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CFC REPORTING AND RISK
MONITORING IN FOREIGN ECONOMIC
ACTIVITY AS INFORMATION CHANNELS
IN THE TAX ADMINISTRATION
OF INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS
IN UKRAINE

Summary. Introduction. In the current context, international oper-
ations are one of the key sources of tax risks and, at the same time, an
important factor in the formation of budget revenues. For Ukraine, es-
pecially under martial law, the need to strengthen the tax administra-
tion of transactions involving non-residents, monitor foreign economic
activity (FEA), and ensure the transparency of foreign corporate struc-
tures has become increasingly relevant. In this context, CFC reporting
and FEA risk monitoring serve as important data channels for identi-
fying potential tax minimization schemes, risky tax credit formation,
and violations in the field of international taxation.

Purpose. The purpose of the study is to analyze CFC reporting and
risk monitoring in foreign economic activity as interconnected ad-
ministrative data channels within the administration of cross-border
transactions in Ukraine based on the reporting data of the State Tax
Service of Ukraine for 2023-2025.

Materials and methods. The information base of the study con-
sists of reports of the State Tax Service of Ukraine for 2023-2025,
provisions of tax legislation, regulatory legal acts on the export se-
curity regime, and scientific works on BEPS, CFC rules, digital VAT
control, and tax and customs risks. Content analysis, a comparative
approach, descriptive statistics, tabular grouping, and the calculation
of derived indicators were applied. These methods made it possible
to consider CFC reporting and FEA risk monitoring as interconnected
administrative data channels within cross-border tax control.

Results. It has been established that CFC reporting and FEA risk
monitoring are different but complementary analytical channels with-
in the system of fiscal control over cross-border transactions. CFC re-
porting has a corporate and jurisdictional dimension and ensures the
disclosure of information on foreign companies, controlling persons,
jurisdictions, and declared tax liabilities. FEA risk monitoring has an
operational dimension and covers export-import operations, tax in-
voices, UKT ZED commodity codes, the origin of goods, risky tax credit,
and tax and customs cooperation. A significant expansion of CFC re-
porting has been identified: the number of CFC reports increased from
900 in 2023 to 68,078 in 2025, while the number of foreign compa-
nies covered by reporting reached 29,838 in 2025. In 2024-2025, the
export security regime covered 114,620 tax invoices and adjustment
calculations worth UAH 1,071.9 billion, which indicates the strength-
ening of agricultural export monitoring. At the same time, the summa-
ry nature of STS data limits the possibility of assessing the final fiscal
effectiveness of control measures.

Prospects. Further research should focus on developing an inte-
grated system of indicators combining data from CFC reporting, FEA
monitoring, electronic VAT administration, customs information, and
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audit results. This would make it possible to move from describing administrative data flows to assessing the effectiveness of
tax control over cross-border transactions.

Key words: controlled foreign companies, CFC reporting, foreign economic activity, export, import, tax risks, taxes, tax ad-
ministration, tax and customs cooperation, international transactions.

Problem statement. Cross-border transactions increasingly determine the tax risks and revenue stability
of modern economies. In 2023-2025, ST'S reports indicate the strengthening of two key areas of cross-border
tax control. The first is controlled foreign company (CFC) reporting, which identifies foreign companies, con-
trolling persons, jurisdictions, and declared liabilities. The second is risk-based monitoring in FEA, including the
export security regime for selected goods, monitoring of tax invoices and adjustment calculations, identification
of risky foreign trade entities, and cooperation between the STS and the State Customs Service of Ukraine.

These processes correspond to the BEPS agenda, which counters base erosion and profit shifting through
transparency, information exchange and anti-avoidance mechanisms [1; 2]. In Ukraine, the legal basis for CFC
reporting is Article 39-2 of the Tax Code of Ukraine, which regulates controlled foreign companies and the
obligations of controlling persons [5].

Review of the last research and publications. Contemporary literature examines international tax
administration mainly through BEPS, CFC rules, and information transparency. Dharmapala D. emphasizes
that profit shifting is a multi-channel phenomenon that cannot be assessed by one fiscal indicator [3]. Beer S.,
de Mooij R., and Liu L. systematize corporate tax avoidance channels, including transfer pricing, intra-group fi-
nancing, treaty shopping, and tax deferral [4]. In this context, CFC reporting acts not only as a formal declaration
but also as an instrument for disclosing foreign corporate structures, controlling persons, and potential foreign
income of residents. Studies of CFC rules show that their effects depend on both legal design and administrative
capacity. Clifford S. demonstrates their influence on financial and locational decisions of businesses [11], while
Egger P.H. and Wamser G. identify effects on real foreign investment [12]. Beebeejaun A. stresses the need to
balance fiscal objectives, investment attractiveness, and administrative capacity [13]. Rechbauer M., Riinger S.,
and Sieghartsleitner B. emphasize the importance of rule coverage, exemptions, and anti-tax-haven mechanisms
[14]. These findings are relevant to Ukraine but require adaptation to the summary nature of STS reporting.

Another research stream concerns digital VAT control, e-invoicing, and customs risk management. Kot-
sogiannis C., Salvadori L., Karangwa J., and Murasi I. show that e-invoicing improves VAT compliance when
combined with effective enforcement [15], and Heinemann M. and Stiller W. link e-invoicing with lower discrep-
ancies in trade data and reduced cross-border VAT fraud [16]. Borysenko O., Vasylieva O., Katerna O., Masiuk I.,
and Panakhi O. analyze customs risks related to undervaluation, incorrect commodity coding, and unreliable
product origin [17], while Razumei M., Kveliashvili I., Kukhtin D., Akimova L., Hanushchyn S., and Akimov O.
substantiate integrated customs risk management in FEA taxation [18]. Existing studies provide a basis for
analyzing CFC rules, BEPS, VAT control, and customs risks, but usually examine these issues separately. The
unresolved issue is how STS reports simultaneously reflect CFC reporting, the export security regime, import
risk monitoring, and tax and customs cooperation. This gap defines the article’s focus on CFC reporting and
FEA monitoring as distinct but interconnected administrative data sources for tax control.

The purpose of the article is to examine CFC reporting and FEA risk monitoring as two administrative
data channels in the system of tax control over cross-border transactions in Ukraine based on STS reports for
2023-2025. The objectives are to define the theoretical and regulatory foundations of international tax admin-
istration; systematize indicators of CFC reporting and FEA monitoring; analyze the export security regime;
assess import risk monitoring; compare the two channels; and identify the limitations of summary STS data.
For analytical purposes, the STS indicators are grouped into two blocks: CFC reporting and FEA monitoring,
including the export security regime, import risks, and tax and customs cooperation. The study applies content
analysis of STS reports, comparative analysis, descriptive statistics, tabular grouping, normalization of indicators
for periods of different duration, and calculation of derived indicators. The CFC block covers notifications on
the acquisition or disposal of control, notifications from banks and financial institutions, CFC reports, foreign
companies, jurisdictions, and declared liabilities. The FEA block covers registered and suspended tax invoices/
adjustment calculations, business entities, export volumes, processed FEA entities, identified risky entities,
and the VAT electronic administration system limit. The selected indicators are used as proxies for the cover-
age and volume of administrative data in cross-border fiscal monitoring. CFC indicators reflect the disclosure
of foreign corporate structures, controlling persons, jurisdictions, and declared tax liabilities. FEA indicators
reflect operational monitoring of export-import transactions, the functioning of selected risk indicators, tax
and customs cooperation, and potential VAT-related fiscal exposure. Therefore, the study is based on compar-
ative, structural, and trend analysis of administrative indicators. STS indicators are interpreted as measures
of administrative scale, information coverage, and risk identification capacity, rather than as direct evidence
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of reduced tax risks, audit effectiveness, or final fiscal results. The reports do not contain taxpayer-level data
on reassessments, litigation outcomes, or the full cycle of control procedures.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in the systematization of the role of CFC reporting and FEA risk
monitoring as complementary administrative data channels. Unlike studies focused mainly on legal regulation
or general tax administration, the article emphasizes the analytical value of inter-agency data exchange for
risk-based monitoring of cross-border transactions. It also substantiates the need to interpret summary STS
data with regard to the limitations of aggregation, comparability of reporting periods, and the low-base effect.

Summary of the main research material. STS reports for 2023-2025 present the administration of
cross-border transactions as a system of administrative data flows. CFC reporting discloses foreign corporate
structures controlled by Ukrainian residents and corresponds to the international logic of anti-deferral and
anti-profit-shifting rules [1; 3; 4]. FEA control focuses on goods movement, tax invoice registration, product
origin, risky VAT credit, and tax and customs cooperation, which is consistent with research on digital VAT
control and customs risk management [15-18].

The distinction is methodological. CFC reporting has a corporate and jurisdictional dimension: it records
ownership and control structures, jurisdictions, and financial results of foreign companies [11; 12; 14]. FEA
control has an operational dimension: it concerns export-import transactions, commodity codes, tax invoices, and
VAT risks. Both areas belong to international tax administration, but they reflect different risks and different
administrative information sources. The generalized characteristics of these administrative data channels are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Comparative characteristics of the administrative data channels of CFC reporting
and FEA monitoring

Criterion CFC reporting FEA risk monitoring
Object of admin-| Foreign companies, arrangements Export and import operations, goods under UKT ZED
istration without legal personality, controlling | commodity codes, tax invoices/adjustment calculations, VAT
persons, jurisdictions credit
Main informa- Control notifications, CFC reports, | Unified Register of Tax Invoices, tax invoices/adjustment cal-
tion base CFC financial statements, bank and | culations, export data, customs data, information of the State
other notifications Customs Service, VAT electronic administration system
Key risk Non-disclosure of foreign structures, Undervaluation of customs value, unconfirmed origin of
tax deferral, non-reporting of foreign | goods, risky VAT credit, substitution of UKT ZED commodity
income codes
Fiscal manifes- Declared tax liabilities related to Reduction of risky VAT credit, suspension of risky tax invoic-
tation CFCs es/adjustment calculations, prevention of budget losses
Data limitations | Summary data, lack of information on | Summary data, lack of micro-level results of audits, reassess-
zero-liability reports, exemptions and ments and litigation outcomes
audit results

Source: compiled by the authors based on [8-10]

Table 1 separates the two analytical blocks. CFC reporting generates information on foreign structures and
controlling persons, whereas FEA control reflects risks related to exports, imports and VAT. Therefore, these
areas should be analyzed as complementary analytical channels rather than identical control mechanisms. In
2023-2025, CFC reporting in Ukraine expanded rapidly. In 2023, the STS recorded 6,730 notifications on the
acquisition or disposal of a share or actual control in a foreign legal entity and 900 CFC reports. The number
of CFC reports increased to 38,288 in 2024 and 68,078 in 2025, while the number of foreign companies covered
by reports grew from 21,241 in 2024 to 29,838 in 2025. These indicators show the expansion of the information
base of international tax administration, but not direct evidence of CFC control effectiveness. Summary STS
data do not reveal the income structure of CFCs, the share of zero-liability reports, exemptions, or outcomes of
subsequent control measures. This caution is consistent with studies that emphasize the difficulty of directly
measuring BEPS and the effectiveness of anti-offshore mechanisms [3; 4; 14]. The dynamics of the main CFC
reporting indicators are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2 confirms rapid administrative scaling of CFC reporting. The strongest increase occurred after the
launch of the reporting mechanism, while declared liabilities rose from UAH 2.02 billion in 2024 to UAH 2.70
billion in 2025. However, conclusions about fiscal effectiveness require additional data on audits, reassessments
and payments.

FEA risk monitoring has a transaction-based logic. The export security regime, introduced from 1 Decem-
ber 2024, was aimed at strengthening control over selected goods during martial law [6; 7]. This approach
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Table 2
Main CFC reporting indicators based on STS data
Indicator 2023 | 2024 | 2025 203;‘2"6‘;;‘, o 2025‘;‘2’;";: o
Notifications on acquisition/disposal of a share or| 6,730 10,698 25,514 59.0 138.5
actual control, units
Notifications from banks, financial institutions| 6,102 4,924 19,510 -19.3 296.2
and other bodies, units
CFC reports, units 900 38,288 68,078 4,154.2 77.8
Foreign companies covered by reports, units n/a 21,241 29,838 n/a 40.5
CFC jurisdictions, units n/a 119 122 n/a 2.5
Declared tax liabilities, UAH billion n/a 2.02 2.70 n/a 33.7

Source: compiled and calculated by the authors based on [8-10]

Note: growth is calculated as the ratio of the absolute change in an indicator to its value in the previous year; n/a means that data for
calculation are not available. The value of 4,154.2% for CFC reports reflects a low-base effect, since the 2023 base value was extremely
small. Therefore, this percentage should be interpreted as an indicator of relative administrative scaling rather than as evidence of pro-
portional fiscal effectiveness

corresponds to findings that digital VAT control and e-invoicing become more effective when combined with
risk-oriented administration and audits [15; 16]. Before the regime was introduced, the STS working group
identified 188 risky FEA entities with no or only partially confirmed origin of exported agricultural products.

After the launch of the regime, the STS obtained a new data flow on tax invoices and adjustment calcu-
lations for export operations. In December 2024, 8,468 documents submitted by 847 business entities were
registered for agricultural exports of 8,554.5 thousand tons worth UAH 198.9 billion. From 2 December 2024 to
31 December 2025, the regime covered 114,620 documents submitted by 2,111 entities for exports of 65,336.3
thousand tons worth UAH 1,071.9 billion.

Suspended tax invoices and adjustment calculations indicate the functioning of a risk identification
mechanism based on selected indicators. These indicators include inconsistencies in the declared origin of
goods, atypical transaction values, substitution of UKT ZED commodity codes, discrepancies between tax
and customs data, and signs of risky VAT credit formation. In December 2024, 199 tax invoices/adjustment
calculations worth UAH 576.1 million were suspended, representing 2.35% of documents and 0.29% of
transaction value. In the cumulative period from 2 December 2024 to 31 December 2025, 761 documents
worth UAH 3.9 billion were suspended, representing 0.66% of documents and 0.36% of value. A decrease in
the share of suspended documents does not necessarily indicate a proportional reduction in risk exposure,
as it may also reflect changes in verification procedures, reporting practices, risk criteria, or the structure
of submitted documents.

The main indicators of the export security regime are presented in Table 3. It shows that the export securi-
ty regime quickly became a substantial source of administrative data on agricultural exports. Suspended tax
invoices/adjustment calculations demonstrate the presence of a risk identification mechanism, but they do not
show the final audit results or fiscal effects.

Import risk monitoring forms another FEA control channel and is based on cooperation between the STS
and the State Customs Service. It focuses on undervaluation of customs value, substitution of commodity codes,
accumulation of unsold imported goods, and creation of risky VAT credit, which are key elements of customs
and FEA risk management [17; 18].

In 2024, the joint working group processed 64 commodity groups under UKT ZED codes and more than
14 thousand FEA entities. It identified 860 entities importing goods at significantly undervalued prices and/
or accumulating large balances of unsold imported products without confirmed storage premises. The VAT
electronic administration system limit for this category was UAH 12.8 billion.

In 2025, the number of processed FEA entities increased to 22.7 thousand, while the number of identified
risky entities decreased to 445. The report specifies a wider range of schemes: undervalued customs clearance,
declaration of expensive goods as cheaper goods, substitution of UKT ZED codes in subsequent domestic sales,
and accumulation of imported goods without proper confirmation of storage premises. The corresponding VAT
electronic administration system limit was UAH 5.1 billion. The decline in the number of identified risky en-
tities despite broader coverage requires cautious interpretation. It may reflect changes in selection criteria,
import structure, taxpayer behavior, monitoring methodology, or the effects of earlier preventive measures.
Nevertheless, the indicators show that tax and customs cooperation has become a separate information channel
for FEA risk administration, consistent with integrated customs risk management [18].

The indicators of import risk monitoring are summarized in Table 4.
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Indicators of the export security regime based on STS data

Table 3

Indicator Dec. 2024 | Dec. 2024-Dec. 2025
Registered tax invoices/adjustment calculations, units 8,468 114,620
Number of business entities, units 847 2,111
Export volume, thousand tons 8,5654.5 65,336.3
Total transaction value, UAH billion 198.9 1,071.9
Tax invoices/adjustment calculations registered under unconditional registration 2,095 64,394
criteria, units
Value of unconditionally registered tax invoices/adjustment calculations, UAH 20.0 543.5
billion
Suspended tax invoices/adjustment calculations, units 199 761
Value of suspended tax invoices/adjustment calculations UAH 576.1 UAH 3.9 billion

million

Share of suspended documents in total number, % 2.35 0.66
Share of suspended value in total transaction value, % 0.29 0.36

Source: compiled and calculated by the authors based on [9; 10]

Note: “Dec. 2024” covers the period from 2 December to 31 December 2024; “Dec. 2024—Dec. 2025” covers the cumulative period from
2 December 2024 to 31 December 2025. Since the reporting periods differ in duration, the table presents absolute coverage indicators
without calculating a direct growth rate between non-equivalent periods

Table 4 confirms the risk-oriented character of import monitoring. The decrease in identified risky entities
in 2025 should be interpreted cautiously, because it may result from changes in risk structure, selection criteria
or preventive effects rather than from a simple reduction in import risk.

CFC reporting and FEA control differ in the form of their fiscal effect. CFC reporting is directly linked to de-
clared liabilities of controlling persons, which amounted to UAH 2.02 billion in 2024 and UAH 2.70 billion in 2025.
Its broader importance, however, lies in disclosing foreign structures and creating a basis for further analysis, which
corresponds to the theoretical logic of CFC rules as transparency and anti-profit-shifting instruments [1; 3; 4].

FEA control produces a more indirect fiscal effect. It is expressed through prevention of risky VAT credit,
suspension of selected tax invoices/adjustment calculations, identification of risky importers, and limitation
of tax minimization schemes. Therefore, its indicators should be assessed through the coverage of operations,
identified risky entities, selected risk indicators, the VAT electronic administration system limit, and the vol-
ume of tax and customs cooperation [15-18].

Table 4
Indicators of import risk monitoring in cooperation between the STS and
the State Customs Service
Indicator 2024 2025 Change, %
Processed commodity groups under UKT ZED codes, units 64 64 0.0
Processed FEA entities >14.0 thousand 22.7 thousand >62.1
Identified risky FEA entities, units 860 445 -48.3
Approximate share of risky entities among processed entities, % <6.14 1.96 -68.1
VAT electronic administration system limit at the time of 12.8 5.1 -60.2
identification, UAH billion
VAT electronic administration system limit per risky entity, 14.88 11.46 -23.0
UAH million
Main risk indicators Undervalued Undervaluation; n/a
import prices; misdeclaration of
unconfirmed goods; UKT ZED
inventories. code substitution;
risky inventories.

Source: compiled and calculated by the authors based on [9; 10]

Note: the value for processed FEA entities in 2024 is reported by the STS as “more than 14 thousand”; therefore, the growth rate is
calculated approximately from the minimum base of 14.0 thousand. The symbol > indicates a lower-bound estimate, and n/a means that
no growth rate is calculated for a qualitative characteristic
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Table 5
Fiscal and informational significance of CFC reporting and FEA control
Feature CFC reporting FEA control
Type of result | Disclosure of information and tax liabilities | Monitoring of transactions, prevention of risky VAT
concerning foreign companies credit, suspension of risky tax invoices/adjustment cal-
culations
Fiscal manifesta- | UAH 2.02 billion in 2024; UAH 2.7 billion | Indirect result through suspension of tax invoices/ad-
tion in 2025 justment calculations, risk criteria and the VAT elec-

tronic administration system
Informational Identification of controlling persons, juris- | Identification of risky FEA operations, commodity

effect dictions and foreign companies groups, importers and exporters
Link with inter- |CRS/CbC, information exchange, foreign |Tax and customs data exchange, control of product ori-
national transpar- |jurisdictions gin, UKT ZED commodity codes
ency
Main limitation |No microdata on CFC income, exemptions, | No full-cycle data on the consequences of suspension,
zero-liability reports or audit results reassessments, litigation and actual budget losses

Source: summarized by the authors based on [9; 10]

A comparative assessment of the fiscal and informational significance of CFC reporting and FEA control is
provided in Table 5. It summarizes the main distinction: CFC reporting primarily supports transparency of
foreign corporate structures, whereas FEA control supports operational identification of risks in export-import
flows and VAT credit.

Overall, in 2023—-2025 the State Tax Service of Ukraine moved from fragmented control of separate cross-
border transactions toward broader data-based fiscal monitoring. Within this system, CFC reporting reflects
the corporate dimension of international taxation, while FEA control reflects the operational dimension related
to goods movement, tax invoices, customs data, and risky VAT credit. At the same time, summary STS reports
require cautious interpretation. They show the coverage and volume of administrative data but do not allow
assessment of taxpayer-level consequences, reassessments, litigation outcomes, or long-term risk reduction. The
number of suspended tax invoices or identified risky importers is an important administrative indicator, but
it does not show which risks were ultimately confirmed or what fiscal result followed. The proposed analytical
framework may be used for further monitoring if it is supplemented with audit results, reassessments, litiga-
tion outcomes, and indicators of taxpayer behavior. This would allow a transition from describing information
flows to evaluating the effectiveness of international tax administration [15; 18].

Conclusions and prospects for further research. The study shows that CFC reporting and FEA risk
monitoring form two complementary administrative data channels in the system of tax control over cross-border
transactions in Ukraine. CFC reporting discloses foreign corporate structures, controlling persons, jurisdictions,
and declared liabilities. FEA risk monitoring covers export-import operations, tax invoices, product origin, UKT
ZED commodity codes, risky VAT credit, and tax and customs cooperation.

According to STS data, CFC reporting expanded significantly in 2023—-2025: the number of reports in-
creased from 900 in 2023 to 68,078 in 2025, and the number of foreign companies covered by reports reached
29,838 in 2025. These indicators demonstrate the growth of the administrative information base concerning
foreign structures related to Ukrainian residents, but they do not directly measure control effectiveness or the
reduction of BEPS risks. The export security regime became a new instrument for administering FEA risks.
From 2 December 2024 to 31 December 2025, it covered 114,620 tax invoices/adjustment calculations for ag-
ricultural exports worth UAH 1,071.9 billion, of which 761 documents worth UAH 3.9 billion were suspended.
This confirms substantial operational monitoring but does not provide a full assessment of final fiscal effects.
Cooperation between the STS and the State Customs Service forms a separate import risk channel. In 2024,
860 risky FEA entities were identified, compared with 445 in 2025, while the corresponding VAT electronic
administration system limit declined from UAH 12.8 billion to UAH 5.1 billion. These indicators characterize
the capacity to identify and prevent VAT-related risks before tax losses occur and require additional data on
control decisions, reassessments, and appeals.

Further research should develop an integrated indicator system combining CFC reporting, FEA monitoring,
the VAT electronic administration system, customs information, CRS/CbC exchange, audits, reassessments,
and litigation results. Such an approach would make it possible to move from describing administrative infor-
mation flows to a comprehensive assessment of the effectiveness of tax control over cross-border transactions.
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JOIJATKOBA IHOOPMALIA
BHECOK ABTOPIB: Yci aBTopu 3po0uiu BHECOK ITOPiBHY.
DOIHAHCYBAHHS: Asropu He 0TPpUMYBAJTH (DiHAHCYBAHHSA [IJIA I[bOTO JOCITIKeHHS.
3AABA ITPO JOCTYIIHICTDb JAHMX: He 3acTocoByeThbes.
KOH®JIIKT THTEPECIB: ABTopu 3aABIATH IIPO BiCYyTHICTh KOHQJIIKTY iHTEPECIB.
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KIK-3BITHICTb | PU3UK-
OPIEHTOBAHUI MOHITOPUHT
3EQ, 1K IHGOPMALINHI KAHANU
NOAATKOBOIO AAMIHICTPYBAHHS
MDKHAPOOHUX OMEPALIN B YKPAIHI

AHoTauif. BCTyn. Y cyyacHux ymMoBax MixxHapogHi onepadii € 0g-
HUM i3 K/IIOYO0BMX g)kepest MOgAaTKOBMX PU3MKIB | BOGHOHAC BAX/INBUM
YUHHUKOM POPMYBAHHS OIOGKETHUX HAGXOGXKeHb. [ YKpaiHu, oco-
611BO B nepiog BOEHHO20 CTAHY, AKTYANI3YETHCSA MOTPeda B MOCUIEHHI
10gaTKOBO20 AgMIHICTPYBAHHSA Onepawii 3a y4acTio Hepe3ngeHTis,
MOHITOpPUH2Y 30BHiLLIHOEKOHOMIYHOI gisinbHOCTI (3E/]) Ta 3abe3neqeHHi
NPO30POCTi iHO3EMHUX KOPMOPATUBHUX CTPYKTYP. Y LIbOMY KOHTEKCTi
KIK-3BITHICTb i pU3nK-OpiEHTOBAHMI MOHiTOpuH2 3E[] BUCTYNaioTh
BOXIMBIUMM IHGOPMALVIHUMY KAHANAMM BUSIBAIEHHS OTEHUiVIHUX CXem
MiHIMi3aLii 0nogaTKyBaHHs, OpMyBaHHS PU3MKOBO20 M0GATKOBO20
KpeguTy Ta nopyLeHb y cdepi MixkHapOgHO20 OMOgaTKyBAHHSI.

Meta. MeTtoio gocaigxeHHs € aHani3 KIK-3BiTHOCTI Ta pu3nk-
OpiEHTOBAHO20 MOHITOpuH2Y 3E/] Ik B3AEMOMOB'A3aHMX AgMIHICTPATHB-
HUX QoKkepes1 gaHuX y CMCTemi NogaTKkoBO20 KOHTPOJIIO TPAHCKOPGOHHMX
onepawiy B YKpaiHi Ha 0CHOBI 3BITHWUX gaHUX [JepXaBHOI mogaTkoBoi
cnyx6um Ykpainm 3a 2023-2025 poku.

Martepianw i metogu. IHPopmauiviHy 6a3y gonigeHHs CTAHOBASTb
3BiTn [IMNC Ykpainm 3a 2023-2025 poku, MNONOKEHHS N0gaTKOBO20 3d-
KOHOGABCTBA, HOPMATUBHO-MPABOBI AKTU OGO PeXUMY eKCOPTHO20
3abe3rnedeHHs1 Ta HAyKOBI npaui 3 nutaHb BEPS, KIK-npasui, ung-
poB0R20 [1/]B-KOHTPO/IIO ¥ MOGATKOBO-MUTHMX PU3MKIB. 3ACTOCOBAHO
KOHTeHT-AHA/I3, MOPIBHANbHWIA NigXig, METOgu OMMCOBOI CTATUCTUKMY,
TabIMYHe 2pynyBAHHS TA PO3PAXYHOK MOXigHUX iIHGUKATOPIB, L0 gano
3mMo2y po32iagati KIK-3BITHICTb | pU3NK-OPIEHTOBAHMI MOHITOPUHR
3E/] sIk B3AEMOMOB'A3AHI gMiHICTPATUBHI g)Kepena gaHmx y cuctemi
nogaTKoBO20 KOHTPOJIO TPAHCKOPYOHHMX Onepawin.

PesynbTarn. YctaHosneHo, o KIK-3BITHICTb | py3uK-OpieHTOBAHMI
MOHITOpUH2 3E/] € Pi3HUMM, a1 B3AEMOGOMOBHIOIOYUMM AgMIHICTPa-
TUBHUMM goKepesiammn gaHmx y CUcTemi nogaTkoBo20 KOHTPOJIO TPAH-
CKOPGOHHMX onepawii. KIK-3BiTHICTb M€ KOPropaTUBHO-IOPUCGUKLIIFHI
XapakTepucTiKu /i 3abe3neyye po3kpuTTs IHPOPMALii npo iHO3emHi
KOMMaHii, KOHTpooKYMX OCib, IOPUCGUKLIT Ta 3ageKnapoBaHi nogar-
KOBi 3000B'93aHHS1. KOHTpO/b pu3nkiB 3E[] Mae onepawisiHnii xapaktep
i OXOM/TIE eKCIOPTHO-IMMOPTHI Orepavii, NogaTKoBi HaKkAagHi, kogn YKT
3E/], Noxog>xeHHs TOBApIB, pU3MKOBUI MOGATKOBMI KPeguT i MogaTKoBO-
MUTHY B3AeMogito. BusasieHo cyTTeBe po3wmnpeHHs KIK-3BiTHOCTI:
KizbkicTb KIK-3BiTiB 3poc/ia 3 900 y 2023 poui go 68 078 y 2025 podui,
a KiIbKiCTb iHO3@MHMX KOMIAHIM, OXOrM1eHunX 3BITHICTIO, Y 2025 pouji
gocsina 29 838. Pexxum excriopTHo20 3abe3neyeHHs y 2024-2025 pokax
oxonus 114 620 NogaTKkoBMX HAKAAGHUX | PO3PAXYHKIB KOPU2YBAHHSA
Ha cymy 1071,9 MAPg. 2pH, LWO CBIG4YMTb PO NOCUIEHHS MOHITOPUHRY
a2papHO20 ekcnopTy. BogHouac y3azanbHeHni xapaktep gaxHux [AMC
00Mexye MOXAMBICTb OLIHIOBAHHS KiHLEeBOI (iCKanbHOI eeKTUBHOCTI
KOHTPOJIbHMX 30X0giB.

[lepcriekTnsu. ogabLui GOCIigKeHHs goLiIbHO CIPAMYBATU HA PO3-
pob1ieHHs! iHTe2pPOBAHOI CUCTeMM MOKA3HMKIB, IKA MOEGHYBATMME gaHi
KIK-3BiTHOCTI, MOHiTOpUH2Y 3E/], @1eKTPOHH020 agMiHICTpYyBaHHS [1/]B,
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MUTHOI iHpopmawii Ta pe3ynbTaTis nepeipok. Lie go3BoanTb nepeiiti Big onmcy agMiHiCTPATUBHUX MOTOKIB gaHMX gO OLiHIOBAHHS
eeKTMBHOCTI M0gaTKOBO20 KOHTPO/IIO TPAHCKOPGOHHMX 0MepaLii.

KnioyoBi c1oBa: KOHTPOIbOBAHI iHO3eMHI KoMnaHii, KIK-3BiTHICTb, 30BHILIHbOEKOHOMIYHA GisiIbHICTb, eKCopT, iMMOopPT,
N0gaTkoBi pU3nKM, NOGATKK, N0gATKoBe AgMIHICTPYBAHHS, MOGATKOBO-MMTHA B3AEMOQIf, MXXHAPOGHI onepauwii.
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