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 CJEU Cases 
  
Germany – CJEU referral of domestic anti-treaty shopping rule as potential 
violation of the fundamental freedoms/ Parent-Subsidiary Directive 
 
On 17 May 2017, the Fiscal Court of Cologne referred yet another case to the CJEU concerning 
the German anti-treaty shopping rule in Sec. 50d para. 3 German Income Tax Act (ITA). While 
the first two cases in Deister Holding (C-504/16) and Juhler Holding (C-613/16) dealt with 
the former version, this referral concerns the current version of the rule. 
 
In the case at hand, a German GmbH distributed dividends in 2013 to its non-resident 
shareholder, a Dutch BV. The immediate shareholder of the BV was a German GmbH. In the 
view of the Federal Central Tax Office, the BV did not maintain sufficient “substance” in terms 
of Sec. 50d para 3 ITA. Furthermore, under the “look through approach” foreseen by the rule, 
the German resident shareholder of the Dutch BV could not claim benefits under a double tax 
treaty/ the Parent-Subsidiary Directive, if it had received the dividends directly. Therefore, 
the Federal Tax Office denied the reduction of withholding taxes. 
 
The Fiscal Court of Cologne has doubts as to whether Sec. 50d para. 3 ITA is in line with the 
fundamental freedoms as a GmbH receiving domestic sourced dividends would be in a 
position to apply a 95%-exemption for the dividends received and to receive a credit/refund 
of the withholding tax borne. Furthermore, the court questions whether the substance test 
foreseen in Sec. 50d para. 3 ITA meets the requirements of the Cadbury Schweppes judgment 
(C-196/04) of the CJEU. It is particularly questionable whether the requirement of having 
both economic reasons for the interposition of the BV (without taking into account reasons 
that lie within the group structure) and sufficient business operations is proportionate. 

-- Arne Schnitger and Ronald Gebhardt, PwC Germany; ronald.gebhardt@pwc.com 

 

 

Back to top 
 
 

National Developments 

 
Italy – Tax Court of Appeal decision on EU law compatibility of withholding tax 
levied on dividends distributed to US pension fund  
 
On 24 January 2017, the Pescara Tax Court of Appeal (decision n. 659-6-2017, published on 
3 July 2017) upheld an earlier decision of the Pescara Tax Court of First Instance, which ruled 
that a US pension fund is comparable to an Italian pension fund and thus cannot be subject 
to different taxation on its portfolio dividends received from Italian companies (for further 
details on the first instance decision, see EU Tax News Issue 2017 – nr. 002).  

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=186356&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=req&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1260200
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=189427&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1260249
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=63874&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=1261555
mailto:ronald.gebhardt@pwc.com
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/tax/newsletters/eu-direct-tax-newsletters/assets/eudtg-newsletter-issue-2017-jan-feb.pdf


 

 

PwC EU Tax News Page 4 
  

  
The Tax Court of Appeal referred to the CJEU judgment in Emerging Markets (C-190/12) 
rejecting the arguments of the tax authorities claiming that the US pension fund was not 
discriminated since it was benefiting from a competitive advantage due to the more favourable 
pension scheme taxation model applicable to it (i.e. EET: taxing the benefits only when 
received by the pensioners at the moment of the retirement instead of ETT: taxing the benefits 
both at the stage of accrual and at the stage of distribution, which is the model adopted in Italy 
for domestic pension schemes). The Tax Court of Appeal acknowledged that in the EU, the 
ETT taxation model is adopted only by three Member States (including Italy) and that the 
Commission, under infringement procedure n. 2006/4094, submitted a reasoned opinion to 
Italy asking it to amend its rules under which dividends paid to foreign pension funds were 
taxed more heavily than dividends paid to domestic pension funds.  
 
The Court further explained that the aforementioned infringement procedure was suspended 
only in 2009, when Italy amended its domestic law accordingly, thus eliminating the 
contested discrimination. According to the Court, the fact that at that time the Commission 
did not consider the aforementioned differences in the taxation model of pension schemes as 
a valid justification demonstrates that such divergences between two Member States adopting 
different models (EET vs. ETT) are insufficient to justify a discrimination based on the 
residence of the beneficiary.   
 
The Court further held that, while the aforementioned infringement procedure concerned 
Member States only, the same reasoning was applicable also towards third countries and that 
the difference in tax treatment between resident pension funds and non-resident ones cannot 
be justified by a more favourable pension scheme taxation model (i.e. EET) enjoyed by the 
latter, which will compensate for the disadvantage suffered. Finally, the Court, in quoting 
Emerging Markets (C-190/12), rejected the tax authorities’ claim that US pension funds were 
not subject to a supervisory system comparable to the one in force in EU since such differences 
were not strictly related to the area of taxation. 

-- Claudio Valz, Luca la Pietra, Guglielmo Ginevra, PwC Italy; claudio.valz@it.pwc.com 
 
 
Netherlands – Proposal bill for new law on State aid recovery 
 
On 6 July 2017, the Dutch Government sent a revised legislative proposal for a State Aid 
Recovery Act (Wet terugvordering staatssteun) to the Dutch Parliament. The former proposal, 
dating from 2008, was unsuccessful and will therefore be withdrawn.   
 
Currently in the Netherlands, unlawful State aid is recovered along different legal bases, 
depending on the national characteristic of the aid. Generally, aid that results from the 
application of private law is recovered by means of private law procedures, and aid that results 
from the application of administrative law is recovered by means of administrative law 
procedures. Consequently, aid that results from the application of tax law has to be recovered 

http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=150785&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=286418
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=150785&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=286418
mailto:claudio.valz@it.pwc.com
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 by tax law procedures. It is unclear whether under the existing procedures the Netherlands is 
able to recover unlawful State aid in all cases without delay, including the accrued interest.  
 
In general, the new bill establishes a uniform recovery procedure for all cases regardless of 
whether the unlawful State aid results from the application of private law or from the 
application of administrative law. There is one important exception in the newly proposed 
general procedure: it does not apply if the unlawful State aid results from the application of 
tax law. In that case, the recovery will have to take place within the present tax law system 
insofar as possible. Accordingly, the unlawful State aid is recovered as tax payable. The tax 
authorities have to use existing taxation instruments like supplementary assessments and loss 
settlement decisions to effect the recovery. It therefore remains unclear how this will operate 
in practice in certain situations. For example in cross-border situations involving transfer 
pricing adjustments, a mutual agreement procedure and potentially arbitration may often be 
necessary.  
 
According to the Dutch Government, it remains unclear whether EU law compels other 
Member States to make these adjustments. Under the proposed bill, neither the Dutch tax 
statutory interest provisions nor the tax statute of limitations are applicable. Instead, the 
general procedure will apply with interest being payable from the day the aid was available 
until the day that the aid was recovered (pursuant to Art. 16 Council Regulation (EU) 
2015/1589). The recovery is subject to a limitation period of 10 years (pursuant to Art. 17 
Council Regulation (EU) 2015/1589). When the beneficiary of the aid disagrees with the 
amount to be recovered, this may be challenged in court. 
 
The bill will now be subject to parliamentary discussion. When enacted, it will not have 
retroactive effect.  

-- Hein Vermeulen, Pieter Jansen and Bob van der Made, PwC Netherlands; 
hein.vermeulen@pwc.com 
 
United Kingdom – Publication of EU Withdrawal Bill 
 
In July 2017, the UK government published the EU Withdrawal Bill (formerly dubbed the 
Great Repeal Bill). Its provisions are expected to change before they are finalised but give an 
indication of the expected direction of travel.  
  
The EU Withdrawal Bill repeals the European Communities Act of 1972 on the day of exit but 
clarifies that existing EU-derived legislation remains as part of UK domestic law. It also 
stipulates that EU rights and principles are effectively 'frozen' at the date of exit and will not 
automatically reflect any subsequent evolution in EU law.  
 
The authority of the CJEU is addressed in the EU Withdrawal Bill, which stipulates that EU 
law incorporated into UK law should be interpreted in light of the EU case law available at the 
date of exit. Under the provisions of the EU Withdrawal Bill, the UK Supreme Court will not 

mailto:hein.vermeulen@pwc.com
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 be bound by future CJEU judgements but can refer to them when appropriate. Moreover, no 
further referrals will be made by UK Courts to the CJEU following the date of exit. 

-- Jonathan Hare and Juliet Trent, PwC UK; jonathan.hare@pwc.com 
 
 
Back to top 
 
 

EU Developments 

 
EU – Updated EU BEPS Roadmap for coordinated EU action under the Estonian 
EU Presidency  
 
The Estonian EU Presidency issued an updated version of the EU’s BEPS Roadmap in July 
2017, which outlines the priorities for future action on BEPS-related issues within the EU in 
the remainder of 2017. The Estonian Presidency makes a distinction between short-term and 
medium-term work. 
 
Short- term work 
With regard to the short-term work, “the Estonian Presidency will aim at reaching agreement 
during the coming months on the following EU-BEPS work items”:  
 
A. EU list of third country non-cooperative jurisdictions  
After a balanced review of all information collected in the current EU screening process, the 
EU’s Code of Conduct Group on Business Taxation (Code Group) will report to the Council, in 
co-ordination with the Council’s High Level Working Party on Taxation “in due time” to 
ensure that the EU list of non-cooperative jurisdictions “could be endorsed by the Council by 
the end of 2017”. The Estonian Presidency intends to facilitate this process, as appropriate, 
and states that further work is required in exploring the envisaged defensive measures, as well 
as a number of procedural issues related to the ongoing process (such as updates and review 
of the list and of the screening criteria, monitoring, de-listing process, etc.).  
 
B. Patent Boxes  
The Code Group is monitoring the legislative process necessary to change the existing patent 
box regimes following the agreement reached on the interpretation of the third criterion of 
the Code of Conduct (modified nexus) and the Member States' subsequent commitment to 
report on the progress made through the annual standstill and rollback reports. The Estonian 
Presidency’s objective in 2017 is to ensure the rollback of all remaining non-compliant patent 
boxes and close the standstill review of all new patent boxes.  
 
 
 

mailto:jonathan.hare@pwc.com
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 C. 'Good Governance in Tax Matters' clause in the EU agreements with third countries  
The Council Conclusions on the External Strategy from 25 May 2016 called for the updating 
of the existing EU standard provision on good governance in tax matters which dates back to 
May 2008, and asked the Code Group to examine the key elements which should be contained 
in a clause to be inserted in the agreements between the EU and those countries. The Estonian 
Presidency will seek agreement on these key elements, on the basis of the proposal presented 
by the Commission in Annex 2 of its External Strategy Communication of 28 January 2016.  
 
D. Future of the Code Group  
In line with the Council Conclusions of 8 March 2016, the Estonian Presidency will seek 
agreement on a guidance note on the interpretation of the fourth criterion of the Code Group 
(profit determination in accordance with international standards). It also intends to continue 
to work on the application of the principles of the modified nexus approach to non-IP regimes, 
taking into account relevant international developments. The Estonian Presidency intends to 
continue exploring possible ways forward for revision of the mandate of the Code Group.  
 
Medium-term work 
The Estonian Presidency also “notes the willingness of the Member States to undertake work 
on the following items” which are identified as medium-term projects:  
 
A. Interest and Royalties Directive (IRD)  
Taking into account the input received from bilateral discussions with Member States, the 
Estonian Presidency will explore how to take the proposal forward.  
 
B. CCTB/CCCTB  
The Estonian Presidency aims to finish the first round of technical examination of the entire 
CCTB proposal. In addition, it intends to launch a discussion on a coordinated response to the 
challenges of digital economy, using CCTB as a framework for these discussions. These 
discussions provide the EU with an opportunity to provide input to the follow-up work to the 
OECD on the BEPS Action 1 Report.  
 
C. Transparency: Mandatory disclosure rules  
On 21 June 2017, the European Commission submitted a proposal for a Council Directive 
amending Directive 2011/16/EU as regards mandatory automatic exchange of information in 
the field of taxation in relation to reportable cross-border arrangements ("DAC 6").  The 
Estonian Presidency will start and move forward with the technical examination of the 
proposal as much as possible.  
 
The two other medium-term projects mentioned in this BEPS Roadmap are: D. Agreements 
with five third countries (in Europe) to counter fraud and all other illegal activities to the 
detriment of public financial interests, and E. Outbound payments  
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 A BEPS-related issue which has quite suddenly gained a lot of political traction over the 
Summer (hence it is not mentioned as such in the attached Estonian Presidency BEPS 
Roadmap of June/July) is "corporate taxation challenges of the digital economy", which will 
be discussed at the informal ECOFIN Council meeting in Tallinn on 16 September.  

-- Bob van der Made, PwC Netherlands-Brussels; bob.vandermade@pwc.com 
 
EU – European Parliament adopts legislative resolution on public CBCR 
 
The European Parliament adopted by 534 votes to 98, with 62 abstentions, a draft legislative 
Resolution on the European Commission’s proposal for a directive of the European 
Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2013/34/EU as regards disclosure of 
income tax information by certain undertakings and branches / public country by country 
reporting (pCBCR). It also voted in favour of taking this to the next level in the EU’s decision-
making process.  
 
The main amendments adopted in plenary are summarised on the European Parliament’s 
website as follows: 
• Ultimate parent undertakings governed by their national laws and having a consolidated 

net turnover of EUR 750 m or more should make publicly available, free of charge, a 
report on income tax information on an annual basis. 

• The report on income tax information would be published in a common template, 
available for free in an open data format and made accessible to the public on the 
company’s website on the date of its publication in at least one of the EU’s official 
languages. On the same date, the company must also file the report in a public registry 
managed by the Commission. 

• Companies established only in the territory of a single Member State and in no other tax 
jurisdiction are exempted from the application of those rules. 

• The information shall be presented in the common template and comprise the following, 
broken down by tax jurisdiction: 

o the name of the ultimate mother-company and, where applicable, the list of all its 
subsidiaries, a brief description of the nature of their activities and their 
respective geographical location; 

o the number of employees on a full-time equivalent basis; 
o fixed assets other than cash or cash equivalents; 
o the amount of the net turnover, including a distinction between the turnover 

made with related parties and the turnover made with unrelated parties; 
o stated capital; 
o details of public subsidies received and any donations made to politicians, 

political organisations or political foundations; 
o whether companies, subsidiaries or branches benefit from a preferential tax 

treatment from a patent box or equivalent regimes. 

mailto:bob.vandermade@pwc.com
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 • Where a Member State comprises several tax jurisdictions, the information shall be 
presented separately for each tax jurisdiction, including each tax jurisdiction outside the 
EU. 

• [“Safeguard clause” but dubbed “Temporary Omissions” by the European parliament’s 
website:] In order to protect commercially sensitive information and to ensure fair 
competition, Member States may allow that one or more of the specific items of 
information listed above be temporarily omitted from the report as regards activities in 
one or more specific tax jurisdictions when they are of a nature such that their disclosure 
would be seriously prejudicial to the commercial position of the companies. NB: 
“Member States shall make such omissions subject to prior authorisation of the national 
competent authority. The undertaking shall seek each year a new authorisation from the 
competent authority, which will take a decision on the basis of a new assessment of the 
situation. Where the information omitted no longer complies with the requirement laid 
down in subparagraph 3a, it shall immediately be made publicly available. As from the 
end of the non-disclosure period, the undertaking shall also retroactively disclose, in the 
form of an arithmetic average, the information required under this Article for the 
preceding years covered by the non-disclosure period. (…) Members States shall notify 
the Commission of the granting of such a temporary derogation and shall transmit to it, 
in a confidential manner, the omitted information together with a detailed explanation 
for the derogation granted. Every year, the Commission shall publish on its website the 
notifications received from Member States and the explanations provided in accordance 
with subparagraph 3a.” 

 
The adopted legislative resolution by the European Parliament does not mean that the EU has 
now adopted the proposed new EU Directive on pCBCR already. This legislative resolution 
constitutes in fact only the European Parliament’s formal negotiating mandate or common 
position for entering into so-called ‘Trilogue’ negotiations (between representatives of the 
European Parliament, Council and Commission to seek to agree on a final compromise text.  
 
The Commission’s pCBCR proposal is still discussed in Council (i.e. by the Member States) at 
technical level. The next Council Working Party on Company Law (CBCR) (Attachés and 
experts) chaired by the Estonian Presidency will be held on 20 September 2017, which will 
feature an update by the Estonian Presidency on the developments concerning CBCR within 
the European Parliament, and a discussion on the previous Maltese Presidency’s proposed 
compromise text which was issued on 22 June 2017 (publically available), and, an Estonian 
Presidency “non-paper” (not publically available). At this stage it is not known if and when 
Trilogue discussions will ensue. 

-- Bob van der Made, PwC Netherlands-Brussels; bob.vandermade@pwc.com 
 
 
 

mailto:bob.vandermade@pwc.com
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 EU – European Parliament votes for EU Directive on double taxation dispute 
resolution mechanism in the European Union  
 
The European Parliament adopted by 535 votes to 73, with 25 abstentions, following the 
consultation procedure, a legislative resolution on the proposal for a Council directive on 
double taxation dispute resolution mechanisms in the European Union. 
 
MEPs noted that earlier attempts to eliminate double taxation have often led to "double non-
taxation". They also stated that current dispute resolution procedures are too long, costly and 
often do not result in an agreement, with some cases receiving no acknowledgement at all. 
MEPs stated that the introduction of a CCCTB as proposed by the European Commission is 
the most effective way of eliminating the risk of double corporate taxation. Nonetheless, the 
European Parliament approved the Commission proposal on dispute resolution subject to a 
number of amendments. However, MEPs only have an advisory role in EU decision-making 
in the area of direct taxation (fiscal sovereignty), and the ECOFIN Council (Member States) 
already reached a political agreement in May this year (see EU Tax News Issue 2017 - nr. 004). 
The European Parliament’s opinion is important as it clears the way for the formal adoption 
by the ECOFIN Council of the Directive at one of its next meetings.   

-- Bob van der Made, PwC Netherlands-Brussels; bob.vandermade@pwc.com 
 
 

Back to top 
 
 

Fiscal State aid 

 
Cyprus –  Tax authorities issue interpretative circular for financing companies 
 
On 30 June 2017, the Cypriot Tax Authorities issued an interpretative circular on the tax 
treatment of companies providing intra-group intermediary financing. The circular, which is 
effective as from 1 July 2017 and which closely follows the OECD’s Transfer Pricing 
Guidelines, applies to all existing and future intra-group intermediary financing transactions. 
No grandfathering provisions have been made available for transactions entered into prior to 
1 July 2017.  Before the issuance of the circular, a taxpayer could, under certain conditions, be 
taxed on a spread ranging between 0.125% - 0.35% of the loan principal. A tax ruling was not 
required to confirm this.  
 
In line with Section 33 of the Cyprus Income Tax Law, the circular clarifies that the 
remuneration earned from providing intra-group financing as an intermediary should comply 
with the arm’s length principle and correspond to the price that would have been accepted by 
independent parties in comparable transactions carried out in an open market under 
comparable circumstances.  To this end, the circular requires that a comparability analysis is 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2016/0337(CNS)&l=en
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/tax/newsletters/eu-direct-tax-newsletters/assets/pwc-eudtg-newsletter-issue-may-june-2017.pdf
mailto:bob.vandermade@pwc.com
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 carried out with a view to describing the relevant transactions and determining the applicable 
arm’s length remuneration. Under certain conditions, taxpayers carrying out purely intra-
group intermediary financing may opt for a simplified measure resulting in a minimum 2% 
after-tax return on assets. 
 
In a statement issued on 21 July 2017, the EU Commissioner for Competition Vestager 
welcomed these changes as a very positive development. The Commissioner’s statement 
highlights that, in the Commission’s view, the remuneration of financing companies providing 
intra-group financial services should be in line with the arm’s length principle. This has been 
one of the Commission’s key areas of focus in its review of the tax ruling practices of Member 
States.  The Commissioner’s statement also refers to the Commission’s Working Paper on 
State aid and tax rulings (published in June 2016), in which concerns were expressed that 
particular tax rulings for financing companies, in some Member States levying no withholding 
tax, endorsed very low margins and a low taxable base.   
 
Commissioner Vestager further noted that her services have been “in constructive contact 
with the Cypriot authorities” on this issue and that they “follow similar changes introduced by 
Luxembourg in January 2017”. The Commissioner also indicated that the Commission will 
monitor the implementation of the amendments and noted that it cannot prejudge any case-
by-case assessment of tax rulings under the EU State aid rules. 

-- Joanne Theodorides, PwC Cyprus; joanne.theodorides@cy.pwc.com 

 
EU – European Commission finds Poland’s retail tax in breach of EU State aid 
rules 
 
On 30 June 2017, the European Commission adopted a decision regarding the Polish 
legislation on retail sales tax (RST), concluding that the progressive tax rates based on 
turnover give companies with low turnover an advantage over their competitors, and that such 
advantage constitutes unlawful and incompatible State aid within the meaning of Article 107 
(1) TFEU. An in-depth analysis of the decision is available here. 
 
According to the RST act, all undertakings engaged in the retail sale of all sorts of goods in 
Poland are subject to RST with a progressive rate structure with three different brackets and 
tax rates. The Commission took the view that the progressive rate structure differentiates 
between undertakings based on the size of their turnover and grants a selective advantage to 
undertakings with low turnover (smaller undertakings), which are either not subject to the 
retail tax or subject to the tax at substantially lower average rates than undertakings with high 
turnover (larger undertakings). In the view of the Commission, Poland has not demonstrated 
that the progressivity of the retail tax was justified by the objective of the retail tax to raise 
revenues, or that companies subject to the higher rates would have a higher ability to pay. The 
progressive tax rate structure was found as deliberately designed to favor smaller 
undertakings over larger ones, although both are engaged in the same activity. In addition, it 

mailto:joanne.theodorides@cy.pwc.com
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/tax/newsletters/eu-direct-tax-newsalerts/eudtg/eudtg-retail-tax-in-breach-of-eu-state-aid-rules.pdf
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 appeared that the biggest share of the tax would be paid by foreign companies, and that such 
contribution would be out of proportion with their market share. 
 
This decision requires Poland to remove the unjustified discrimination between companies 
under the retail tax and restore equal treatment in the market.  

-- Agata Oktawiec, Weronika Missala, Michał Małkiewicz and Michał Jagielski, PwC Poland; 
agata.oktawiec@pl.pwc.com 

 
EU – European Commission requires Belgium and France to abolish tax 
exemptions for ports 
 
On 27 July 2017, the European Commission  published a press release concerning two formal 
decisions in which it requires Belgium and France to abolish the corporate tax exemptions 
granted to their ports, so as to align their tax regimes with the EU’s State aid rules. The details 
of the decisions are not yet publicly available; however, it follows from the press release that 
no recovery is due as a result of the characterization of the aid granted to the port operators 
as existing aid. A more elaborate analysis is available here. 
 
Under Belgian law, several sea and inland waterway ports are exempt from corporate income 
tax. These ports fall under a specific corporate tax regime, which has its own applicable taxable 
base and rates, ultimately leading to an overall lower level of taxation for Belgian ports as 
compared to other companies in Belgium.  On a similar note, under French law, ports are  fully 
exempt from corporate income tax.  
 
It follows from the press release that in the Commission’s view, the corporate tax exemptions 
granted to Belgian and French ports provide them with a selective advantage in breach of the 
State aid rules. The Commission considers ports to be comparable to other economic 
operators and that the tax exemptions do not pursue a clear objective of public interest. The 
Commission argues that the tax savings generated as a result of the non-taxation are being 
used by the port operators to fund any type of activity or to subsidise the prices charged by the 
ports to customers, to the detriment of competitors and fair competition.  
 
Belgium and France must abolish the corporate tax exemptions for their ports by the end of 
2017 and ensure that all ports are subject to the normally applicable rules starting from 1 
January 2018. Because the corporate tax exemption for ports already existed before the 
accession of France and Belgium to the EU, these measures are considered as existing aid so 
there will be no recovery procedure.   

-- Jonathan Hare, PwC UK; Emmanuel Raingeard de la Blétière, PwC France; Hein 
Vermeulen, PwC Netherlands; Pieter Deré, PwC Belgium; Bob van der Made, PwC 
Netherlands-Brussels; jonathan.hare@pwc.com 
 

Back to top 

mailto:agata.oktawiec@pl.pwc.com
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/tax/newsletters/eu-direct-tax-newsalerts/eudtg/france-to-abolish-tax-exemptions-for-ports.pdf
mailto:jonathan.hare@pwc.com


 

 

PwC EU Tax News Page 13 
  

 PWC EUDTG - KEY CONTACTS:  
 
EUDTG Chair 
Stef van Weeghel  
stef.van.weeghel@pwc.com 
 
Co-chair State Aid Working Group 
Emmanuel Raingeard de la Blétière 
emmanuel.raingeard@pwcavocats.com 
 
Co-chair  State Aid Working Group 
Chair CCCTB Working Group 
Jonathan Hare 
jonathan.hare@pwc.com 
 
 

   
 EUDTG Network Driver,  
 EU Public Affairs-Brussels (TAX)  
 Bob van der Made 
 bob.vandermade@pwc.com 
 
Chair EU Law Technical Committee 
Jürgen Lüdicke 
juergen.luedicke@pwc.com 
 
Chair FS-EUDTG Working Group 
Patrice Delacroix 
patrice.delacroix@pwc.com 

 
   Chair Real Estate-EUDTG WG 
   Jeroen Elink Schuurman  
   jeroen.elink.schuurman@pwc.com 

 
      

EUDTG COUNTRY LEADERS: 
 
Austria  Richard Jerabek  richard.jerabek@pwc.com 
Belgium   Patrice Delacroix  patrice.delacroix@pwc.com 
Bulgaria  Orlin Hadjiiski  orlin.hadjiiski@bg.pwc.com 
Croatia  Lana Brlek  lana.brlek@hr.pwc.com 
Cyprus   Marios Andreou   marios.andreou@cy.pwc.com 
Czech Rep. Peter Chrenko  peter.chrenko@cz.pwc.com 
Denmark  Soren Jesper Hansen  sjh@dk.pwc.com 
Estonia   Iren Lipre  iren.lipre@ee.pwc.com 
Finland   Jarno Laaksonen   jarno.laaksonen@fi.pwc.com 
France   Emmanuel Raingeard emmanuel.raingeard@pwcavocats.com 
Germany  Arne Schnitger   arne.schnitger@pwc.com 
Gibraltar Edgar Lavarello  edgar.c.lavarello@gi.pwc.com 
Greece   Vassilios Vizas  vassilios.vizas@gr.pwc.com  
Hungary  Gergely Júhasz   gergely.juhasz@hu.pwc.com 
Iceland  Fridgeir Sigurdsson fridgeir.sigurdsson@is.pwc.com 
Ireland   Denis Harrington  denis.harrington@ie.pwc.com 
Italy  Claudio Valz  claudio.valz@it.pwc.com 
Latvia   Zlata Elksnina  zlata.elksnina@lv.pwc.com 
Lithuania  Nerijus Nedzinskas nerijus.nedzinskas@lt.pwc.com 
Luxembourg  Alina Macovei  alina.macovei@lu.pwc.com 
Malta   Edward Attard   edward.attard@mt.pwc.com 
Netherlands  Hein Vermeulen  hein.vermeulen@pwc.com 
Norway   Steinar Hareide  steinar.hareide@no.pwc.com 
Poland   Agata Oktawiec  agata.oktawiec@pl.pwc.com 
Portugal  Leendert Verschoor  leendert.verschoor@pt.pwc.com 
Romania Mihaela Mitroi  mihaela.mitroi@ro.pwc.com 
Slovakia   Todd Bradshaw   todd.bradshaw@sk.pwc.com 
Slovenia  Lana Brlek  lana.brlek@hr.pwc.com 
Spain   Carlos Concha   carlos.concha.carballido@es.pwc.com 
Sweden   Elisabeth Bergmann elisabeth.bergmann@se.pwc.com 
Switzerland  Armin Marti   armin.marti@ch.pwc.com 
UK   Jonathan Hare  jonathan.hare@pwc.com  

mailto:stef.van.weeghel@pwc.com
mailto:emmanuel.raingeard@pwcavocats.com
mailto:jonathan.hare@pwc.com
mailto:bob.vandermade@pwc.com
mailto:juergen.luedicke@pwc.com
mailto:patrice.delacroix@pwc.com
mailto:jeroen.elink.schuurman@pwc.com
mailto:richard.jerabek@pwc.com
mailto:patrice.delacroix@pwc.com
mailto:orlin.hadjiiski@bg.pwc.com
about:blank
mailto:marios.andreou@cy.pwc.com
mailto:peter.chrenko@cz.pwc.com
mailto:sjh@dk.pwc.com
mailto:iren.lipre@ee.pwc.com
mailto:jarno.laaksonen@fi.pwc.com
mailto:emmanuel.raingeard@fr.landwellglobal.com
mailto:arne.schnitger@pwc.com
mailto:vassilios.vizas@gr.pwc.com
mailto:gergely.juhasz@hu.pwc.com
mailto:fridgeir.sigurdsson@is.pwc.com
mailto:denis.harrington@ie.pwc.com
mailto:claudio.valz@it.pwc.com
mailto:zlata.elksnina@lv.pwc.com
mailto:nerijus.nedzinskas@lt.pwc.com
mailto:julien.lamotte@lu.pwc.com
mailto:edward.attard@mt.pwc.com
mailto:hein.vermeulen@pwc.com
mailto:steinar.hareide@no.pwc.com
mailto:agata.oktawiec@pl.pwc.com
mailto:leendert.verschoor@pt.pwc.com
mailto:mihaela.mitroi@ro.pwc.com
mailto:todd.bradshaw@sk.pwc.com
mailto:lana.brlek@hr.pwc.com
mailto:carlos.concha.carballido@es.pwc.com
mailto:elisabeth.bergmann@se.pwc.com
mailto:armin.marti@ch.pwc.com
mailto:jonathan.hare@pwc.com


 

 

PwC EU Tax News Page 14 
  

 About the EUDTG 
 
EUDTG is PwC’s pan-European network of EU law experts. We specialise in all areas of direct 
tax, including the fundamental freedoms, EU directives and State aid rules. You will be only 
too well aware that EU direct tax law is moving quickly, and it’s difficult to keep up. But, it is 
crucial that taxpayers with an EU or EEA presence understand the impact as they explore their 
activities, opportunities and investment decisions.  
 
So how do we help you? 
 
● Our experts combine their skills in EU law with specific industry knowledge by working 

closely with colleagues in the Financial Services and Real Estate sectors. 
● We have set up client-facing expert working groups to address specific key topics such as 

EU State aid & BEPS and CCCTB. 
● Through our Technical Committee we constantly develop new and innovative EU law 

positions and solutions for practical application by clients. 
● We closely monitor direct tax policy-making and political developments on the ground in 

Brussels. 
● We input to the EU and international tax debate and maintain regular contact with key EU 

and OECD policy-makers through our EU Public Affairs capability. 
● Our secretariat in the Netherlands operates an EU tax news service, keeping clients up to 

date with developments as soon as they happen. 

 
And what specific experience can we offer for instance? 
 
● Our PwC State Aid Working Group helps clients identify and manage EU State Aid risks. 
● Together with our Financial Services colleagues, we have assisted foreign pension funds, 

insurance companies and investment funds with dividend withholding tax refund claims. 
● We have assisted clients before the CJEU and the EFTA Court in landmark cases e.g. 

Marks & Spencer (C-446/03), Aberdeen (C-303/07), X Holding BV (C-337/08), Gielen 
(C-440/08), X NV (C-498/10), A Oy (C-123/11), Arcade Drilling (E-15/11), SCA (C-
39/13), X (C-87/13) and Kieback (C-9/14). 

● We have carried out a number of tax studies for the European Commission. 
 
Find out more on: www.pwc.com/eudtg or contact the EUDTG’s Network Driver Bob van 
der Made (+31 6 130 96 296, or: bob.vandermade@pwc.com) or contact any of the EUDTG 
country contacts listed on the previous page. 
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