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Dear Reader:

Welcome to the April 2009 edition of FSTP Perspectives: PwC‘s market leading
financial services transfer pricing publication. This edition focuses on transfer
pricing developments in a number of key financial services jurisdictions around
the world.

It never ceases to surprise me how often and quickly the transfer pricing
environment changes in the financial services sector. Several years ago, the
landscape was completely different. Profit splits meant profit splits. Now, profit
splits often mean loss splits. A “routine” (and I do use this term with caution!)
service provider would not raise an eyebrow if it was to get a cost plus 10%
return. Now, the situation has changed. Should a “routine” service provider even
get guaranteed a fixed return? Should it be sharing in some of the “pain” and
having a reduced return, or even breaking even, or even more controversially –
truly sharing in the pain and making a loss?! Money and liquidity was awash in
the system. Intra-group funding was found at healthy levels and the spreads on
this funding whilst potentially a bone of contention for some jurisdictions were at
levels which differ markedly at the levels that the markets are now demanding
for lending. Night and day differences effectively.

These were some of the topics that were discussed at our Masters Series
events in London (18 March) and in Hong Kong (6 April) where attendance
levels were extremely high with over 100 in London and 50 in Hong Kong which
contributed to the success of these events.

PricewaterhouseCoopers' FSTP
Perspectives is a bi-monthly publication
that offers an insight into trends and
developments, tax authorities’
approaches, and “hot” topic issues in
financial services transfer pricing.
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In London, we were fortunate to be joined by Manfred
Naumann (Head of International Taxation) from the
German Ministry of Finance and by Lee Corrick (Assistant
Director Transfer Pricing) and Daniel Servini (Financial
Services Transfer Pricing specialist) from Her Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs (HMRC). What was particularly
insightful was to have the taxing authorities’ perspectives
on issues such as profit and loss splits, business
restructurings and financial transactions. We appreciate
the candour and insights that the taxing authorities were
able to provide on these issues and the direct responses
they gave to many of the questions from the audience.
Similarly, the Hong Kong Masters Series saw excellent
audience participation from industry. What never ceases
to amaze is just how diverse and differing are the
approaches that are taken by the taxing authorities in
Asia. This should come as no surprise however when you
consider you have India, Japan, Taiwan, and Australia as
some of the key taxing authorities in these jurisdictions!

So, where do we go from here? I am often prone to
making predictions as to the hot topics that I feel are going
to be relevant in the next two to three years. So here are
five (and I could have put down anywhere from ten to
twenty) that I think are going to be the key issues (in no
particular order):

1. Booking models and how to deal with capital – Given
commercial and regulatory imperatives, we are seeing
the centralisation of many booking entities. Guidance
is limited on how to deal with the capital issue; and the
interaction of Article 5 Permanent Establishment
threshold issues, Article 7 Attribution and Article 9
Transfer Pricing issues make this a hugely difficult and
complicated issue where the technical guidance is
quite opaque.

2. Financial Transactions – Encompassing thin
capitalisation, interest rates and guarantee fees.
Putting aside the debate over passive association, this

is already a big issue in many jurisdictions and will
only become more of a hot topic as taxing authorities
seek to protect their domestic tax base. In countries
such as Canada, Austria, Australia and Sweden, there
has already been significant activity on this issue.

3. Business Restructuring – Allied again with the
protection of the taxation base, there is likely to be a
real move by “developed” countries on ensuring
businesses do not move profit out of their taxing
jurisdictions. Although the impact on the financial
sector has not been highlighted, the draft reports on
this already marks out significant impact on the way
financial organisations will and can conduct business
in the future without there being a significant tax
impact.

4. Permanent Establishments (PEs) – The OECD has
begun a project to look at the threshold issues around
Article 5. With the issue of inadvertent PEs already
becoming a strong focus in many regions (either
through dependent agent, fixed place or services
PEs); this will only serve to focus the issue even more.

5. Controversy – Controversy, Controversy, Controversy.
As simple as that. Given the extended guidance that
the OECD has finalised in recent years and is working
on currently, the ambiguity of how to deal with many
issues, the lack of technical precision, and the drive
for many countries to protect their tax base, and the
fact that the impact of the credit crunch will not be
audited for several years, I expect controversy to
become a huge issue in the next several years.

The key to managing these issues in the forthcoming
years will be to have documented contemporaneously and
also to have implemented your policies in line with your
transfer pricing methods. Although it may sound like an old
cliché, documentation may well be the first and most
successful line of defence when dealing with these issues
in future years.

I hope you enjoy reading our publication.

Best Regards

Aamer Rafiq
UK Financial Services Transfer Pricing
Markets Leader
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Jobst Wilmanns: ‘From my Perspective’

Increasing regulation and explicit
scrutiny from tax authorities relating
to transfer pricing, combined with
unprecedented turbulence in the
world's financial markets have
resulted in a heightened awareness
of transfer pricing amongst multi-
national companies.

Even financial institutions which
were considered to be well

established are now faced with the daunting tasks of
preserving capital and maximising cash flows, potentially
exacerbating the transfer pricing challenges already faced.
The following article presents a synopsis of the types of
opportunities available and actions required in light of the
current economic situation. From my perspective,
companies should for example, consider the following:

 In addition to cost reduction initiatives, most companies
will review internal processes and pursue plans for
optimisation. Such reviews should also be used to
optimise transfer pricing arrangements since addressing
the value chain does not only concern fixing a price, but
also questions the best fiscal environment to drive
operations. The current economic situation can present a
myriad of opportunities to settle key functions in the most
appropriate fiscal environment for companies.

 Under the OECD´s new paper on business restructuring,
a shift of functions could be remunerated on the basis of
the transferred potential profit. Currently, operational
functions may not be profitable and viewed only as loss-
making activities. Based on this, a transfer of functions
may be viewed from both the perspective of the transferor
and transferee. If loss-making functions are transferred
abroad, it may be argued that a taxable compensation
payment is not required.

 Intangible assets and the value of key success factors
should be viewed in a different light than compared to a
year ago. Planning cycles for intangible assets are often
significantly extended and the evaluation of intangible
assets - based on future yield - is significantly lower. Long

term planning should therefore be considered for
intangible assets.

 The internal debt of a company must be carefully
examined. What may once have been deemed to be
an appropriate interest rate may not stand up to
examination under a tax audit when current economic
conditions are taken into account. The same applies
for credit ratings and the ranking of group companies
which are likely to have changed significantly. This
also raises the question of the extent and level of
intra-group guarantees: How is remuneration
determined for guarantees if in the banking rescue
plan of the federal government, a guarantee in the
amount of 0.5% is to be provided for unsecured
borrowings of state bonds between three and twelve
months?

 Benchmark analyses used to compare companies
performing similar functions are based on historical
financial data. The availability of such data means that
the taxpayer must base future transfer prices on
comparative data from previous years. However, if
economic conditions change dramatically, as we are
current experiencing, then the appropriateness of
using historical comparable data to determine current
or future transfer prices may be questioned.
Companies are well advised to examine their
benchmarking analyses under to identify opportunities
to adapt to the current economic environment.

 Central services are often charged with a mark-up of
between 5% and 10%. If an entire company or group
achieves a return of say, 2%, then the question may
be posed as to why central services in such a
situation should achieve a higher return than the
collective activities of the entire company or group. In
a similar vein, the question may be posed as to
whether a guaranteed margin, for example, a stable
2% net margin based on the Transactional Net Margin
Method (TNMM) is deemed to be appropriate on the
basis that a loss making group guarantees its
distributors a profit.

Comment & Analysis
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From my perspective, our current economic environment
presents a large number of transfer pricing opportunities and
challenges. Moreover, as global financial markets continue
to enter unprecedented territory and are in a constant state
of flux, taxpayers are presented with opportunities to
achieve efficiency without bearing high costs and while
ensuring its transfer pricing policies are consistent with the
arm's length standard.

For more information, please contact:

Josbt Wilmanns jobst.wilmanns@de.pwc.com
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Taxation authorities have significantly increased their focus
on intra-group financial transactions, including related-party
loans, credit guarantees, factoring arrangements, cash
pools, and other forms of financing and credit risk transfer
arrangements. With the current global financial crisis limiting
the availability of once plentiful and relatively inexpensive
external funding, many taxpayers in their “hunt for cash”
have seen their intra-group financial transactions increase
significantly. In this article, we provide an overview of why
intra-group financial transactions are receiving so much
attention from taxation authorities, key areas of controversy,
and potential actions for taxpayers to consider. In addition,
although financial transactions can create tax risk, they are
also a source of opportunity, notwithstanding recent events.
We raise several potential opportunities that may benefit
taxpayers.

Why are financial transactions increasingly a
key source of tax controversy?

The transfer pricing aspects of intra-group financial
transactions are becoming increasingly contentious. One
key reason for this is that the pricing of financial
transactions, as with many other areas of transfer pricing, is
inherently subjective. At the same time, the value of these
transactions can be significant.

For example, to arrive at an arm’s-length interest rate for a
loan, one needs a process for evaluating the credit quality of
the borrower (i.e. the probability that the borrower will default
over a given time period and the amount of loss in the event
of a default) and an approach for estimating credit quality
and the terms of the transactions to available internal and
external comparable transactions. Even when using a
structured approach, the credit analysis and the selection of
comparables require subjective judgment and expertise.
Additionally, even if the parties setting prices possess the
knowledge and judgment to accurately estimate an arm’s-
length price for a transaction, the reviewer of the prices
(such as a taxation authority) might not possess the
requisite expertise.

Another important source of controversy for some borrowers
is the impact on operating profits of high yield loans provided
by private equity firms. This has led in some countries (e.g.

Germany and Italy) to the introduction of specific
earnings stripping rules in order to limit the amount of
interest that can be deducted from operating profits. In
the Netherlands, the Ministry of Finance is investigating
the possibility of completely removing group interest
from the tax environment. Furthermore, the financial
crisis, which has dominated the news over the past year,
has demonstrated to taxation authorities that financial
markets are a complex area, particularly once the
transfer pricing implications of these transactions are
considered. As such, it has raised their awareness of
and focus on intra-group financial transactions.

Estimating arm’s-length terms for an intra-group financial
transaction is further complicated by the fact that
taxation authorities have provided little concrete
guidance as to how taxpayers should price these
transactions. This is compounded by the lack of
guidance from the OECD, which increases the possibility
that taxation authorities will take significantly different
approaches when evaluating intra-group financing.
Hence, financial transactions represent yet another area
where an approach that may be acceptable to taxation
authorities in one jurisdiction may not be acceptable in
another. The presence of country-specific safe harbor
rules and expectations further increases the potential for
cross-border disputes. It should also be noted that
substantiating interest rates through the solicitation of
non-binding bank quotes is not acceptable to most
sophisticated taxation authorities.

Some taxation authorities are also beginning to
challenge the pricing of financial transactions using a
combination of transfer pricing and tax-related
arguments. As an example, in Australia, the Australian
Taxation Office (“ATO”) has indicated that multiple
provisions of the Tax Act may impact whether a taxpayer
receives a deduction on a loan, including the general
deductibility provisions, the debt/equity rules, the thin
capitalisation legislation, and the transfer pricing rules.
The presence of overlapping (and potentially conflicting)
rules in a single jurisdiction can complicate the process
of pricing and structuring intra-group debt. Furthermore,
differences across jurisdictions can also increase the

Tax controversy and intra-group financial transactions–an emerging
battleground in challenging financial times
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risk of a challenge, even for relatively simple transactions.

Some areas of focus by taxation authorities

Most taxation authorities, including those that have
expended considerable effort to better understand financial
transactions, are grappling with the complex issues that
these transactions can raise. Based on our experience in
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the Netherlands, and other
jurisdictions, some of the issues that taxation authorities
seem to be examining closely include:

 Related-party loans with interest rates or credit margins
that might appear high to taxation authorities relative to
local benchmarks;

 Credit guarantee fees, particularly where the taxation
authority perceives the fee to be “high” or the total amount
paid is significant;

 Taxpayers with relatively high debt/equity ratios compared
with their peer group;

 Transactions lacking in substance or with terms and
conditions that a taxation authority views to be lacking an
economic rationale, or that are not documented in a
written agreement;

 Not exercising prepayment or call options included in an
intra-group loan agreement when market conditions
suggest an arm’s length party would;

 Debt pricing and/or debt amounts that result in ongoing
low levels of profitability;

 The allocation of the benefit derived from internal cash
pooling and other centralised group arrangements among
participants; and

 Appropriate rates of return for transactions where a
taxpayer serves as a “booking entity” or otherwise acts as
an intermediary in a transaction.

As existing guidance for establishing arm’s-length terms for
financial transactions is limited in most jurisdictions, it is
advisable to have an understanding of the local sensitivities
of a given taxation authority (or the examiners that you may
deal with), particularly in advance of completing a material
transaction that may create significant tax risk.

Impact of the passive association debate

Traditionally, many taxpayers have established arm’s-length
terms for their related-party financing transactions by
evaluating the credit quality of a subsidiary on a stand-alone
basis (i.e. under the assumption that the borrower is an
independent entity that is not related to the lender), which is
arguably consistent with OECD guidance. At paragraph 1.6
in its Transfer Pricing Guidelines for Multinational
Enterprises and Tax Administrations, the OECD notes that
“the authoritative statement of the arm’s-length principle is
found in paragraph 1 of Article 9 of the OECD Model Tax

Convention, which forms the basis of bilateral tax
treaties involving OECD member countries and an
increasing number of nonmember countries.” It further
notes that “by seeking to adjust profits by reference to
the conditions which would have obtained between
independent enterprises in comparable transactions and
comparable circumstances, the arm’s-length principle
follows the approach of treating the members of a
multinational enterprise (“MNE”) group as operating as
separate entities rather than as inseparable parts of a
single unified business. Because the separate entity
approach treats the members of an MNE group as if
they were independent entities, attention is focused on
the nature of the dealings between those members.”

However, in a recent case in Canada, the Canada
Revenue Agency has sought to argue (within the context
of the pricing of intra-group credit guarantee fees) that a
third-party lender would lend to a subsidiary of a major
multinational group (or, more broadly, assume its credit
risk) at a lower rate than that implied by a pure “stand-
alone” result in light of its affiliation with its parent. Such
a “passive association” argument raises several key
issues, ranging from the empirical (to what extent do
lenders account for group affiliation of subsidiaries that
are not formally guaranteed by their parent) to the
transfer pricing specific (such as whether a
consideration of the potential links between a parent and
its subsidiary are consistent with the arm’s-length
principle).

From a practical perspective, even if the concept of
passive association is inconsistent with the arm’s-length
principle, it appears to have been embraced, at least for
now, by several sophisticated taxation authorities,
including Canada, the Netherlands, and Australia.
Hence, until tax courts or taxation authorities provide
more definitive guidance, taxpayers may need to
consider the possibility that a taxation authority will not
consider it appropriate to evaluate the credit quality of a
subsidiary of a multinational enterprise on a pure stand-
alone basis, and if an adjustment for “group
membership” is necessary, how it should adjust the
pricing or the documentation of its intra-group financial
transactions to proactively address this potentially
vexing issue. At the same time, for outbound
transactions, taxpayers need to consider the possibility
that a taxation authority might question instances where
taxpayers have provided credit support but have not
applied an appropriate arm’s-length charge that reflects
the risk assumed by the guarantor.

What can you do?

In light of the current focus of taxation authorities on
financial transactions, taxpayers might consider a variety
of measures, including:
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 Establish a comprehensive transfer pricing policy that
covers existing and planned intra-group financial
transactions;

 Periodically revisit the policy (at least annually);

 Implement legally enforceable, robust loan agreements;

 Evaluate “both sides” of material transactions ─ does the
transaction “make sense” economically for both parties
involved?

 Structure and price transactions in a manner consistent
with the firm’s tax risk tolerance;

 Monitor global developments – current Canada Revenue
Agency or ATO viewpoints may be adopted by other
taxation authorities.

Some potential opportunities

While significant risks may exist in pricing and structuring
intra-group financial transactions, current financial market
conditions also provide an opportunity for taxpayers to revisit
their intra-group financial transactions and ensure they are
consistent with the arm’s-length principle, which in many
cases will mean higher credit spreads.

I. Intra-group loans

Opportunities may exist for both existing and new loan
transactions. As a starting point, taxpayers should review
the terms of existing intra-group loan agreements. For
transactions that are about to mature, it may be possible to
incorporate revised pricing that reflects current credit market
conditions. In addition, taxpayers should carefully review any
embedded options incorporated into existing transactions
(such as early prepayment provisions granted to borrowers
or the ability to demand early prepayment granted to
lenders), with a view toward aligning existing agreements
with current market conditions where possible. When
reviewing the terms of a transaction, it is important to
consider the perspective of both the borrower and the lender
(and their respective tax jurisdictions) to ensure consistency
with arm’s-length behavior. Taxpayers should also evaluate
the consistency of any re-pricing with the taxpayer’s broader
financial transactions pricing policy.

Furthermore, with the recent dramatic increase in credit
margins, the fair value of many intra-group loans has
declined and may produce a beneficial tax loss under the
right circumstances (or a profit, for instance, by buying one’s
own loans or bonds at a discount out of the market, from an
“appropriate” group company).

New transactions should be priced under current market
conditions. However, taxpayers should account for recent
trends in the credit markets. For example, credit to
noninvestment grade borrowers (and most borrowers in
general) is far more difficult to obtain now than it was a
couple of years ago. Borrowers that can obtain funding must

generally do so for shorter time periods, with more
stringent covenants. Hence, having proper
documentation in place that substantiates not only the
interest rate on a loan but also the arm’s length nature of
the amount of the loan and its terms and conditions is
crucial, especially in the current market.

II. Credit guarantee fees

Many companies with loans from third parties are facing
demands for enhanced security through guarantees on
existing and refinanced debt, and some companies are
able to effectively redeploy capital from one related party
to another with a guarantee from the corporate group.

Charging a guarantee fee can be contentious in some
countries, yet it may be expected elsewhere. Hence, a
taxpayer should carefully review all of its intra-group
guarantees. In particular, the taxpayer should be
prepared to demonstrate that the guarantee provides the
guaranteed entity with a benefit and that the guarantor is
providing a service that is not being provided only by
virtue of its being a shareholder. Where the guarantee
confers a benefit, the taxpayer should consider charging
for this benefit (note that not charging for a service can
provide taxation authorities with an additional argument,
i.e., that the credit guarantee may have been provided
as a shareholder service, which may be
disadvantageous if the guarantor needs to perform on
the guarantee).

As with loans, market prices for credit guarantees have
increased significantly over the past year. Hence,
taxpayers should assess whether the guarantee fees
charged on existing guarantees are still arm’s length
given the change in market conditions, if the pricing of
the guarantees are eligible for review.

III. Factoring of receivables

An intra-group accounts receivable factoring transaction
can be beneficial under current market conditions by
providing cash to a cash-strapped related party and by
potentially producing a tax benefit for taxable related
parties.

A factoring transaction involves the sale of accounts
receivable at a discount for cash. The sale of a cash-
strapped company’s accounts receivable can provide
immediate cash to the company in a tax-efficient
manner. In addition, an intra-group factoring
arrangement provides another benefit that many
taxpayers do not consider: intra-group factoring is an off-
balance sheet transaction. It involves a sale of assets for
a fee, and in many countries may not be affected by
withholding tax requirements or interest deductibility
rules.
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An intra-group factoring arrangement increases the assets
of the related party purchasing the accounts receivable. If
this related party is also the entity within the corporate group
that has third-party borrowings, the increased assets may be
accepted as collateral to lower the cost of or increase the
amount available through third-party borrowings.

IV. Cash pooling

As a result of the financial crisis, companies in need of cash
increasingly rely on their internal cash pool(s) for the
management of the cash available within the group.
Taxpayers need to address certain specific transfer pricing
issues that arise from cash pool arrangements, such as how
the cash pool operator determines the appropriate interest
rate to be applied to intra-group balances, how it prices any
underlying (cross) guarantee structure, and how it
remunerates the cash pool leader. With the increased use of
cash pools and the increase of volumes handled by these
cash pools, the attention of taxation authorities to these
transfer pricing issues is also increasing.

Recent examples of discussions with taxation authorities in
this area relate to the fact that, in practice, positions in a
cash pool often end up being long-term loans on which
(given the nature of a cash pool) short-term interest is being
paid. Furthermore, traditionally the benefit to the group of
using a cash pool (i.e. the “cash pool advantage”) ends up
being reported by the cash pool leader, which may be a
thinly capitalised company that cannot “substantiate” the
return on equity that it earns. At the same time, the
depositing participants, who may be incurring the credit risk
associated with the cash pool, might receive only the rate
that they would receive if they had made a deposit at a
major commercial bank.

On the other hand, structuring a cash pool properly and
taking into consideration the tax position of the participants
involved can lead to a tax-optimised situation.

Summary

The subjectivity associated with pricing intra-group financial
transactions combined with differing taxation authority views
on how these transactions should be priced has significantly
increased their tax risk in recent years. This is even more
prevalent in the current financial markets, in which taxpayers
are forced to use their cash in the most optimal way, in
many cases resulting in an increase of intra-group financial
transactions. However, while intra-group financial
transactions can give rise to potential tax risk, if given
appropriate attention and with the appropriate
documentation in place, they remain a potential source of
opportunity, particularly in light of these recent dramatic
changes in the financial markets.

Jeff Rogers is a Senior Manager in the Transfer Pricing
practice of PricewaterhouseCoopers in Toronto and may
be contacted by email at: jeff.rogers@ca.pwc.com

Michel van der Breggen is a Senior Tax Manager in
Financial Services Transfer Pricing at
PricewaterhouseCoopers in the Netherlands and may be
contacted by email at:
michel.van.der.breggen@nl.pwc.com

Bill Yohana is the co-leader of the Asia-Pacific Financial
Services Transfer Pricing Practice in Melbourne and
may be contacted by email at: bill.yohana@au.pwc.com

For more information, please contact:

Jeff Rogers jeff.rogers@ca.pwc.com
Michel van der Breggen
michel.van.der.breggen@nl.pwc.com

Bill Yohana bill.yohana@au.pwc.com
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On 22 April 2009 the long awaited decision from
the UK's first substantive transfer pricing case was
made public.

The case related to the transfer pricing
arrangements between the UK's biggest electrical
retailer, Dixons, and a captive insurer in the Isle of
Man (DISL) in relation to the provision of extended
warranty cover to UK customers. Warranty cover
was made available to UK customers when they
bought electrical goods in the stores of the main
UK trading company, DSG Retail Ltd (DSG). Most
or all of the risk on the extended warranties was
ultimately insured by DISL.

The dispute was principally concerned with whether the
arrangements with DISL were supportable as being on arm’s
length terms and, to the extent they were not, whether DSG
could be assessed for corporation tax on imputed income
arising from any resulting transfer pricing adjustments.

The Special Commissioners found in favour of HMRC,
determining that non-arm’s length pricing had resulted in an
understatement of UK corporation tax during the period
1996 to 2005.

Whether the transfer pricing legislation applied

The Special Commissioners found that the transfer pricing
legislation applied between DSG and DISL for all of the
years under dispute. As DSG had allowed the products to
be sold in its stores, DSG was considered to be a party to
the overall provision with DISL, regardless of the exclusion
of DSG from the formal contractual arrangements for several
of the years under dispute and irrespective of the insertion of
third party transactions.

Whether the arrangements were on an arm’s
length basis

DSG put forward a number of potentially comparable
contracts between independent parties as benchmarks of
arm’s length commissions on similar arrangements (the
Comparable Uncontrolled Price (CUP) approach).

In general, the CUP approach is the most direct and
reliable way to apply the arm’s length principle.
However, in order to apply the CUP approach reliably, it
is necessary to demonstrate that:

 None of the differences (if any) between the
transaction being compared or between the
enterprises undertaking those transactions could
materially affect the price in the open market; or

 reasonably accurate adjustments can be made to
eliminate the material effects of such differences.

1

All of the CUPs which DSG put forward in order to
support the overall levels of commission received in the
UK were rejected as containing differences which could
not reliably be adjusted for.

One contract put forward which related to the sale of
extended warranties through Currys stores was rejected
on the basis that the contract was negotiated in the early
1980s and the Special Commissioners considered the
different market conditions to be too large to adjust for.

Other potentially comparable contracts put forward by
DSG were rejected on the basis that the products under
warranty were different. The Special Commissioners
drew a clear connection between the overall expected
profitability of the warranty cover (as indicated by the
loss ratio) and the amount an insurer would be prepared
to offer in commissions in order to access those profits.

Commission rates cited in an Office of Fair Trading
report on extended warranties on an anonymous basis
were rejected as there was no evidence of whether the
commission rates quoted were between third parties or
related parties.

DSG put forward an alternative approach to
benchmarking the arrangements with DISL in the shape
of Domestic and General Group plc (D&G). D&G is a
quoted company providing domestic appliance
breakdown insurance to small retailers and
manufacturers. The return on capital achieved by D&G

1
OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and Tax

Administrations

UK Tax Court Finds for HMRC in UK Transfer Pricing Case
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was offered as an arm's length benchmark for a market
return on capital for DISL, applying the Transactional Net
Margin Method (TNMM).

The Special Commissioners agreed that the return on
capital measure was a widely accepted basis for considering
“normal” levels of profitability. However, the Special
Commissioners did not consider D&G to be comparable to
DISL, citing a number of differences, including:

1. D&G were considered to have a powerful brand in
the provision of extensive "off the shelf" warranties,
whereas DISL did not;

2. D&G sold its cover through a variety of channels,
none of which individually had strong bargaining
power. DISL was entirely reliant on DSG for its
business, which had a strong brand, a powerful
point of sales advantage and detailed claims data
and could therefore easily have sourced the basic
insurance provided by DISL elsewhere.

The Special Commissioners did not consider there to be a
method of adjusting for these differences.

The overall finding on the case was that a profit split
approach should be applied so as to distribute the total
profits of the extended warranties business between the
parties according to the contribution of each party to the
business. Under the fact pattern presented, the Special
Commissioners considered that DISL possessed only
routine actuarial know how and basic adequate capital, both
of which DSG could find for itself elsewhere if it chose.
Therefore, DISL was only entitled to a routine market return
on its economic capital.

All residual profit earned by DISL in excess of this market
rate of return was considered to be entirely attributable to
assets and advantages belonging to DSG.

Basis of Calculation of Adjustment

The parties were instructed to adjourn to consider
methods to determine an appropriate measure of
economic capital as well as a market rate of return on that
capital.

Comments & Conclusions

Transfer pricing analysis requires the selection of an
appropriate transfer pricing methodology which, in its turn,
almost always involves the requirement to "benchmark"
either the transaction price or the profit margins of at least
one of the parties to the transaction.

Where one party is clearly more straightforward in its
activities, the decision as to which party should be
benchmarked often appears clear. However, the

assumption that, after awarding a benchmarked amount
to the "tested party", the residual profit unquestionably
reverts to the other party, may lead to difficulties,
especially if the residual profit is particularly large (or
small).

In our view, the DSG decision is important to taxpayers
because:

 The case was one of the last to be heard by the
Special Commissioners, a body which has been
superseded by the First Tier Tax Tribunal. As most of
the Special Commissioners are now judges of the Tax
Tribunal this case presents useful information on how
transfer pricing cases are likely to be considered in
the future;

 HMRC have clearly indicated their expectation that
the overall contribution of all parties as well as their
relative negotiating position should be considered in
order to validate the transfer pricing methodology
selected and confirm that the benchmarking
undertaken fits the facts and circumstances;

 The case demonstrates the high threshold of
comparability needed if the intention is to rely on
CUPs that appear to give an advantageous result and
where there is no secondary supporting methodology
to corroborate the outcome;

 This case sets a precedent which will encourage
HMRC to challenge arrangements that result in profits
outside the UK (particularly those in tax havens)
where the transfer pricing is supported from a purely
UK perspective; and

 For groups with captive insurers where the captive
does not possess significant negotiating power,
HMRC are likely to assume that an appropriate
measure to determine the arm's length profit of the
captive is a routine market return to its economic
capital.

For more information, please contact:

Lisa Casley lisa.casley@uk.pwc.com

Aamer Rafiq aamer.rafiq@uk.pwc.com

Annie Devoy annie.e.devoy@uk.pwc.com

Iain Sinclair iainr.sinclair@uk.pwc.com
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Debt financing forms an integral part of
any efficient tax structure. Where debt is
extended by a related party to the
borrower, consideration should be given
to the appropriateness of its pricing. Tax
authorities around the world (including
Singapore) are increasingly focused on
the pricing of related party transactions.
To ensure that financing structures
withstand such scrutiny, pricing should be
comparable to that charged on market
terms.

Achieving optimal outcomes in tax structuring

This article considers the transfer pricing implications of
related party financing arrangements from a Singapore
perspective. It does not cover other tax implications arising
from the use of debt, for example, thin capitalisation,
withholding tax or the issue of beneficial ownership in the
application of treaties. A robust transfer pricing policy,
together with the observance of those other considerations,
forms the foundation of achieving an optimal tax structuring
outcome.

Recent developments in Singapore

Like tax authorities in many parts of the world, the Inland
Revenue Authority of Singapore (IRAS) has increased its
activity around transfer pricing to ensure that cross border
transactions undertaken between related parties are
conducted at arm’s length prices. Following the release of
the transfer pricing guidelines in 2006, the IRAS issued a
circular in July 2008 entitled Transfer Pricing Consultation.
This sets out how the IRAS intends to review taxpayers’
compliance of the guidelines. This was quickly followed by
the first batch of questionnaires, sent to selected taxpayers
to request details of their transactions with associated
entities. On 23 February 2009, the IRAS issued a circular on
related party loans and services, providing further guidance
on these two types of transactions commonly undertaken by
taxpayers.

Related party loans – the IRAS circular

The scope of the circular is wider than the title suggests.
The IRAS has broadly defined loans to include
intercompany trade balances which are left uncollected
over a substantial period of time, beyond which a third
party creditor would typically allow.

The circular emphasises the need for loan transactions
to comply with the arm’s length standard, but provides
limited safe harbours and transitional provisions to assist
taxpayers with implementation. For example, the IRAS
does not insist on the charging of arm’s length interest
provided both the lender and borrower are based in
Singapore and the lender is not in the business of
borrowing and lending funds. All other loan transactions
must be priced on an arm’s length basis. What
constitutes the borrowing and lending of funds is a
question of fact; banks are certainly caught, and so
would finance and treasury centres belonging to non
banking multinational companies.

Taxpayers who have extended cross border loans on an
interest free basis are given a two year period (starting
from 1 January 2009) to restructure the loans to reflect
commercial, arm’s length conditions.

2

The IRAS prefers the use of the comparable
uncontrolled price (CUP) method to determine the arm’s
length price of related party loans. The IRAS has also
noted some of the comparability features which one
should observe for pricing purposes:

 The nature and purpose of the loan;

 The market conditions at the time the loan was
granted;

 The amount, duration and terms of the loan;

 The currency in which the loan is denominated;

 Exchange risks borne by the lender and borrower;

2
During this transitional period, the IRAS will continue to apply interest expense

adjustment on the lender, i.e. restrict its claim for interest deductions to that
extent that part of the interest is referable to loans that do not generate interest
income.

Recent transfer pricing developments in Singapore
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 Security offered by the borrower;

 Guarantees involved in the loan;

 The credit standing of the borrower; and

 The prevailing interest rates for comparable loans (if any).

Nonetheless, the circular is not meant to be prescriptive.
The features noted above are not exhaustive and taxpayers
should consider how they should be applied in their own
circumstances in arriving at (and documenting) the
appropriate interest charge.

Finally it should be noted that the draft circular does not
touch on other areas typically related to intra-group
financing, e.g. guarantees or whether the amount of debt is
arm’s length, in other words, the question of thin
capitalisation. It remains to be seen whether further
guidance on these areas will be given in the future.

Application of the arm’s length principle

In relation to inbound transactions (i.e. a Singapore borrower
obtaining funding from its offshore related party), the issue
from a Singapore perspective is whether the interest charge
is excessive, such that the loan transaction is considered to
have been entered into with a view to siphoning income
sourced within Singapore.

3
Singapore based taxpayers will

need to demonstrate that they would have borrowed from an
unrelated party on similar terms. Otherwise, a deduction for
the interest (in whole or in part) may be denied.

With regards to outbound transactions (i.e. a Singapore
lender extending credit to its offshore related party), the
issue, from a Singapore perspective would be whether the
(actual) interest charge is reflective of what would have been
charged to a third party in similar circumstances, such that
there is no under reporting of income in Singapore.

However, if interest is not actually charged, it is questionable
if the IRAS can impute interest income. It will be difficult to
enforce an arm’s length interest charge requirement for a
Singapore entity that is not in the business of providing
finance. This is because in such cases, it may be open to
the taxpayer to argue that any interest income earned would
have been foreign sourced, which would not be taxable until
it is received in Singapore (if the relevant facts support it).

Arguably, any deemed interest under the arm’s length
principle should similarly be foreign sourced, and since it is
merely imputed income, it would not be capable of being
remitted into Singapore and hence should not be taxed. The
position suggested by the circular, of insisting on an arm’s

3
Interest paid to non-residents would, in general, attract Singapore withholding tax

(albeit at a rate lower than the tax rate at which interest deductions are taken). Such
interest may also be taxed in the hands of the lender, which may be able to claim a
credit for the Singapore tax deducted. It is beyond the scope of this article to consider
the ways of mitigating interest withholding tax or the tax treatment of interest income in
the hands of the lender.

length interest rate where there is no actual charge
introduces an element of uncertainty to such outbound
financing arrangements.

4

The IRAS accepts that the current legislative framework
does not support the deeming of an interest charge in
certain cases, and will be monitoring the situation to
determine if new legislation is needed. However, the
IRAS has indicated that it may not be prepared to enter
into mutual agreement procedures should a treaty
partner make an adjustment resulting in a claim for a
corresponding adjustment in Singapore.

Conclusion

Tax authorities have increasingly applied transfer pricing
as a means of protecting their tax base. The use of debt
financing, and the resulting interest deductions, could
yield material tax savings. It should therefore not be a
surprise if tax authorities question the appropriateness of
interest charges in the case of related party loans.
Taxpayers should therefore ensure that the basis of
charging interest on related party debts is properly
determined and documented.

The IRAS circular provided very brief guidance on what
is regarded as one of the most difficult and controversial
subjects in transfer pricing. For example, there is as yet,
no guidance on the arm’s length amount of debt or the
provision of guarantees.

5
It will be useful for the IRAS to

provide more clarity on this subject or to widen the safe
harbour provisions, so as to enhance Singapore's
position as a business and financing hub in Asia.

For more information, please contact:

Paul Lau paul.st.lau@sg.pwc.com

4
While it may be possible to run the foreign source income argument to say any

actual interest income is not taxable until it is remitted into Singapore (if the
relevant facts would support it), in practice it is usually necessary to bring the
income into Singapore in order to benefit from lower source country withholding
tax prescribed under Singapore tax treaties with those countries.
5

Related party guarantee, of itself, poses a number of difficult conceptual
issues, e.g. whether adjustments should be made to account for the fact that the
borrower is part of a larger group when there is no explicit parental guarantee.
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Draft legislation relating to the taxation of foreign profits was
released by HRMC on 9 December 2008. The purpose of
the proposed change in existing legislation is to ensure that
the UK tax system remains internationally competitive. It
also represents a move towards a more territorial approach
to the taxation of foreign profits.

One of the key changes in the proposed foreign profits
legislation is a capping of the interest deductions that a UK
company can take on intra-group loans both from an
overseas affiliate and from a related UK company. On 22
April 2009, it was announced as part of the UK
Government’s annual budget that the interest capping
legislation will be delayed and will only apply to finance
expenses payable in accounting periods beginning on or
after 1 January 2010.

The exact nature of the interest capping legislation, and
specifically its application to companies in the financial
services sector, has yet to be agreed. However, a brief
summary of the proposed interest capping legislation and
current thoughts on its application to companies in the
financial services industry is provided below.

The proposed debt cap

On 7 April 2009, following extensive consultation with
business and advisors, the UK Government announced
changes to the proposed legislation regarding the
calculation of the debt cap. Although the basic principles
remain similar to those originally proposed, the mechanics of
the calculations have changed substantially.

UK group companies with net finance expense will be
required to compare their combined net finance deductions
(‘tested amount’) with the worldwide group's gross external
finance expense (‘available amount’) taken from
consolidated accounts prepared either under International
Accounting Standards (IAS) or other acceptable standards
(including UK and US GAAP). Relevant group companies
with net finance income or no finance income or expense
are excluded when calculating the tested amount.

Impairment losses, profits or losses on the disposal of a loan
(capital gain/loss), foreign exchange, external debt factoring,
external hedging arrangements and certain short-term debt

are specifically excluded from the definition of finance
expense, whilst all finance leases are included.

To the extent the tested amount exceeds the available
amount; the UK group must restrict its finance
deductions for tax purposes. Corresponding adjustments
may be made to reduce UK group finance income up to
the amount of the disallowance.

Potential exemptions

A gateway test will be introduced and if met, a UK group
will not have to take any further action in respect of the
debt cap measure. The gateway test will operate by
comparing the net debt of UK group companies with the
worldwide group’s gross debt based on consolidated
accounts. If the total net debt of all relevant companies
with net debt is less than 75% of gross debt from the
worldwide consolidated accounts then the group passes
the test. The gateway test is likely to mainly benefit UK
inbound groups.

If the group cannot meet the gateway test, it may still
avoid the detailed application of the rules if a certifying
statement is made confirming that the available amount
exceeds the tested amount.

The exemption may also include financial services
groups where debt forms an intrinsic part of the way in
which the business is conducted. Exemptions may also
be available for small and medium sized companies and
for de minimis transactions. It is important to note that
details of the exact nature of the exemption have not
been provided and it is unlikely that all financial services
companies will be exempt. Further details will be
released prior to 1 January 2010.

For further information please contact:

Andrew Paton andrew.x.paton@uk.pwc.com
Lirize Loots lirize.loots@uk.pwc.com

Update on proposed UK ‘debt cap’

mailto:andrew.x.paton@uk.pwc.com
mailto:lirize.loots@uk.pwc.com
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Suspension of tax audits due to global
financial crisis

Past

In October of 2008, the ex-commissioner of the National Tax
Service (“NTS”) stated that the NTS would suspend all tax
audits on companies with net sales of KRW 500 billion or
less until financial markets stabilised. This suspension was
put into effect on October 29, 2008. Since this declaration,
only a few tax audits have been launched, such as the tax
audit of 16 individuals involved in overseas gambling
activities.

Present

The NTS has recently resumed tax audits for some foreign
and domestic companies that have not been audited for
more than 5 years due to a fear of the lapse of the statue of
limitations. This may be an indication that the NTS will end
the suspension on tax audits and may conduct fully fledged
tax audits in the second half of this year. As such, it is
recommended that those companies that have not been
audited for more than 5 years should be prepared for a
possible tax audit. In general, a notice of a tax audit is sent
10 days prior to the scheduled commencement date. This
period may not provide enough time to thoroughly prepare
the requested information and documents requested by the
NTS, therefore, advanced preparation is beneficial.

In recent tax audits of foreign financial institutions, transfer
pricing has been the single most important tax issue for the
NTS. Once a tax audit has been scheduled, the following
are a few of the issues that should be considered from a
Korean transfer pricing perspective.

 Is there a global transfer pricing policy for all
intercompany transactions?

 Has the global policy been analyzed and prepared from a
local TP perspective?

 Has the policy been updated annually?

Given the NTS’ likely resumption of tax audits in the near
future, the issues described above are now points that all

companies should review when preparing for a tax audit
defense.

Contemporaneous Transfer Pricing
Documentation and Under Reporting
Penalty Relief

The following amendment provides tax penalty relief on
the under reporting penalty of 10% if the taxpayer
maintains contemporaneous transfer pricing
documentation when filing corporate income tax returns
with the tax office. The amendment is effective for
transfer pricing adjustments occurring on or after
January 1, 2009. This amendment is included in Article
13 of the Law for the Coordination of International Tax
Affairs (“LCITA”) and provides that the underreporting
penalty may be waived:

1 In cases where the taxpayer prepares and maintains
documentation, as stipulated in the relevant
regulations of the LCITA, on the transfer pricing
method declared on its corporate income tax return;
and

2 Where the transfer pricing method was reasonably
selected and applied.

Prior to this amendment, the underreporting penalty tax
could be waived only when a taxpayer demonstrated
compliance of their documentation with the arm’s length
principle through mutual agreement procedures. This
amendment now provides a strong incentive to maintain
contemporaneous transfer pricing documentation.

For more information on either of the recent
developments mentioned in this article, please
contact:

Shin-Jong Kang sjkang@samil.com

Recent developments that affect transfer pricing in Korea

mailto:sjkang@samil.com
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Country Profile

Even though Argentina is not an OECD Member, the 1998
Tax Reform introduced transfer pricing rules into its Income
Tax Law (“ITL”) following the guidance

6
set forth by the

OECD. Two reforms to the ITL took place later, in 1999 and
2003. Nevertheless, principal aspects of the rules remain
unchanged.

The most significant differences to OECD Guidelines are:

 A specific non-OECD method exists for the export of
commodities when made through an international
intermediary who is not the actual receiver of the goods;

 The residual profit split is not a listed method (even
though it could be argued that it is a variation of profit
split);

 The ‘best method’ rule is incorporated;

 The tested party must be the Argentine entity (regardless
of whether its functions are routine or non routine);

 The use of the interquartile range is mandatory and, in
cases of a transfer pricing adjustment, it is prescribed to
0.95 or 1.05 of the median (e.g. in a loan granted by an
Argentinean entity to a foreign related party, if the interest
rate of the loan is 6% and the arm’s length interest range
is 8.0% to 12.0% with a median of 10.0%, the adjustment
would be to 9.5%); and

 Documentation must be prepared on an annual basis and
it must be submitted to the tax authorities verified by a
certified public accountant.

Control

"Control" is defined in a broad sense, including not only
shareholder control but also situations of economic,
administrative or commercial control, such as situations
when the parties grant exclusive rights, have common board
members, or provide funds or technology necessary to the
development of the business. Transactions with unrelated
parties domiciled or located in low or nil tax jurisdictions
(specifically listed in the Regulatory Decree) are presumed

6
OECD Guidelines are not legally binding but as been used by the tax auditors as

reference and consultation document to interpret local rules.

not to be at arm’s length and subject to transfer pricing
analysis.

Permanent Establishments

Regarding permanent establishments (“PE”), Section 14
of the ITL contains the “functionally separate entity
approach” and refers to Section 15 (transfer pricing
methods) to evaluate the arm’s length nature of the
transactions. Nothing is said on how to attribute
functions, risks, assets or capital to a PE, other than
stating that a PE must have separate accounting
records. Since the rules were issued after the OECD
report on the attribution of profits to PEs, it is not clear
whether the Tax Authorities will reference the OECD
report of interpreting local rules or not (as is the case
with OECD Guidelines).

Financial Transactions

With respect to financial institutions, the final paragraph
of Section 14 prescribes that

“In the case of financial entities operating in the country,
the dispositions contained in Section 15 for the amounts
paid or credited to its headquarters, related company or
co branch or other entities or corporations, related,
incorporated, domiciled or located abroad, for interests,
commissions and any other payment or credit originated
in transactions performed with those entities are
applicable, when the amounts were not at arm’s length”.

The paragraph also states that the Tax Authorities could
acquire information from the Central Bank when it is
deemed necessary for the analysis.

This paragraph, which is the only specific reference to
the financial sector in the Argentine transfer pricing
("TP") regulations, is redundant since financial
institutions are already covered by the general rules.

Most common transactions

After the 2001 crisis, although only a small number of
foreign banks left Argentina, the crisis did deeply affect
the regulatory environment of the financial sector. Many

Country focus: Argentina
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transactions that had usually been performed by financial
institutions were prohibited. As one of the most important
objectives of policy makers has been to control the US
Dollar exchange rate, the restrictions on movements of
capital has been constantly changing, depending on capital
flows.

In Argentina, the most typical transactions with related
parties today are those of treasury (the payment of interest
for long term financing, the earning of interest for mostly
short term finance and investments and foreign exchange
transactions), sovereign bond and stock trading and fee
earning (custody fees, referral fees, etc).

Another important group of transactions refers to intra-group
services. Different charges are received from, and made to
headquarters or other group members by the Argentine
entities. Regional management, IT, data processing and
many other back office services are among the most
common.

Capital markets in Argentina are not very developed and
presumably, its size will decrease after the nationalisation of
the pension funds in 2008. Global trading activity is very
limited and those international funds with activity in
Argentina mostly perform limited commercial activities and
representation services of related entities abroad.

Transfer pricing environment and audit activity

Based on our experience, we have observed three stages of
transfer pricing related audits. The first stage was just before
the introduction of the transfer pricing rules in the ITL, after
the first due date (in the early 2000s), the tax authorities
began transfer pricing audits, principally focusing on
manufacturing entities in the automobile and pharmaceutical
industries. These audits were undertaken by a specialised
group of auditors. Many of these cases are now being
litigated in the Tax Courts.

In the second stage, authorities focused on commodity
traders (including oil transactions by oil companies), whom
they consider a source of tax revenues given their
performance after the 2002 devaluation.

Recently, tax authorities in Argentina have started to
develop a new aspect of transfer pricing audits of financial
transactions undertaken by non financial entities. In this
sense, two main groups of transactions can be
distinguished: 1) loans received or 2) loans granted or
placements within a cash-pooling scheme.

Regarding loans received, the spotlight has been on the
arm’s length nature of the transaction. The tax authority has
focused on characterising loans as equity to disallow the
deduction of the foreign exchange loss resulting from the
devaluation of the Argentine peso. To this end, tax
authorities have taken a very formalistic approach and have

been recharacterising loans arguing that there was no
written agreement in place or that it was not notarised. In
a recent case (Ericsson SACI), the tax court ruled in
favor of a taxpayer, placing more emphasis on the
financial conditions of the transaction and the arm’s
length nature of its behavior.

With respect to loans granted and participation in
intercompany cash pools. Tax authorities have recently
begun to request very detailed information focusing not
only on the formalistic aspects of the transaction but also
on the economic substance. Three main topics stand out
in the tax authorities’ requirements: risk evaluation,
opportunity cost and comparable transactions.

The financial sector has not received much attention
from the tax authorities because of the complexity of its
transactions. Nevertheless, a transfer pricing audit
program focusing on this sector would seem like a
natural progression following the recent developments
on financial transactions, and as tax authorities continue
to gain familiarity with complex financial transactions.

Finally, it is important to highlight two other related
aspects of the tax audits that have had a major impact in
the tax returns of financial entities (although not limited
to financial entities). These areas are deductibility and
withholding taxes.

Regarding deductibility, the historical leading case in
Argentina refers to the allocation of charges to a branch
from a multinational bank’s headquarters. The case was
ruled against the taxpayer.

For a charge of this nature to be fully deductible, the
taxpayer has to prove that a service is effectively
rendered, that it is necessary to obtain, keep or maintain
taxable income in Argentina, and that the charge is
determined on an arm’s length basis. Among these
requirements, the first two are very important since no
portion of a charge is deductible if the taxpayer cannot
prove with solid evidence that the service is effectively
rendered and it is related to the generation of taxable
income in Argentina. In order to support the deduction,
the taxpayer must gather material evidence to prove the
actual rendering of the service and the correlation
between the service and the costs incurred in rendering
it. The mere allocation of costs generated abroad on a
pro rata basis would not be deductible and there are
precedents supporting the tax authorities’ position on
this matter.

Regarding withholding taxes, taxpayers frequently face a
dilemma. If the price is not grossed up to consider the
withholding tax, the service provider might not be able to
support an arm’s length return which could result in a
transfer pricing adjustment. Such an adjustment would
naturally give rise to a corresponding double taxation
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risk. However, if the price is grossed up (and not tax
credited), double taxation would not be a potential risk, but
real. Unless careful planning is undertaken (and this is not
always enough), intra-group services could have a major
impact in the effective tax rate.

Conclusions

Argentina has formal transfer pricing documentation
requirements that follow in general, the terms set forth by
the OECD Guidelines.

Even though the financial sector has not been fully
scrutinised, financial transactions are starting to draw the
attention of the Argentine tax authorities. Based on recent
experience, it is reasonable to expect that a transfer pricing
audit program targeting entities in the financial sector could
follow.

Other tax issues indirectly related to transfer pricing, such as
deductibility and withholding taxes, should also be carefully
considered and analyzed.

For further information please contact:

Jose Maria Segura jose.maria.segura@ar.pwc.com



MC-NY-08-0575A © 2009 PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP. All rights reserved. "PricewaterhouseCoopers" refers to PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (a Delaware limited
liability partnership) or, as the context requires, the PricewaterhouseCoopers global network or other member firms of the network, each of which is a separate and
independent legal entity.

Europe FSTP Country Leaders Email Phone number
Austria Herbert Greinecker herbert.greinecker@at.pwc.com +43 1 50 188 3300

Belgium Patrick Boone patrick.boone@be.pwc.com +32 2 710 4366

France Marie-Laure Hublot marie-laure.hublot@fr.landwellglobal.com +33 1 5657 4351

Germany Jobst Wilmanns jobst.wilmanns@de.pwc.com +49 69 9585 5835

Hungary Zaid Sethi zaid.sethi@hu.pwc.com +36 1 461 9289

Iceland Elin Arnadottir Elin.arnadottir@is.pwc.com +354 (0) 550 5322

Ireland Gavan Ryle gavan.ryle@ie.pwc.com +353 1 704 8704

Italy Fabrizio Acerbis fabrizio.acerbis@it.pwc.com +3902 91605 001

Luxembourg David Roach david.roach@lu.pwc.com +352 49 4848 3057

Netherlands Michel van der Breggen michel.van.der.breggen@nl.pwc.com +31 20 568 6160

Hugo Vollebregt hugo.vollebregt@nl.pwc.com +31 20 568 66 32

Norway Morten Beck morten.beck@no.pwc.com +47 9 526 0650

Poland Piotr Wiewiorka piotr.wiewiorka@pl.pwc.com +48 2 2523 4645

Portugal Jorge Figueiredo Jorge.figueiredo@pt.pwc.com +351 213 599 618

Russia Christian Ziegler christian.ziegler@ru.pwc.com +7 49 5232 5461

Spain Javier Gonzalez Carcedo javier.gonzalez.carcedo@es.landwellglobal.com +34 91 568 4542

Sweden Pär Magnus Wiséen paer.magnus.wiseen@se.pwc.com +46 8 5553 3295

Norbert Raschle norbert.raschle@ch.pwc.com +41 58 792 4306Switzerland

Mohamed Serokh mohamed.serokh@ch.pwc.com +41 58 792 4516

South Africa Jacques van Rhyn jacques.van-rhyn@za.pwc.com +27 11 797 5340

Aamer Rafiq aamer.rafiq@uk.pwc.com +44 20 7212 8830

Annie Devoy annie.e.devoy@uk.pwc.com +44 20 7212 5572

United Kingdom

Lisa Casley lisa.casley@uk.pwc.com +44 20 7213 8333

Asia Pacific FSTP Country Leaders Email Phone number
Australia Nick Houseman nick.p.houseman@au.pwc.com +61 2 8266 4647

China Spencer Chong spencer.chong@cn.pwc.com +86 21 6123 2580

Hong Kong Phillip Mak phillip.mak@hk.pwc.com +85 22 289 3503

India Dhaivat Anjaria dhaivat.anjaria@in.pwc.com +91 22 6689 1310

Teruyuki Takahashi teruryuki.takahashi@jp.pwc.com +81 3 5251 2873Japan

Ryann Thomas ryann.thomas@jp.pwc.com +81 3 5251 2356

Korea Shin-Jong Kang shin-jong.kang@kr.pwc.com +82 2 709 0578

Malaysia Thanneermalai Somasundaram thanneermalai.somasundaram@my.pwc.com +60 3 2693 1077, ext. 1852

New Zealand Michael J Bignell michael.j.bignell@nz.pwc.com +64 9 355 8051

Singapore Paul Lau paul.st.lau@sg.pwc.com +65 6236 3733

Taiwan Richard Watanabe richard.watanabe@tw.pwc.com +88 62 2729 6666, ext. 6704

Americas FSTP Country Leaders Email Phone number
Argentina Juan Carlos Ferreiro juan.carlos.ferreiro@ar.pwc.com +54 11 4850 6712

Brazil Marcos Almeida marcos.almeida@br.pwc.com +55 11 3674 3350

Emma Purdy emma.j.purdy@ca.pwc.com +1 416 941 8433Canada

Jeff Rogers jeff.rogers@ca.pwc.com +1 416 815 5271

Chile Roberto Carlos Rivas roberto.carlos.rivas@cl.pwc.com +56 2 940 0151

Colombia Carlos Mario Lafaurie Escorce carlos_mario.lafaurie@co.pwc.com +57 1 634 0492

Ricardo Suarez ricardo.suarez@co.pwc.com +57 1 634 0548

Mexico Jaime Heredia jaime.heredia@mx.pwc.com +52 55 5263 5721

Peru Rudolf Röder rudolf.roeder@pe.pwc.com +51 1 211 6500, ext. 1906

Adam Katz adam.katz@us.pwc.com +1 646 471 3215

Joseph Andrus joseph.andrus@us.pwc.com +1 617 530 5455

Stan Hales stan.hales@us.pwc.com +1 415 498 6086

United States

Junko Yamato junko.yamato@us.pwc.com +1 646 471 1432

Venezuela Fernando Miranda fernando.miranda@ve.pwc.com +58 212 700 6123


