spects of the VAT re thn Rgsrevsonen’s report, whch s m-
ted to contro of VAT refunds. Rgsrevsonen receved  drft verson of the report on 28 
September 2016. We were nformed by the mnstry tht the report ws to be consdered 
 work n progress nd woud therefore be subect to chnge. We were so nformed tht 
the premnry report shoud be treted s confdent nd tht the resuts presented n 
the report were not to be pubshed. Rgsrevsonen receved the fn verson of the report 
on the dy when the outcome of the servce check ws pubshed, nd we hve therefore 
not hd opportunty to ncude the resuts of the report n our study.  
 
t ppers from the report by the mnstry’s group udt functon tht the mnstry’s servce 
check of the VAT re ws not ntended to uncover ncdents of frud or errors n the c-
counts. However, t s stted n the report: ”On the present bss, the Mnstry of Txton’s 
ntern group udt functon hs not found evdence tht hs ed t to ssume tht VAT re-
turns re exposed to systemtc frud of the chrcter nd extent tht ffected refunds 
of dvdend wthhodng tx. Wth SKAT’s rsk ssessment nd reportng procedures s pont 
of deprture, we [the Mnstry of Txton’s ntern group udt functon] cnnot dsmss 
the exstence of sgnfcnt gps n the tot VAT revenue”.  
 
t s Rgsrevsonen’s mmedte ssessment tht the resuts presented n the report by the 
mnstry’s ntern group udt functon re, n  mterty, consstent wth the observ-
tons nd concusons presented n ths report.  
 
4. The purpose of Rgsrevsonen’s study s to ssess whether the Mnstry of txton hs 
ensured dequte contro of VAT refunds. The report nswers the foowng questons:  
 
• Hs SKAT orgnsed the contro of VAT refunds before pyment to the txpyers n  

stsfctory mnner? 
• s SKAT exercsng  stsfctory eve of contro of VAT refunds before pyment to the 

txpyers?  
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CONCLUSION 
 

The Mnstry of Txton hs not ensured tht SKAT exercses stsfctory contro of VAT 
refunds before pyment to the txpyers. n 2015, VAT refunds mounted to DKK 235 b-
on dstrbuted on 317,643 VAT returns, of whch ust under 2 per cent were checked. Rgs-
revsonen fnds tht the Mnstry of Txton shoud tke steps to strengthen the contro 
s soon s possbe to mnmse the rsk of unwfu refunds.  
 
The Mnstry of Txton does not hve ny nyses tht dequtey expn the ncrese 
n VAT refunds from DKK 139.9 mon n 2009 to DKK 235 mon n 2015, correspondng 
to  growth of 68 per cent. The mnstry hs nformed Rgsrevsonen tht chnges n the 
VAT export scheme re  sgnfcnt drver behnd the ncrese n VAT refunds, nd tht the 
deveopment n negtve VAT rgey foows the deveopment n postve VAT. Rgsrevso-
nen fnds tht the Mnstry of Txton shoud be be to ccount for the cuses of the de-
veopment n negtve VAT, snce even sm percentge vrtons – f cused by errors 
– cn ed to gret osses for the government.  
 
SKAT hs not orgnsed ts contro n  stsfctory mnner. SKAT does not hve to the ne-
cessry nyss resuts nd knowedge tht woud ow t to orgnse ts contro bsed 
on mterty nd rsk. n 2015, the verge vue of  VAT return ws DKK 740,000. No 
formsed procedures for pre-ssessments re vbe, nd t s eft to the ndvdu 
members of stff workng wth pre-ssessments to determne f  VAT return cn be p-
proved for pyment. Moreover, ech member of stff hd n 2015 on verge pproxmte-
y three mnutes to ssess whether  VAT return shoud be pproved for pyment or trns-
ferred to further contro. Rgsrevsonen fnds tht the orgnston of the pre-ssessments 
ents  rsk tht VAT returns re not seected for contro bsed on n ssessment of m-
terty nd rsk. To ths shoud be dded tht ony few of the VAT returns tht re nt-
y seected for contro, re beng checked. The exmnton so showed tht SKAT oper-
tes wth  threshod of DKK 10,000. Ths mens tht SKAT pys refunds of pproxmte-
y DKK 0.5 bon nnuy wthout pror contro. Rgsrevsonen fnds tht the probbty 
of beng seected for contro shoud comprse  VAT returns receved. 
 
t s Rgsrevsonen’s ssessment tht SKAT’s contro of VAT refunds before pyment to the 
txpyers s ndequte; SKAT’s seecton of VAT returns for contro hs not to the extent 
requred been bsed on n ssessment of mterty nd rsk. Rgsrevsonen’s nyses 
show tht SKAT hs focused ts contro on sm refund cms. Rgsrevsonen’s exmn-
ton so shows tht despte the fct tht SKAT knows tht VAT returns submtted by new-
y regstered busnesses represent  greter rsk, they re not checked more frequenty 
thn returns submtted by  busnesses coectvey. The exmnton so shows tht 
VAT returns submtted by busnesses tht hve prevousy been unbe to provde docu-
ments for negtve VAT, or whose ccounts hve been n dsorder, re ony to  mted ex-
tent exposed to  hgher frequency of checkng. To ths shoud be dded tht SKAT hs not 
dusted the scope of ts contro ctvtes to tke nto consderton pek perods. Con-
sequenty, the probbty tht  VAT return w be checked vres from one dy to the next 
nd s rgey determned by the number of VAT returns receved tht prtcur dy nd 
not by the mterty nd rsk ssocted wth the ndvdu VAT return. t s so Rgsre-
vsonen’s ssessment tht ndequte contro of dt entered onne by the busnesses 
ents  rsk tht mter errors re not subsequenty detected by SKAT’s deprtment for 
contro of refunds.  

NEWLY REGISTERED 
BUSINESSES 
Newy regstered busnesses 

re n ths report defned s 

busnesses tht hve been VAT 

regstered wthn the pst two 

yers.  
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SKAT hs executed pyments to busnesses 4,000 tmes snce August 2013, wthout the 
eg powers to do so. Pyments hve been executed foowng the busnesses’ dustment 
of postve VAT bty bnces on returns prevousy submtted. n the perod August 
2013 to October 2016, SKAT processed 3,988 postve VAT dustments ncorrecty. As  
resut, SKAT hs, wrongfuy, refunded pproxmtey DKK 722 mon to the txpyers. t 
shoud be noted tht ths mount mght so hve been set off gnst the txpyers’ tx 
btes, f ny. The consequence of ths error s tht busnesses tht shoud rghty py 
VAT nsted receve  VAT refund tht s ter coected by SKAT. A of these VAT return 
dustments hve been through SKAT’s contro of refunds, whch, however, ed to the sus-
penson of ony  few pyments. The Mnstry of Txton hs nformed Rgsrevsonen tht 
SKAT nd the deprtment of the Mnstry of Txton were not wre of ths prctce be-
fore Rgsrevsonen ddressed the ssue. The fct tht  system error tht eds to the exe-
cuton of unuthorsed pyments nd ncreses the rsk of osses, cn remn uncorrected 
for so ong, ndctes shortcomngs n SKAT’s dmnstrton. The Mnstry of Txton hs 
nformed Rgsrevsonen tht t hs mpemented mnu nttves to prevent unwfu 
pyment of VAT dustments. The Mnstry of Txton hs so stted tht there re no 
mmedte ndctons tht the pyments mde n error re ssocted wth frud or rrers 
probems. 
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