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The Honorable Jacob Lew 
United States Treasury Secretary 
U.S. Department of the Treasury 
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC  20220 

Submitted electronically via www.regulations.gov (IRS REG-108060-15) 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

On behalf of Business Roundtable, I am writing to provide comments on the 
notice of proposed rulemaking under Internal Revenue Code Section 385 
regarding the determination of related-party instruments as debt or equity, 
issued on April 4, 2016 (the “Proposed Regulations”). 

Business Roundtable, an association of chief executive officers who lead 
companies that operate in every sector of the U.S. economy, has very serious 
concerns about the business disruption and consequent harmful impacts on 
the economy that would result from the Proposed Regulations.  As drafted, the 
Proposed Regulations have an extremely broad impact, create significant 
uncertainty, have adverse consequences completely unrelated and 
disproportionate to the Treasury Department’s stated concerns regarding 
“inversion” transactions and “earnings stripping.”  

As described in detail below, Business Roundtable believes the approach taken 
in the Proposed Regulations exceeds the regulatory authority granted to 
Treasury by Congress under Section 385.  Further, the Proposed Regulations 
are inconsistent with fundamental principles of U.S. tax law, prior regulatory 
guidance, case law precedents, and Congressional intent.  Should Treasury 
determine to finalize the Proposed Regulations in their current form, Business 
Roundtable expects them to be challenged in court.  In the meantime, 
however, business will be compelled to implement costly new systems to 
comply with the Proposed Regulations and to alter their normal business 
operations.  Because the regulations would impose an enormous amount of 
unnecessary compliance costs as well as burdens on business activity that are 
out of proportion to the target of the rules, Business Roundtable urges the 
Treasury Department to withdraw the Proposed Regulations. 
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If Treasury does not withdraw the Proposed Regulations, then Treasury should modify the 
Proposed Regulations so that they would not adversely affect capital and ownership structures 
and business operations, including liquidity and risk management and the efficient use of 
capital, which are driven by fundamental business and commercial purposes, and not by tax 
considerations.  In addition, the Proposed Regulations should be modified so as not to 
discourage foreign investment into the United States. 

Further, if Treasury determines to finalize the Proposed Regulations, Business Roundtable 
believes that Treasury, at a minimum, must make modifications to eliminate unnecessary 
complexities, unadministrable vagaries, and unwarranted collateral consequences.  Specific 
recommended areas to address are set forth below, including: 

• Limit the IRS Commissioner’s and rank and file agents’ unfettered discretion to treat 
an instrument as part debt and part equity. 

• Modify the documentation requirements to provide a workable exception for 
ordinary course and de minimis transactions. 

• Limit the range of transactions and instruments covered to reduce the unintended 
collateral consequences of the Proposed Regulations by: 

o Broadening the ordinary course of business exceptions,  

o Providing exceptions for regulated industries whose ability to engage in 
intercompany transactions is greatly circumscribed,  

o Preventing unintended impacts on ownership structures, such as the loss of  
S corporation tax status, through the recharacterization of debt as equity,  

o Excluding transactions occurring entirely outside the United States, such as 
between controlled foreign corporations, and  

o Taking steps to ensure application of the rules by the states avoids creating 
additional tax or reporting obligations. 

• Delay application of the Proposed Regulations to taxable years beginning on or after 
January 1, 2019 to allow time for companies to restructure existing arrangements, 
arrange for alternative sources of finance, and develop appropriate systems and 
procedures to comply with the new rules. 

I. Background  

In an April 5, 2016 press conference, President Barack Obama stated that the Proposed 
Regulation “directly goes at what’s called corporate inversions.”1  Similarly, the preamble to the 
Proposed Regulations describes prior Treasury notices indicating that Treasury and the IRS 

                                                 
1  Remarks by the President, White House Office of the Press Secretary, April 5, 2016. 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2016/04/05/remarks-president-economy-0  

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2016/04/05/remarks-president-economy-0
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expected to issue “additional guidance to further limit the benefits of post-inversion tax 
avoidance transactions.” 

As Business Roundtable has repeatedly stated, so-called “corporate inversions” are a symptom 
of an outdated and anti-competitive U.S. tax system.  Addressing this symptom without 
addressing the underlying cause of the anti-competitive nature of the tax system will fail to 
stem the continuing decline of U.S. competitiveness and lost opportunities for American 
workers and U.S.-based companies in the global marketplace.  The best way to address this is 
through tax reform to improve the investment climate which will make the country more 
competitive and create more jobs.2 

Similarly, Business Roundtable has previously expressed concern that piecemeal legislative and 
regulatory reactions on ‘inversions’ are not the answer – these approaches are rife with 
“unintended consequences and fail to address the true anti-competitiveness of the U.S. tax 
system.”3 

While Business Roundtable has urged tax reform as the best way to address this issue and 
warned against the unintended consequences that can arise from piecemeal attempts to 
address inversions, we could not have anticipated the extreme collateral consequences of the 
Administration’s attempt to address inversions through the approach under the Proposed 
Regulations. 

Although Business Roundtable continues to believe the best way to address the economic 
forces leading to inversions is through tax reform, the Proposed Regulations – which in the 
President’s own words are offered as an anti-inversion measure – fail to limit their application 
to inversion and post-inversion transactions.  Instead, the Proposed Regulations have an 
enormously sweeping set of applications that affect U.S. companies with entirely domestic 
operations as well as both U.S.-headquartered and foreign-headquartered companies engaged 
in foreign transactions occurring entirely outside the United States with no impact on, or even 
remote connection to, the U.S. tax base.  The attached technical paper gives examples of 
foreign transactions occurring entirely outside the United States that would be impacted by the 
Proposed Regulations.4 

 

                                                 
2  See, e.g., the Business Roundtable statement by President John Engler of July 17, 2014, stating in part: 
“Cross-border mergers in which an American company restructures its legal headquarters abroad – so-called 
inversions – are a symptom of both a failing tax system and failed leadership in addressing it….Business Roundtable 
agrees with the Administration that comprehensive business tax reform is the best way to address the concern 
with ‘inversions.’  The Roundtable has long advocated for tax reform to improve the investment climate, make the 
country more competitive, and create more jobs.  The President and Congress should work together on the 
specifics of this needed tax reform.” http://businessroundtable.org/media/news-releases/business-roundtable-
statement-inversions  
3  Ibid. 
4  See, the attached technical paper, “Potential Impacts of Proposed Section 385 Regulations: Inbound and 
Outbound Examples,” PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP, July 7, 2016. 

http://businessroundtable.org/media/news-releases/business-roundtable-statement-inversions
http://businessroundtable.org/media/news-releases/business-roundtable-statement-inversions
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The net effect of the Proposed Regulations, if finalized, will be to further deter U.S. business 
investment and make U.S.-headquartered companies less competitive in global markets.  These 
impacts will directly harm American workers and lead to a more slowly growing U.S. economy. 

Business Roundtable previously submitted comments on May 12 with over 20 other trade 
associations in which we respectfully requested that, at a minimum, Treasury change the 
effective date of the Proposed Regulations, extend the comment period, and ensure sufficient 
time is taken to review and address public comments.5  Business Roundtable additionally 
submitted comments to the Office of Management and Budget on the burdens imposed under 
the documentation requirements of the Proposed Regulations on June 7, 2016.  Those 
comments noted that the costs imposed by the Proposed Regulations would result in significant 
harm to the U.S. economy and reduce America’s competitiveness.6 

Business Roundtable further requested in these prior comments that Treasury conduct a 
complete and thorough analysis of the potential business and economic consequences of the 
proposed regulations prior to the conclusion of the comment period.  This analysis should take 
into account the impact of this tax increase on U.S. businesses, their investments and their 
employees.  Further, it should consider the impact on foreign direct investment into the United 
States.  Such an analysis is needed to give Congress and the public an opportunity to more fully 
understand the impact of the Proposed Regulations on the U.S. economy. 

II. The Need for U.S. Tax Reform  

Corporate inversions are just one symptom of a badly outdated and anti-competitive tax 
system.  Without tax reform, U.S. companies will lose in global competition and the U.S. 
economy will lose new U.S. investment.  As a result, jobs and economic growth will suffer, 
leading to more slowly growing wages and living standards for American workers and their 
families.  The Proposed Regulations, which add to the cost of being a U.S.-headquartered 
company and disfavor U.S. business investment, exacerbate rather than ameliorate the anti-
competitive nature of the U.S. tax system. 

The United States has the highest combined federal and state statutory corporate tax rate of 
any developed country.7  The U.S. combined rate is nearly 15 percentage points higher than the 
 

                                                 
5  See, Business Roundtable and other trade associations letter to Secretary Jacob Lew, “Proposed 
Regulations under Section 385 (Reg.-108060-15),” May 12, 2016.  Specifically, the letter requested that Treasury: 
(i) Change the effective date of any application of the proposed regulations from debt instruments issued on or 
after April 4, 2016, to 90 days after the regulations are finalized; (ii) Extend the comment period from July 7, 2016, 
to October 5, 2016, to provide additional ability for taxpayers to study the proposed regulations and provide 
comments; and (iii) Dedicate adequate time and resources to a thorough review and analysis of the public 
comments on the proposed regulations rather than seeking to finalize the regulations on an arbitrarily rapid 
timeline. 
6  Business Roundtable comments on Reg. 108060-15, “Collection of Information under Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (Internal Revenue Code Sec. 385),” June 7, 2016. 
7  OECD tax database http://stats.oecd.org//Index.aspx?QueryId=58204. 

http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=58204
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average of the rest of the 34 developed countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD).  While nearly every other OECD country has reduced its statutory 
rate since 2000, the United States has not reduced its statutory rate since the enactment of the 
Tax Reform Act of 1986 – 30 years ago. 

In addition to a high statutory tax rate, the United States also imposes a high effective tax rate 
on corporate income.  In contrast to a presentation by the Administration suggesting the U.S. 
corporate effective tax rate is below the average of other G7 countries,8 the 2016 Budget of 
Canada shows the United States has the highest marginal effective tax rate in the G7.9  Analysis 
undertaken for the European Commission shows the United States has the second highest 
average effective tax rate and the third highest marginal effective tax rate among the 35 
countries in the European Union, G7, and other OECD countries in Europe.10  Other 
independent studies comparing corporate effective tax rates across countries also find the U.S. 
effective tax rate to be among the world’s highest.11 

The United States is also one of only six OECD countries that has not adopted a modern 
international tax system.  Most developed countries today operate under international tax 
systems whereby their companies are not subject to a second level of tax when active foreign 
business income is remitted home as a dividend.12  This allows their companies to compete in 
foreign markets and pay the same rate of tax as a local company operating in that market.  In 
contrast, U.S. companies face an additional layer of U.S. tax when returning foreign income to 
the United States for investment at home.  At least $2.3 trillion in accumulated foreign earnings 
was held by the foreign subsidiaries of U.S. companies in 2014.  Permanently unlocking these 

                                                 
8  See, The President’s Framework for Business Tax Reform: An Update, Joint Report by the White House and 
the Department of the Treasury, April 2016, p. 5.  This report was released the same day as the Proposed 
Regulations. 
9  Government of Canada, Budget 2016: Growing the Middle-Class, Chart 10, “Statutory and Effective 
Corporate Tax Rates, G7 Countries, p. 21, http://www.budget.gc.ca/2016/docs/plan/budget2016-en.pdf. 
10  Center for European Economic Research, Effective Tax Levels Using the Devereux/Griffith Methodology, 
Intermediate Report 2015, Project for the EU Commission, 
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/resources/documents/common/publications/studies/effective_tax_rates.p
df. 
11  For example, a World Bank study of corporate income taxes in 189 countries for 2013 finds that cash tax 
payments for companies operating in the United States are higher as a percentage of income than the average of 
other OECD and non-OECD countries.  The U.S. cash effective tax rate of 28.2 percent is 12 percentage points 
higher than the average of other OECD countries and nearly 12 percentage points higher than the average of non-
OECD countries.  The U.S. cash effective tax rate is the second highest in the G7 and the third highest in the OECD 
(World Bank Group, Paying Taxes 2015: The Global Picture, available at www.doingbusiness.org/reports/thematic-
reports/paying-taxes).  A study by Canadian academics Duanjie Chen and Jack Mintz of the tax rates on new 
corporate investments in 95 countries for 2014 finds that the U.S. marginal effective tax rate of 35.3 percent is 
more than 16 percentage points higher than the average of other OECD countries and more than 17 percentage 
points higher than the average of non-OECD countries.  The U.S. marginal effective tax rate is the second highest 
within the OECD (Duanjie Chen and Jack Mintz, U.S. Corporate Taxation: Prime for Reform, Tax Foundation Special 
Report, No. 228, February 2015). 
12  The other five OECD countries that have not adopted modern international tax systems – Chile, Ireland, 
Israel, Mexico, and South Korea – all have lower statutory tax rates on corporate income than the United States so 
that the tax on foreign earnings remitted home as a dividend is lower than for U.S. companies. 

http://www.budget.gc.ca/2016/docs/plan/budget2016-en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/resources/documents/common/publications/studies/effective_tax_rates.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/resources/documents/common/publications/studies/effective_tax_rates.pdf
http://www.doingbusiness.org/reports/thematic-reports/paying-taxes
http://www.doingbusiness.org/reports/thematic-reports/paying-taxes
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funds and future earnings so that they could be reinvested in the United States without penalty 
would result in increased U.S. investment and job creation.  The Proposed Regulations, 
however, would further raise the barriers to returning foreign earnings to the United States.  
Already, some Business Roundtable members have had to cancel planned repatriations of funds 
that would have helped finance significant domestic investments. 

Tax reform providing a competitive statutory rate and a modern international tax system would 
allow U.S. companies and American workers to compete on a level playing field with the rest of 
the world.  A more competitive tax system would lead to increased investment in the United 
States and faster economic growth, resulting in increased job creation and higher wages for 
American workers.  The Proposed Regulations, in contrast, send us down the wrong path and 
would lead to a less competitive U.S. economy. 

III. U.S. Jobs at Risk under the Proposed Regulations 

Substantial U.S. employment is placed at risk by the Proposed Regulations, which concentrate 
their impacts on both U.S.-headquartered and foreign-headquartered multinational companies 
with U.S. operations.  The higher costs imposed by the Proposed Regulations, if finalized, are 
likely to result in a reduction in U.S. employment and investment, and lower wages for those 
who remain employed.13 

Based on the latest government data, 2,243 U.S.-headquartered companies operated 
internationally in 2013, competing in global markets on a daily basis for inputs, capital, and 
customers.  These globally engaged U.S.-headquartered companies directly and indirectly 
contributed $8.3 trillion to U.S. gross domestic product in 2013 (57% of the United States’ 
private-sector economic output) and supported 76.6 million jobs in the United States (48% of 
its private-sector employment).14 

These globally engaged U.S. companies also provided substantial compensation to U.S. workers, 
paying an average of $78,081 per job in wages, salaries, and benefits in 2013.  This 
compensation was 40 percent higher than the average $55,649 in compensation paid to 
workers in other U.S. businesses.  These payments boost consumer spending and drive 
additional consumer spending across the nation. 

Foreign-based companies operating in the United States also provide significant additional U.S. 
employment.  The Department of Commerce estimates that 12 million people (8.5 percent of 
the labor force) in 2013 had jobs in the United State due to either direct employment at foreign 
firms (6.1 million jobs), indirect and induced employment from foreign firms (2.4 million jobs), 
 
 

                                                 
13  The attached technical paper details the higher costs imposed by the Proposed Regulations on case study 
transactions. 
14  See Business Roundtable, “The United States Benefits from Globally Engaged Companies,” 
http://businessroundtable.org/sites/default/files/BRT%20V2StateTaxFactSheet%202016%20United%20States%20
VFINAL.pdf. 

http://businessroundtable.org/sites/default/files/BRT%2520V2StateTaxFactSheet%25202016%2520United%2520States%2520VFINAL.pdf
http://businessroundtable.org/sites/default/files/BRT%2520V2StateTaxFactSheet%25202016%2520United%2520States%2520VFINAL.pdf
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or indirect and induced employment from productivity spillovers resulting from foreign direct 
investment (3.5 million jobs).15  By raising the cost of financing new U.S. investment, the 
Proposed Regulations would discourage investment in the United States by foreign-
headquartered companies, resulting in lost employment opportunities for U.S. workers directly 
employed by these companies as well as throughout their U.S. supply chain. 

IV. Proposed Regulations Not Consistent With Congressional Intent  

As discussed below, Business Roundtable is very concerned with the inconsistency between the 
approach taken in the Proposed Regulations and the clear Congressional intent under Section 
385 and other provisions of the Code. 

Business Roundtable believes that: 

• The Proposed Regulations disregard the substance of the instruments that would be 
recharacterized; 

• Treasury has failed to demonstrate how the Proposed Regulations can be reconciled 
with the statutory grant of authority; 

• The Proposed Regulations reverse prior policy decisions made by Congress in favor 
of the Administration’s policy proposals that Congress has either explicitly rejected 
or chosen not to act upon; and 

• Treasury’s proposed timeline fails to comport with the Administrative Procedure Act 
(APA) by applying an effective date that precedes the opportunity for notice and 
comment.  Further, the comment period is insufficient given the complexity of the 
regulations.  

For these reasons, Business Roundtable believes if Treasury does not withdraw the Proposed 
Regulations, it should adopt a more tailored approach that does not have the broad sweep or 
harmful impact of the Proposed Regulations. 

In 1969, Congress enacted Section 385 to address an enormous body of inconsistent case law 
precedent developed over the preceding decades with respect to distinguishing between debt 
and equity.16  Given the variety of contexts and differing circumstances in which the question 
can arise, Congress acknowledged that “it [would be] difficult for the committee to provide 
 
 
 
                                                 
15  U.S. Department of Commerce, International Trade Administration, “Jobs Attributable to Foreign Direct 
Investment in the United States,” Feb. 2016, 
http://www.trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_005496.pdf.  
16  See, e.g., Fin Hay Realty Co. v. United States, 398 F2d 694, 696 (3d Cir. 1968) (referencing 16 factors); 
Estate of Mixon v. United States, 464 F.2d 394 (5th Cir. 1972) (applying a 13-factor test); Roth Steel Tube Co. v. 
Comm’r, 800 F.2d 625, 630 (6th Cir. 1986) (applying an 11-factor test); In Re Lane, 742 F.2d 1311, 1314-15 (11th 
Cir. 1984) (applying a 13-factor test); Bauer v. Comm’r, 748 F.2d 1365, 1368 (9th Cir. 1985) (applying an 11-factor 
test). 

http://www.trade.gov/mas/ian/build/groups/public/@tg_ian/documents/webcontent/tg_ian_005496.pdf
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comprehensive and specific statutory rules of universal and equal applicability.”17  Accordingly, 
Congress believed it was appropriate to delegate to Treasury the authority to prescribe such 
rules. 

The statutory language set forth in Section 385 provides that any regulations promulgated by 
Treasury under Section 385 “shall set forth factors which are to be taken into account in 
determining with respect to a particular factual situation whether a debtor-creditor 
relationship exists or a corporation-shareholder relationship exists.” (emphasis added) 

The legislative history to Section 385 clarifies Congress’s intent to provide “a statutory 
authorization for the Treasury Department to issue regulatory guidelines distinguishing 
between debt and equity.”18  “[T]hese guidelines are to set forth factors to be taken into 
account in determining, with respect to a particular factual situation, whether a debtor-
creditor relationship exists or whether a corporation-shareholder relationship exists.”19 

Treasury’s testimony to Congress when it was considering the enactment of Section 385 in 1969 
confirmed Treasury’s understanding that Congress was authorizing Treasury to set forth factors 
in regulatory guidelines for the purpose of determining whether the substance of an 
instrument was that of debt or equity.20  Therefore, it is clear that in enacting Section 385 
Congress authorized Treasury to write guidelines that analyze the substance of an instrument 
by setting forth factors which would aid in distinguishing debt from equity in particular factual 
situations and which would be “taken into account” in making such determinations. 

What is also clear is that Congress did not authorize Treasury to conclude per se whether 
certain instruments constitute, as a matter of law, debt or equity without regard to the terms of 
the instrument.  To do otherwise would have authorized Treasury to perform functions 
reserved to the judiciary such as to interpret unambiguous statutory language and to adjudicate 
factual cases.  This is consistent with the Supreme Court’s decision that the terms in question 
“need no further definition” and the only question left to answer is one of fact, not law.21 

The Proposed Regulations, however, are contrary to the clear Congressional intent by 
conclusively treating an instrument as equity in situations where the courts and the IRS – until 
these regulations – would have treated the instrument as debt.  The rules do not set forth 
 
 

                                                 
17  S. Rep. No. 91-552, at 138 (1969). 
18  H.R. Conf. Rep. 91-782 (1969)(emphasis added); see also S. Rep. No. 91-552, at 138 (1969) ( “[Section 385] 
gives the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate specific statutory authority to promulgate regulatory guidelines, 
to the extent necessary or appropriate, for determining whether a corporate obligation constitutes stock or 
indebtedness.  The provision specifies that these guidelines are to set forth factors to be taken into account in 
determining, with respect to a particular factual situation, whether a debtor-creditor relationship exists or whether 
a corporation-shareholder relationship exists.”) (emphasis added). 
19  S. Rep. No. 91-552, at 138 (1969) (emphasis added). 
20  Hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means House of Representatives, 91st Cong., at 5511-12 
(April 22, 1969) (statement of Hon. Edwin S. Cohen, Ass’t Sec’y of the Treas. For Tax Pol’y) (emphasis added). 
21  John Kelley Co. v. Comm’r, 326 U.S. 521, 530 (1946). 
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factors to be weighed against each other in a variety of factual circumstances for purposes of 
determining whether an instrument is debt or equity.  Instead, the Proposed Regulations would 
determine conclusively that a failure to meet any one of the prescribed requirements 
automatically recharacterizes a debt instrument as stock, regardless of whether the 
characteristics of the instrument favor debt treatment.  Treasury has made these 
determinations without any factual demonstration as to the consistency of the determination 
with the substance of the instrument or with regular practices among unrelated market 
participants.  Such rules are clearly inconsistent with Congressional intent and also inconsistent 
with the regulatory authority provided to Treasury under Section 385. 

Exacerbating this inconsistency with Congressional intent is the significant discretion Treasury 
has granted the IRS through the Proposed Regulations.  The new rules would empower 
individual IRS agents to determine that debt instruments are part equity based solely on the 
agent’s discretion.  The regulations provide no guidelines, parameters, or limits for this 
unfettered discretion.  And mirroring this extraordinary level of discretion are twin anti-abuse 
and anti-affirmative use rules with respect to the documentation and per se recharacterization 
rules.  These provisions empower the IRS to turn the rules on and off as an IRS agent sees fit, 
with little restriction beyond subjective determinations of a taxpayer’s principal purpose.  
Congress plainly did not authorize the IRS to dispense with the judiciary and make its own ad 
hoc and one-sided determinations of whether an instrument is debt or equity, yet that would 
be the effect of the Proposed Regulations. 

Furthermore, Congress did not give Treasury authority to overturn fundamental principles of 
U.S. tax law established by courts and prior regulatory guidance.  But the Proposed Regulations 
would do just that by failing to respect the separate entity concept firmly established in U.S. tax 
law22 and by recharacterizing debt instruments as equity, even though the debt instruments 
bear the same features as instruments previously held to be debt by both the courts and IRS.23  
Congress did not authorize Treasury to dispense with analysis of an instrument’s substance, yet 
this is precisely how the Proposed Regulations would operate. 

Treasury’s regulatory overreach is evidenced by the Proposed Regulations’ inconsistency with 
other sections of the Code as well.  For example, the Proposed Regulations would limit the 
 
 
                                                 
22  See, e.g., Moline Properties v. Comm’r, 319 U.S. 436 (1943) (holding that, as a general rule, a parent and 
its subsidiary corporations are to be respected as separate taxable entities for U.S. federal income tax purposes). 
23  See, e.g., Kraft Foods Co. v. Comm’r, 232 F.2d 118 (2d Cir. 1956) (concluding that a purported debt 
instrument issued in connection with a return of capital constituted indebtedness for U.S. federal income tax 
purposes); FSA 199922012 (June 4, 1999) (“We note that cases that have cited the facts that no new capital was 
introduced as a result of the issuance of debt, and that the holders of the purported debt remained in the [sic] 
essentially the same position prior to and subsequent to the issuance of the debt, as reasons for determining that 
the debt should be recharacterized as equity.  Nevertheless, in all the cases we have seen there were other factors 
involved which caused the courts to find that the debt in issue was not real. . .  In sum, we believe that the 
treatment of the instruments received in partial redemption of shareholder’s stock should not be characterized as 
equity solely by reason of Taxpayer’s redemption transaction and continued status as a sole owner of the 
distributing subsidiary.”). 
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deductibility of interest paid to foreign persons and the redeployment of foreign earnings.24  
Yet, Congress has already addressed the deductibility of interest paid to foreign related persons 
and redeploying of foreign earnings.25 

In recent years, several legislative proposals have been advanced with respect to the 
deductibility of interest paid to foreign persons,26 including annual proposals by the 
Administration since 2009,27 but Congress has not chosen to enact any of those proposals.  
Congress’s consistent refusal to act is as much an indication of its intent as Congress’s 
affirmative action to limit the nondeductibility of cross-border related-party interest to the 
contours of Section 163(j).  It is the domain of Congress, not Treasury, to craft and re-craft 
federal tax laws.  Congress has spoken on many of these issues, but Congress has not delegated 
authority to Treasury to issue regulations that would go beyond (i.e., disregard) Congress’s 
intent.  In that regard, the Proposed Regulations also go beyond the BEPS agreement reached 
last year with respect to interest deductibility, which called for limitations on interest 
deductibility, not wholesale recharacterization of debt instruments as equity and complete 
denial of deductions for interest expense.  Treasury officials have noted that the BEPS 
agreement permits the enactment of other targeted rules with respect to interest deductibility, 
but there is nothing targeted about the Proposed Regulations.  

The Proposed Regulations are also irreconcilable with Congress’s stated intent for U.S. 
multinationals to redeploy foreign earnings free of U.S. tax costs – costs not shared by their 
foreign competitors.  For more than a decade, bipartisan majorities of Congress have enacted 
and then extended Section 954(c)(6) with the intent of allowing just this.28  Further, the 
Administration has repeatedly supported extension of this provision when it was set to expire, 
most recently in its fiscal year 2016 budget proposals,29 and the President has signed each 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
24  81 Fed. Reg. 20912, 20914 (Apr. 8, 2016) (“[T]hese proposed regulations are motivated in part by the 
enhanced incentives for related parties to engage in transactions that result in excessive indebtedness in the cross-
border context.”); see also id. (“[Notices 2014-52 and 2015-79] stated, in particular, that the Treasury Department 
and the IRS are considering guidance to address strategies that avoid U.S. tax on U.S. operations by shifting or 
‘stripping’ U.S.-source earnings to lower-tax jurisdictions, including through intercompany debt.”). 
25  See Section 163(j) and Section 954(c)(6). 
26  See, e.g., S. 2666, 114th Cong., 2d Sess., which would modify Sec. 163(j) for certain taxpayers. 
27  See, e.g., Dep’t of the Treasury, General Explanations of the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2017 Revenue 
Proposals, at 2 (Feb. 2016). 
28  H.R. Rep. 109-304, at 45 (2005) (“Most countries allow their companies to redeploy active earnings with 
no additional tax burden.  The Committee believes that this provision [Section 954(c)(6)] will make U.S. companies 
and U.S. workers more competitive with respect to such countries.  By allowing U.S. companies to reinvest their 
active foreign earnings where they are most needed without incurring the immediate additional tax that 
companies based in many other countries never incur, the Committee believes that the provision will enable U.S. 
companies to make more sales overseas, and thus produce more goods in the United States.”). 
29  See, e.g., Dep’t of the Treasury, General Explanations of the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2016 Revenue 
Proposals, at 18 (Feb. 2015). 



July 7, 2016 
Page 11 
 
 
extension into law.30  Yet the Proposed Regulations would hamstring U.S. multinationals 
seeking to redeploy foreign earnings by disproportionately and unnecessarily imposing 
significant tax and non-tax costs on distributions, cash pools, and intercompany lending. 

Equally alarming is Treasury’s determination to finalize the Proposed Regulations “swiftly” 
before it is reasonable to expect that Treasury can fully consider public comments.  Treasury 
and IRS representatives have repeatedly and publicly announced their intention to finalize the 
Proposed Regulations, without even so much as waiting to receive (let alone read and consider) 
public comments during the 90-day comment period.  The rush to finalization is inconsistent 
with the interests of stakeholders and the impact of rules on the public.  A rulemaking process 
and effective date that fail to allow for meaningful public comment are inconsistent with the 
APA.  Accordingly, Business Roundtable strongly urges Treasury to extend its timeline to allow 
meaningful consideration of the public comments filed and adopt necessary modifications to 
ensure that the scope of the Proposed Regulations is sufficiently limited to not impact capital 
structures and basic operational practices and avoid costly impacts to the U.S. economy. 

V. Technical Problems and Recommended Modifications with Respect to the Proposed 
Regulations 

In addition to our concerns with respect to the policy and overreach of the Proposed 
Regulations, Business Roundtable notes that the rules are rife with unadministrable vagaries, 
unnecessary complexities, and unwarranted collateral consequences.  Given these far reaching 
impacts, Business Roundtable believes withdrawal of the Proposed Regulations is the 
appropriate course of action.  Below we discuss specific technical concerns we have with the 
Proposed Regulations and recommended modifications that we believe Treasury should 
consider if it finalizes the approach taken therein. 

1. Prop. Reg. § 1.385-1(d)(1)—Bifurcation Rule 
Limit the unfettered discretion of the IRS to treat an instrument as part debt and part 
equity 
 

The bifurcation rule under Prop. Reg. § 1.385-1(d) would provide the Commissioner with 
unfettered discretion to treat an instrument as part debt and part equity.  Although presumably 
the courts would review IRS decisions for abuse of discretion, the regulations provide no 
limitations on this authority and provide no parameters or guiding principles for the 
Commissioner, other than a vague reference to “general federal tax principles,” which, as the 
preamble explains, do not actually exist. 

This unlimited grant of discretion injects significant uncertainty into the state of the law, 
essentially empowering IRS agents to apply the rules on an ad hoc basis in a manner they find 
 
 
                                                 
30  The most recent extension occurred in the Protecting Americans From Tax Hikes Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-
113), which extended Section 954(c)(6) through taxable years beginning before January 1, 2020, and was signed by 
the President on December 18, 2015. 
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reasonable.  This is certain to result in the uneven treatment of similarly situated taxpayers.  It 
will also produce significant additional controversy, creating substantial, unnecessary costs for 
both taxpayers and the IRS.  Finally, financial statement preparers and auditors will need to 
speculate as to the probability of the IRS exercising its sole unfettered discretion, with no 
touchstones to guide their analysis, resulting in further uncertain and uneven treatment with 
respect to public financial statements. 

Therefore, Business Roundtable recommends Treasury provide clear and administrable 
standards of application for the bifurcation rule, including an exhaustive list of the factors that 
will be considered and examples of how IRS agents will apply their discretion. 

2. Prop. Reg. § 1.385-2—Documentation Requirements  
Except ordinary course and de minimis transactions and defer documentation 
requirements until procedures and systems can be reasonably implemented 

 

Prop. Reg. § 1.385-2 establishes contemporaneous documentation requirements that will 
require significant diligence and result in increased compliance costs.  The burdens imposed on 
taxpayers to document every intercompany debt instrument, including those arising in the 
ordinary course of business (e.g., trade payables from intercompany sales and services), no 
matter the amount, are completely disproportionate to the objectives of the Proposed 
Regulations.31  There is no risk of base erosion or some other tax benefit when related parties 
sell $50 of goods on 30-day non-interest-bearing terms.  Failure to document this payable, 
however, could create split ownership that disqualifies multi-billion dollar internal 
reorganizations from otherwise available tax-free treatment.  These results are beyond 
unwarranted.  Therefore, Business Roundtable believes that the regulations should, at a 
minimum, provide an exception from the documentation requirements for ordinary course 
transactions and de minimis transactions. 

Moreover, due to the number of transactions each multinational enterprise enters into and the 
complexity involved in developing internal controls, it is almost certain that businesses will not 
have sufficient time to establish the necessary procedures and systems by the time the 
Proposed Regulations are intended to be finalized.  For example, Business Roundtable 
companies have noted that they will need significant time to document voluminous trade 
payables, cash pool borrowings, and revolver draws, and to develop annual credit ratings for 
each subsidiary as effectively required by the Proposed Regulations.  Therefore, Business 
Roundtable additionally recommends postponing the effective date of the documentation 
requirements to taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2019. 

 

 

                                                 
31  The attached technical paper includes an estimate of the documentation and compliance costs for a 
Fortune 100 company. 
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3. Prop. Reg. §§ 1.385-3 and -4—Proscribed Transactions 
Limit the scope of proscribed transactions and defer application of the rules until 
systems are in place 
 

The proscribed transaction rules under Prop. Reg. §§ 1.385-3 and -4 are over-inclusive and 
result in a number of collateral consequences that could not have been intended.  This over-
inclusiveness stems from Treasury’s use of Section 385 for a purpose for which it was neither 
intended nor designed rather than a provision more narrowly tailored to Treasury’s articulated 
concerns of preventing or discouraging inversion transactions and earnings stripping. 

The collateral consequences include the potential for pervasive double taxation through lost 
foreign tax credits, phantom income from loan repayments and hedging transactions, U.S. 
withholding taxes not contemplated by taxpayers or U.S. treaty partners, and extraordinary 
complexity that imposes substantial, unnecessary non-tax administrative costs on taxpayers.  
Business Roundtable recommends the scope of the recharacterization under these rules be 
narrowed to address Treasury’s specific concerns without giving rise to collateral and cascading 
impacts. 

Much of this complexity can and should be addressed by allowing taxpayers to rebut the 
presumption that a loan has funded a proscribed transaction due merely to temporal proximity.  
For example, multinational enterprises should be allowed to demonstrate that a related-party 
loan funds a third-party acquisition, an investment in capital assets, or research and 
development.  These are very common uses of intercompany loan proceeds, yet the Proposed 
Regulations preclude taxpayers from even demonstrating that an intercompany loan is used for 
such a purpose. 

The presumption under the Proposed Regulations that a loan has funded a proscribed 
transaction also creates a peculiar viral effect, whereby a single recharacterization can infect a 
series of intercompany loans (such as those conducted by cash pools and other intercompany 
financing vehicles), slowly and perpetually recharacterizing the entire intercompany debt 
structure of an enterprise.  As a consequence of this viral application of the rules, a single 
inadvertent technical mistake by the taxpayer that triggers these rules (or the exercise of 
unfettered discretion by the IRS) can result in systemic collateral consequences.  The Proposed 
Regulations must be modified to prevent the successive and perpetual application of the rules, 
which is burdensomely complex and unnecessary to achieve the stated intent and purposes of 
the regulations. 

Excluding transactions between companies occurring entirely outside of the United States 
would also relieve the inordinate burden of the Proposed Regulations without impacting their 
desired objective to protect the U.S. tax base.  Complications arising out of the Proposed 
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Regulations in foreign-to-foreign transactions impact both U.S.-headquartered and foreign-
headquartered companies.32 

As suggested above, multinational enterprises’ treasury operations bear the largest brunt of the 
Proposed Regulations.  Because enterprises frequently redeploy cash through intercompany 
loans to remain nimble, mitigate administrative and financing expenses, and minimize third-
party credit exposures, these systems are at the greatest risk of being systematically 
recharacterized as webs of intercompany equity, resulting in pervasive double taxation, 
phantom income, and other tax and non-tax costs.  In this way, the Proposed Regulations would 
cripple internal corporate treasury operations, forcing companies into added and more costly 
borrowing from third-party banks.  To avoid this, exceptions should be provided for, inter alia, 
short-term cash pooling, bridge financing, intercompany netting programs, centralized payment 
systems, foreign currency hedging, and other internal treasury operations. 

The Proposed Regulations can also impact the ability of a U.S. multinational company, following 
a domestic or foreign acquisition, to realign and integrate the acquired entity’s units along the 
U.S. company’s existing geographic and operational reporting lines.  Restrictions on the ability 
of U.S. companies to reorganize acquired businesses will leave U.S. companies at a competitive 
disadvantage.   

The Proposed Regulations also place an inordinate burden on regulated financial services 
companies.  Such entities deploy capital on a global basis, but the flexibility needed to deploy 
capital effectively will be severely affected by the Proposed Regulations.  These entities are 
regulated to ensure that they have sufficient capital and liquidity relative to their liabilities.  The 
collateral consequences of having related-party debt reclassified as equity – in an industry 
where regulatory approval is required to transfer equity among related entities – are 
exceptional.  

Finally, the compliance burden associated with tracking the necessary attributes and 
transactions to comply with Prop. Reg. § 1.385-3 is substantial and will require taxpayers to 
establish compliance procedures that cannot be completed immediately upon finalization of 
the Proposed Regulations.  Actions that may be required of taxpayers include reorganizing their 
internal cash management strategy, renegotiating third-party banking relationships, modifying 
accounting systems, developing and disseminating internal controls and protocols, etc.  If 
finalized, Treasury must provide a transition period that defers application of these rules to 
taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2019 in order to provide taxpayers with time to 
implement the necessary systems and procedures to comply. 

* * * 

Business Roundtable believes it is essential that the Proposed Regulations be assessed with a 
full recognition of their substantial and far reaching impacts on the U.S. economy.  These are 
not targeted rules to address the Treasury Department’s and the President’s stated concerns.  

                                                 
32  The attached technical paper provides several case studies demonstrating these impacts. 
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We appreciate your consideration of these comments and look forward to working with you to 
ensure that any regulations developed to address these matters do not adversely impact 
fundamental business practices and business operations and the health of the U.S. economy. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

John Engler 
 
JE/mm 
 
Attachment:  “Potential Impacts of Proposed Section 385 Regulations: Inbound and Outbound 
Examples,” PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP, July 7, 2016 
 
C:  Assistant Treasury Secretary Mark Mazur 
 Deputy Assistant Treasury Secretary Robert Stack 
 Commissioner John Koskinen, Internal Revenue Service 

William J. Wilkins, Chief Counsel, Internal Revenue Service 
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Executive Summary 
 
On April 4, 2016, the Department of the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) issued a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking under Internal Revenue Code section 385.  The Proposed Regulations contain three sets 
of rules: (1) they authorize the IRS to treat certain related-party debt arrangements as part stock and part debt; 
(2) they establish a contemporaneous documentation requirement that must be satisfied for certain related-
party debt to be respected as debt; and (3) they treat certain categories of related-party debt as equity, including 
a rule treating debt issued within a 72-month time frame of certain distributions or acquisitions as stock for all 
purposes of the Code (“Per Se Recharacterization Rules”). 
 
This report provides four illustrative examples of the potential impact of the Per Se Recharacterization Rules on 
investment by US-based companies abroad and foreign-based companies in the United States.  In addition, the 
report provides information obtained from a large US company on the hours of resources it estimates it would 
require to comply with the Proposed Regulations.   
 
These four examples, all involving internal financing with economic substance, business purpose, arm’s length 
terms, and appropriate documentation, illustrate that the Per Se Recharacterization Rules have the potential to 
cause a large reduction in (1) the amount of US investment by foreign-based multinational companies, and (2) 
the ability of US-based multinationals to compete for investment opportunities abroad.   

For each of the four examples, the impact of the Proposed Regulations is quantified first under a base case in 
which the taxpayer retains its present law tax structure and then under one or more alternative scenarios in 
which the taxpayer restructures to mitigate the impact of the Per Se Recharacterization Rule. The four examples 
are summarized below: 

1. Expansion of US manufacturing operations by foreign-headquartered company.  A US 
subsidiary of a German automobile manufacturer finances a $300 million expansion of its US sport utility 
vehicle plant using $100 million of retained earnings and $200 million of loans from its German parent. 

 Increase in cost of capital:  0.23 to 1.04 percentage points 
 Equivalent increase in corporate tax rate:  7 to 30 percentage points 
 Reduction in investment:  16 to 72 percent. 

 
2. Loss of US treaty benefits by a foreign-headquartered company due to a foreign-to-foreign 

loan.  A Japanese manufacturing company has two lines of business, one of which it is consolidating under 
a subsidiary in Japan and the other under a subsidiary in Hong Kong.  To better align its global operations, 
the Japanese subsidiary, which owns the company’s US operations, buys an operating company from the 
Hong Kong subsidiary in exchange for a $100 million note.  

 Increase in cost of capital:  0.26 to 3.0 percentage points 
 Equivalent increase in corporate tax rate:  8 to 87 percentage points 
 Reduction in investment:  18 to 100 percent. 

 
3. Foreign cash pooling arrangement by a US-based multinational company.  A US multinational 

company uses a foreign finance company to redeploy cash generated by its UK and German subsidiaries to 
its French subsidiary, which needs additional cash to support its operations.  

 Increase in cost of capital:  2.4 to 20.8 percentage points 
 

4. Foreign currency hedging transaction by a US-based multinational company.  The French 
subsidiary of a US multinational company borrows €100 million from an affiliated foreign finance company 
to finance an expansion in France.  The finance company swaps the Euro-denominated loan for a $115 
million US dollar-denominated loan with an unrelated counterparty.  

 Increase in cost of capital:  0.31 to 3.19 percentage points 
 Equivalent increase in corporate tax rate:  6 to 9 percentage points 
 Reduction in investment:  13 to 22 percent. 



Potential Impacts of Proposed Section 385 Regulations    

E-2 
 

 

For the two inbound examples (examples 1 and 2), the Per Se Recharacterization Rule increases the cost of 
finance between 0.23 to 3.0 percentage points with a potential reduction in the affected inbound US investment 
of between 16 and 100 percent.  This increased cost is equivalent to, at a minimum, a 7 percentage point 
increase in the US statutory tax rate or, at most, an 87 percentage point increase (i.e., increasing the 35-percent 
federal rate to a range from 42 percent to over 100 percent). 

For the outbound example involving foreign cash pooling (example 3), the Per Se Recharacterization Rule 
potentially increases the cost of debt finance by 2.4 to 20.8 percentage points.  

For the outbound example involving foreign currency hedging (example 4), the potential impact of the Per Se 
Recharacterization Rule on the cost of finance ranges from 0.31 to 3.19 percentage points, with a potential 
reduction in the affected outbound investment of as much as 22 percent.  This is equivalent to an increase in the 
US corporate statutory tax rate of as much as 9 percentage points.  

Moreover, even in situations where the Per Se Recharacterization Rules result in no reclassification of internal 
financings, the documentation requirements in the Proposed Regulations will impose substantial compliance 
costs on both US- and foreign-based taxpayers. 

Both foreign-based companies with US operations and US-based companies with foreign operations will need 
to comply with the documentation requirements in the Proposed Regulations or risk the possibility of 
recharacterization of related-party debt as equity.  These documentation requirements apply to ordinary course 
of business trade receivables, potentially affecting millions of transactions per year for each affected company. 
Using information obtained from a Fortune 100 company on the hours of resources it will require to comply, we 
estimate that the company’s one-time compliance system set up costs would be $2.75 million, and that 
recurring annual compliance costs in the first year and thereafter would be $1.25 million.  The annual ongoing 
compliance costs for this one company are 10 percent of the government’s estimate of the total documentation 
and reporting costs for all taxpayers.   

While compliance and documentation costs will vary by company, this example illustrates that total economy-
wide compliance costs will be substantially greater than the documentation and reporting costs estimated by 
the IRS. 

This report was prepared by PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP on behalf of the Organization for International 
Investment and the Business Roundtable. 
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I. Introduction 

 
On April 4, 2016, the Department of the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) issued a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking under Code section 385.  The Proposed Regulations contain three sets of rules: (1) they 
authorize the IRS to treat certain related-party debt arrangements as part stock and part debt; (2) they establish 
a contemporaneous documentation requirement that must be satisfied for certain related-party debt to be 
respected as debt; and (3) they treat certain categories of related-party debt as equity, including a rule treating 
debt issued within a 72-month time frame of certain distributions or acquisitions as stock for all purposes of the 
Code (“Per Se Recharacterization Rules”). 
 
This report provides illustrative examples of the potential impact of the Per Se Recharacterization Rules on 
investment by US-based companies abroad and foreign-based companies in the United States.  In addition, the 
report provides information on the estimated cost a multinational company would incur to comply with the 
documentation requirements in the Proposed Regulations. 
 
The related-party loans in each of the examples are made at arm’s length, i.e., on the same terms as would be 
available from an unrelated lender, and meet the documentation requirements in the Proposed Regulations.  
The loans all have economic substance and have non-tax business motivations, e.g., to finance new investment, 
hedge currency exposure, or to consolidate ownership of subsidiaries within a single line of business through an 
internal reorganization.   
 
Notwithstanding the economic substance, business purpose, and arm’s length terms of the loans in these 
examples, the Per Se Recharacterization Rules would cause one or more related-party loans to be treated as 
equity for all purposes of US tax law.  The economic cost and potential investment impact of the Proposed 
Regulations is quantified under a base case in which the taxpayer retains its present law tax structure and then 
under one or more scenarios in which the taxpayer restructures to mitigate the impacts of the Per Se 
Recharacterization Rule. 
 
This report was prepared by PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP on behalf of the Organization for International 
Investment and the Business Roundtable. 
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II.  Overview of Proposed Section 
385 Regulations 
 
Section 385 of the Internal Revenue Code provides Treasury with authority to prescribe regulations as may be 
necessary or appropriate to determine whether an interest in a corporation is to be treated for US federal tax 
purposes as stock or indebtedness, in whole or in part.1  It is clear from the statutory language that Congress 
intended for any regulations so prescribed to set forth factors to be taken into account in determining with 
respect to a particular factual situation whether a debtor-creditor or corporation-shareholder relationship 
exists.2 
 
On April 4, 2016, the Department of the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Service issued a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking under Code section 385. At a high level, the Proposed Regulations contain three sets of rules: (1) 
they authorize the IRS to treat certain related-party debt arrangements as part stock and part debt;3 (2) they 
establish a contemporaneous documentation requirement that must be satisfied for certain related-party debt 
to be respected as debt;4 and (3) they treat certain categories of related-party debt as stock, including a rule 
treating debt issued within a 72-month time frame of certain distributions or acquisitions as stock for all 
purposes of the Code.5 
 
The Per Se Recharacterization Rules contain both a “General Rule” and a “Funding Rule.” The General Rule 
would recharacterize related-party debt instruments6 as stock if the instrument is issued in one of three 
situations:  (1) in a distribution,7 (2) to acquire related-party stock,8 or (3) as consideration in an asset 
reorganization.9 The Funding Rule would recharacterize as equity a loan made with “a principal purpose” of 
funding an affiliate’s entering into one of the three transactions described in the General Rule.10 For example, a 
loan made between affiliates with a principal purpose of funding a cash dividend by the funded affiliate may be 
recharacterized as equity under the Funding Rule.  
 
Significantly, although the Funding Rule’s use of the term “principal purpose” implies a subjective, intent-based 
standard, for many situations the rule is quite mechanical and not dependent on intent. Under the “Per Se” 
prong of this rule, a related-party debt instrument would be conclusively treated as issued with a principal 
purpose of funding a distribution or acquisition if the instrument is issued within three years either before or 
                                                             
1 Section 385(a).   
2 Section 385(b) (“The regulations prescribed under this section shall set forth factors which are to be taken into account in 
determining with respect to a particular factual situation whether a debtor-creditor relationship exists or a corporation-
shareholder relationship exists.”).   
3 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-1(d)(1).   
4 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-2.   
5 Prop. Reg. secs. 1.385-3, 1.385-4.   
6 The terms “related-party debt instrument” and “related party” are used as a shorthand. The Per Se Recharacterization 
Rules generally apply to debt instruments issued by a member of an expanded group and held by another member of an 
expanded group. See Prop. Reg. secs. 1.385-3(b)(2), (3). An expanded group is generally defined as an affiliated group under 
section 1504(a) but: (1) without regard to the exceptions under section 1504(b)(1)-(8) (relating to foreign corporations and 
certain other corporations), (2) by changing the requisite ownership threshold to 80 percent of vote or value (rather than 
vote and value), and (3) by extending the group to corporations indirectly held by other members, applying the constructive 
ownership rules under section 318 as modified by section 304(c)(3). See Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-1(b)(3). For this purpose, a 
debt instrument means an interest that would, but for the application of Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3, be treated as a debt 
instrument as defined in section 1275(a) and Treas. Reg. sec. 1.1275-1(d). See Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(f)(3).  
     The Proposed Regulations do not apply to indebtedness between members of a consolidated group and instead treat a 
consolidated group as a single taxpayer (i.e., one corporation). Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-1(e). However, certain debt instruments 
may become subject to the Proposed Regulations if and when the instrument or a party to the instrument ceases to be 
within the consolidated group. In this regard, various transition rules generally provide that if an instrument or corporation 
enters or exits the consolidated group, then such instrument, or any instruments issued or held by such corporation, will be 
treated as repaid on the date of entry or issued on the date of exit, as appropriate.   
7 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(2)(i).   
8 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(2)(ii).   
9 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(2)(iii). Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(2)(i)-(iii) sets forth the three broad categories of proscribed 
transactions that will be recharacterized as stock under the General Rule.   
10 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(3)(ii).   
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after a distribution or acquisition (i.e., within a 72-month period centered on the date of the distribution or 
acquisition).11 Thus, if one affiliate (i.e., the funded member) borrows from another affiliate and if, within three 
years of the date of the borrowing, the funded member makes a distribution or acquisition, the debt is deemed 
to be a “principal purpose” debt instrument and is therefore recharacterized as equity.  
 
An exception to the Per Se Rule (but not the documentation rule) is provided for instruments that arise from a 
sale of inventory or the performance of services (other than treasury services)12 in the ordinary course of the 
issuer’s business.13 There are a few limited exceptions under the Per Se Recharacterization Rules,14 but there are 
no exceptions for cash pools, short-term obligations, working capital loans, purchase property indebtedness, or 
de minimis transactions.  
 
When a debt instrument is recharacterized under the Proposed Regulations as equity, whether pursuant to the 
Commissioner’s discretion, due to a documentation failure, or as a result of the Per Se Recharacterization 
Rules, it is so characterized for all purposes of the Code. The type of stock it becomes is determined based on 
the terms of the instrument.15 Consequently, recharacterized debt frequently will be treated as nonvoting 
preferred stock with a fixed redemption date.16  

  

                                                             
11 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(3)(iv)(B).   
12 See 81 Fed. Reg. 20912, 20924 (Apr. 8, 2016) (“This exception … is not intended to apply to intercompany financing or 
treasury center activities ...”).   
13 Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(b)(3)(iv)(C).   
14 There are three notable exceptions: First, the aggregate amount of distributions and acquisitions taken into account with 
respect to any given taxable year is reduced by the issuer’s current-year earnings and profits. Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(c)(1). 
Second, a funded stock acquisition will not result in the recharacterization of the funding debt instrument if the stock is 
acquired in exchange for property contributed to the issuer of the stock and the transferor owns at least 50 percent of the 
voting power and value of the issuer of the stock for at least three years thereafter. Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(c)(3). Finally, the 
Per Se Recharacterization Rules do not apply at all if the aggregate amount of debt that would otherwise be recharacterized 
under the Per Se Rules is less than $50 million. Prop. Reg. sec. 1.385-3(c)(2). Aside from these three exceptions and the 
ordinary course exception described above, no other exceptions apply. 
15 See 81 Fed. Reg. 20912, 20922 (Apr. 8, 2016).   
16 It therefore frequently would be nonqualified preferred stock for purposes of section 351(g)(2). Depending on the 
circumstances, it also could be section 306 stock, section 1504(a)(4) preferred stock, or fast pay preferred stock.   
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III. Inbound Examples 

 

A. Expansion of Domestic Manufacturing Operations 
 

The first inbound example illustrates the impact of the Proposed Regulations on a factory expansion in the 
United States by a US subsidiary that is financed by a loan from a foreign parent company. 

GCAR is a publicly traded automobile manufacturer headquartered in Germany with a US plant that 
manufactures SUVs primarily for the US market (see Figure III.A).  The US subsidiary (“GCAR-US”) earns 
$100 million in 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019 and at the end of 2019 distributes a dividend of $300 million to 
GCAR.  In 2020, GCAR-US builds another production facility in the United States to meet growing demand for 
SUVs in the US and foreign markets.   

GCAR-US finances the $300 million expansion using $100 million of retained earnings and a $200 million loan 
from GCAR.  GCAR borrows the $200 million that it lends to its US subsidiary from a German bank.  GCAR’s 
collateral includes its worldwide assets while GCAR-US’s collateral is limited to its own assets; consequently, 
GCAR is able to borrow on better terms than GCAR-US.   

In this example, it is assumed that GCAR can borrow $200 million with a 20-year term at a 3.0 percent interest 
rate, or $6 million per annum.  GCAR then loans the funds to GCAR-US for 20 years at an interest rate of 4.0 
percent per annum, which is comparable to the rate a commercial bank would charge GCAR-US.  Overall, the 
debt-to-equity ratio of GCAR-US does not exceed 1.5 to 1. 

 

 

Figure III-A

GCAR

GCAR-US

Third Party           
Lender

US Business Expansion by US Subsidiary Financed by Foreign Parent Loan: Present Law Structure

$200M loan

$8M interest
$300M div idend

($100M current E&P)

$300M US 
business 

expansion

$200M loan

$6M interest
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Present Law   

Under present law, GCAR-US may deduct the $8 million per year of interest expense on the $200 million debt 
incurred to expand its US production facilities.  Under the US-German treaty, no withholding tax would be 
imposed on the interest payment. 

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 1.--Retain present law structure   

By contrast, under the Proposed Regulations, the $200 million loan from GCAR would be recharacterized as 
equity because within a 36-month period prior to the loan, GCAR-US made a distribution to GCAR that was 
$200 million in excess of current earnings and profits (“E&P”).  As a result, the $8 million of annual interest 
payments would be recharacterized under the Proposed Regulations as dividends to the extent of GCAR’s 
current and accumulated earnings and profits, which are not deductible for US tax purposes.   

Under the Proposed Regulations (and assuming US states also follow the Proposed Regulations), at a combined 
federal and state income tax rate of 38.9 percent17, the after-tax cost of the $8 million in interest expense would 
increase from $4.9 million (61.1% of $8 million) to $8 million.  Relative to the $300 million investment in the 
US factory, this is a 104 basis point increase in the cost of finance ($8 million minus $4.9 million as a percent of 
$300 million).   

To avoid the adverse tax consequences of loan recharacterization, GCAR-US would have to avoid paying 
dividends in excess of earnings and profits within the period beginning 36 months before and ending 36 
months after receiving the $200 million loan from GCAR, in effect “trapping” earnings in the United States. 

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 2.--Borrow from unrelated party  

To mitigate the adverse impacts of the Proposed Regulations, GCAR-US could borrow from a bank rather than 
use parent debt.  As GCAR would not be financing the expansion, it would be able to reduce its borrowing by 
$200 million.  Under this scenario, as a result of using an unrelated lender, GCAR’s net income would be 
reduced by $2 million (the $8 million of interest received and the $6 million of interest paid under present 
law).  After German federal and state income taxes, which currently average 30.2 percent18, the after-tax cost of 
using a third-party lender is $1.4 million ($2 million times 69.8%).  Relative to the $300 million investment in 
the US factory, this is a 47 basis points increase in the cost of finance ($1.4 million as a percent of $300 
million).  

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 3.--Retain US earnings   

Had GCAR anticipated the need to expand its US manufacturing operations in 2020, it could have mitigated the 
impacts of the Proposed Regulations by reducing the $300 million dividend in 2019 to $100 million and using 
GCAR-US’s retained earnings to fund the expansion.  In this case, the $8 million interest payment from GCAR-
US to GCAR is eliminated, with a corresponding increase in US tax and decrease in German tax.  The net 
increase in tax is $0.699 million per year (38.9% less 30.2% times $8 million) or 23 basis points increase in the 
cost of finance ($0.699 million as a percent of $300 million).  GCAR is assumed to continue to borrow $200 
million to replace the $200 million dividend from GCAR-US. 

  

                                                             
17 The OECD Tax Database estimates that the average combined top federal and state corporate income tax rate in the 
United States is 38.9 percent.  See,  http://stats.oecd.org//Index.aspx?QueryId=58204 (accessed June 29, 2016). 
18 See OECD Tax Database. 



Potential Impacts of Proposed Section 385 Regulations    

6 
 

 

B. Loss of Treaty Benefits Due to Foreign-to-Foreign 
Loan 

 

The second inbound example illustrates how a US subsidiary can lose US tax treaty benefits under the Proposed 
Regulations as a result of a loan between two related foreign entities. 

JCO is a diversified publicly traded Japanese manufacturing company.  It has two wholly owned subsidiaries: 
JCO-J incorporated in Japan and JCO-HK incorporated in Hong Kong.  JCO’s basis in JCO-J is $90 million.  
JCO’s US distribution, marketing, and customer support is conducted through JCO-US, a wholly owned 
subsidiary of JCO-J.  JCO-J’s basis in JCO-US is $100 million.  JCO-US pays a $10 million dividend annually to 
JCO-J.  JCO’s country Z distribution, marketing, and customer support is conducted through JCO-Z, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of JCO-HK (see Figure III.B). 

JCO wishes to reorganize its country Z operations underneath JCO-J to improve operational efficiency.  To 
accomplish this restructuring, JCO-HK sells JCO-Z to JCO-J in exchange for a $100 million note.  

 

 

Present Law  

Under present law, JCO-US qualifies for the benefits of the US tax treaty because JCO-J (a wholly owned 
Japanese subsidiary of a publicly traded Japanese parent) owns 100 percent of JCO-US.  Consequently, JCO-
US does not withhold on the $10 million of dividends paid to JCO-J.  Japan’s top corporate tax rate is 29.97 
percent19 and Japan exempts 95 percent of dividends received from foreign subsidiaries.  Consequently, $0.15 
million of Japanese tax is owed on the $10 million dividend.  JCO-J’s acquisition of JCO-Z from JCO-HK would 
have no US tax consequences under present law. 

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 1.--Retain present structure  

                                                             
19 See OECD Tax Database. 

JCO-USJCO-Z

Figure III-B. -- Foreign-to-Foreign Loan: Present Law Structure
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Under the Proposed Regulations, JCO-J’s loan from JCO-HK would be recharacterized as a $100 million equity 
investment by JCO-HK in JCO-J.  As a result, JCO’s ownership percentage of JCO-J would fall from 100% to 
47% ($90 million/$190 million) and JCO-US would no longer qualify for the benefits of the US-Japan treaty.20  
As a result, distributions from JCO-US to JCO-J would be subject to withholding at a 30 percent rate instead of 
the zero percent treaty rate.  Consequently, total taxes paid on JCO-US’s $10 million annual dividend to JCO-J 
would increase by $3 million (30% withholding rate on $10 million dividend) to $3.15 million.  This is 
equivalent to a 300 basis point reduction in the annual return on JCO-J’s investment in JCO-US (see details in 
the Appendix). 

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 2.--Borrow from a related party  

To avoid the loss of treaty benefits, JCO-J could finance the acquisition of JCO-Z by borrowing $100 million 
from JCO.  Assuming JCO charges JCO-J the same interest as JCO-J would have paid on the note under 
present law and that JCO-HK distributes the full proceeds from the sale of JCO-Z to JCO, there will be a one-
time increase in total taxes paid of $6.5 million (from $0.15 million to $6.65 million).  The increase in tax is 
attributable to the 5 percent Hong Kong withholding tax on the $100 million distribution plus the $1.5 million 
Japanese tax on this dividend.  Assuming a 4 percent discount rate (the assumed interest rate on the loan) the 
one-time increase is equivalent to an annual increase in taxes of $0.26 million or 26 basis points relative to 
JCO-J’s investment in JCO-US (see details in appendix). 

 

 

  

                                                             
20 JCO-J could previously have qualified for benefits as a subsidiary of a publicly traded company.  However, JCO-J would 
lose the ability to qualify under this test once it has a non-US, non-Japanese intermediate owner. 
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IV. Outbound Examples 

A.   Cash Pooling 
 

The first outbound example illustrates the impact of the Proposed Regulations on cash pooling arrangements.  
Although this example is presented in the context of a US multinational, similar impacts also arise for foreign-
based multinationals with US operations. 

A principal treasury function in the day-to-day operations of a multinational enterprise is to redeploy cash 
generated by one member of the affiliated group to fund operations of other group members. Such cash 
deployment can take place both within a single country and across the globe. Internal cash management allows 
multinational enterprises, whether based in the United States or abroad, to reduce their external financing 
expense and maximize their returns on equity.  

Multinational enterprises efficiently redeploy cash through a variety of internal cash management techniques, 
including cash pools and intercompany loans.  Cash pools act as internal banks within a multinational group, 
taking deposits, or borrowing, from dozens or hundreds of affiliates and lending the proceeds to dozens or 
hundreds of affiliates. The balances often roll and fluctuate on a daily basis, resulting in hundreds or thousands 
of related-party borrowings and repayments per day passing through the corporation acting as the cash pool 
(i.e., the “cash pool leader” or “cash pool head”). 

Effective internal cash management requires the ability to mobilize and redeploy cash quickly. Theoretically, an 
enterprise’s available funds could be redeployed through distributions and capital contributions, but practically 
it is difficult to do so. Declaring and paying distributions takes time; many jurisdictions restrict entities from 
declaring distributions in excess of distributable reserves; cross-border distributions frequently are subject to 
withholding taxes and explicit capital controls may limit distributions. These concerns multiply as funds travel 
through each level of a sprawling corporate structure. Consequently, a more efficient manner of mobilizing and 
deploying cash is through direct intercompany loans. Frequently, these loans can be issued and repaid in less 
time, with less cost, and subject to fewer restrictions than distributions and capital contributions.  

Two common practices for internal cash management are long-term intercompany financing and short-term 
cash pooling. The scale and complexity of a large multinational group’s cash management practices result in 
some debt instruments falling along a spectrum between long-term intercompany financing and short-term 
cash pooling.   

Long-term intercompany financing typically involves term loans or revolving credit facilities pursuant to which 
a cash-surplus affiliate makes available to a cash-deficit affiliate significant funds for capital expenditures and 
related investments. These loans are similar to bank loans, with the benefit that the interest income that would 
have been earned by the bank instead is kept within the enterprise to further promote growth and investment.  

Short-term cash pooling typically involves multiple affiliates pooling excess funds and making those funds 
available to other affiliates with cash shortfalls.21  This pooling typically is accomplished by having each affiliate 
maintain a separate bank account within which it deposits its cash or from which it can overdraw on a daily 
basis to meet its operating needs. Under a standing set of transfer instructions, all positive cash balances in 
affiliates’ accounts are swept at the end each day into the bank account of the entity serving as the cash pool 
leader, and all overdrafts in accounts of affiliates are covered by automatic transfers from the cash pool leader’s 

                                                             
21 Treasury regulations with respect to the Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act (“FATCA”) provide a definition of treasury 
center activities not dissimilar from this common understanding of short-term cash pooling:  

Managing the working capital of the expanded affiliated group (or any member thereof) such as by pooling the cash 
balances of affiliates (including both positive and deficit cash balances) or by investing or trading in financial assets 
solely for the account and risk of such entity or any members of its expanded affiliated group.  

Treas. Reg. § 1.1471-5T(e)(5)(i)(D)(1)(iv).  
This definition does not, however, include the related and equally important function of long-term intercompany financing.   
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account. Such arrangements often are referred to as daily zero-balance cash pooling because the closing daily 
balance in the account of each affiliate other than the cash pool leader is zero.  

When positive cash amounts are transferred from an affiliate’s account to the cash pool leader account, that 
transfer generally is recorded pursuant to standard facility documentation as a loan to, or deposit with, the 
entity that owns the cash pool leader account. If, however, the affiliate currently is in a net borrowing position 
with the cash pool, the cash transfer is recorded as a repayment against that borrowing. When cash is 
transferred automatically from the cash pool leader account to cover an overdraft in an affiliate’s account, that 
cash transfer is recorded as a loan to that affiliate. Because these sweeps can occur on a daily basis among 
dozens or hundreds of affiliates, the corporation serving as the cash pool leader can be entering into dozens or 
hundreds of related-party funding transactions a day, and hundreds or thousands of related-party funding 
transactions per year.  

These cash pooling arrangements allow a multinational enterprise to deploy liquidity across its various 
operating subsidiaries, while minimizing both the aggregate cash balances needed and external funding costs. 
Cash pools also allow an enterprise to aggregate cash surpluses and shortfalls within currency environments 
and thus minimize the enterprise’s net foreign currency exposure that must be hedged.22 In larger multinational 
enterprises, these cash pools often are tiered, sometimes with affiliates directly participating in a local country 
cash pool, which participates in a regional cash pool, which in turn participates in a global cash pool. 

Example 

For the sake of simplicity, we focus on an unrealistically simple hypothetical fact pattern relating to cash 
pooling. USP, a US parent of a multinational group, owns all the outstanding stock of four foreign subsidiaries: 
FSUB (French), GSUB (German), UKSUB (UK), and FINCO (UK). FSUB, GSUB, and UKSUB, are operating 
companies, and FINCO serves as the foreign group’s treasury center and cash pool leader (see Figure IV.A). 
To the extent the foreign operating entities have excess cash, they deposit that cash with FINCO in the cash 
pool. If one of the foreign operating entities needs funds (e.g., to service monthly payroll expenses), the entity 
borrows from FINCO rather than obtaining financing through the use of a third-party lender. 

In this example, GSUB and UKSUB each deposit excess cash of $100 million with FINCO and FSUB borrows 
$200 million from FINCO for one year to cover its cash shortfall.  FINCO charges 4% on loans and pays 1% on 
deposits and, over the course of a year, earns a net margin of 3% on the $200 million of aggregate deposits, or 
$6 million.   

                                                             
22 Because an enterprise’s affiliates typically maintain their accounts in their own functional currencies, the debts arising 
between the affiliates and the cash pool typically are denominated in the functional currencies of the affiliates, and the 
foreign currency risk is centralized in the entity serving as the cash pool leader, where it can be managed through hedging. 
Interest generally accrues on affiliates’ borrowings from the cash pool at a rate higher than the rate of interest that accrues 
on their deposits with the cash pool, with the result that the cash pool leader earns a spread on its activities.   
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Present Law 

Under present law, the $6 million in net earnings of FINCO is subject to UK tax at a rate of 20%, resulting in 
$4.8 million of after-tax income (80% of $6 million).   

We further assume in this example that to resolve a transfer pricing examination issue, FSUB’s income is 
subject to a retroactive reduction resulting in a deemed dividend to USP of $300 million, which is $200 million 
in excess of FSUB’s current E&P of $100 million.  This adjustment occurs within 36 months after FSUB 
borrows from FINCO.  Under present law, this deemed dividend has no effect on FSUB’s loan.  After the 
transfer pricing adjustment, FSUB has accumulated E&P of $1 billion on which it has paid $200 million of 
French tax.   

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 1.--Retain present law structure 

Under the Proposed Regulations, the consequence of the deemed dividend is that FSUB’s borrowing from 
FINCO is recharacterized as stock for all purposes of the Code.  The type of stock it becomes is based on the 
terms of the instrument, which in many cases will be nonvoting preferred stock with a fixed redemption date. 

As a result of the recharacterization, the $8 million of interest payments on FSUB’s borrowing will be treated as 
distributions with respect to the deemed stock now treated as held by FINCO.23  Furthermore, the $200 million 
principal payment on the borrowing will be characterized as redemptions of the stock and treated as 
distributions under section 302(d). This deemed dividend then will result in FSUB’s next draw from the cash 
pool being recharacterized as equity, and so on ad infinitum. These distributions will result in $208 million of 
dividends to FINCO.24 

The dividends will reduce the foreign taxes in FSUB’s foreign tax pool by $41.6 million ($200 million tax pool 
times the ratio of $208 million of dividends to $1 billion of accumulated E&P),25 but will not move the foreign 
taxes to FINCO’s foreign tax pool because FINCO does not own at least a 10-percent voting interest in FSUB.26  

                                                             
23 See 81 Fed. Reg. 20912, 20922, 20925 (Apr. 8, 2016).   
24 See section 301(c).   
25 Sections 301(c)(1), 316(a). Presumably these dividends would not result in subpart F income due to the related-party look-
through exception. See section 954(c)(6); see also Notice 2007-9, 2007-1 C.B. 401.   
26 See Treas. Reg. § 1.902-1(a)(1)-(4), (8)(i), and (11).   

United States         
USP

Figure IV-A. -- US Multinational Company Foreign Cash Pooling Arrangement: Present Law Structure

United Kingdom      
FINCO

Germany             
GSUB

United Kingdom      
UKSUB

$200M loan $100M deposit $100M deposit

France                
FSUB                 

Accum. E&P = $1,000M  
Tax Pool = $200M



Potential Impacts of Proposed Section 385 Regulations    

11 
 

 

Consequently, the USP Group will permanently lose the $41.6 million of foreign tax credits associated with the 
E&P paid from FSUB to FINCO.  

Further, because FSUB’s borrowing is recharacterized as a nonvoting equity interest held by FINCO, USP no 
longer controls FSUB within the meaning of section 368(c) while the borrowing is outstanding.27 Therefore, any 
contributions of assets by USP to FSUB would become a taxable exchange rather than a tax-free contribution,28 
and any intended reorganizations with FSUB likely will fail because USP no longer controls FSUB.29  

In addition, because FINCO is viewed as making an equity investment in FSUB, the deposits it holds from 
GSUB and UKSUB also will be recharacterized as equity investments.  This cascading effect may cause a 
reduction in FINCO’s UK tax pool when GSUB and UKSUB withdraw their deposits, eliminating the possibility 
to credit these taxes. 

At a minimum, in this example, the cash pooling arrangement causes USP to permanently lose the ability to 
credit $41.6 million of French tax, or 20.8 percentage points ($41.6 million/$200 million) on $200 million of 
loans from the cash pool. In addition, USP likely will lose the ability to credit UK tax due to the cascading 
impact of FSUB’s debt recharacterization.  

The cumulative effect on a cash pool’s ability to engage in intercompany lending only worsens as the enterprise 
grows in size. The simple example described above consists of a single cash pool with only three participants. 
Many multinational enterprises, however, maintain a separate cash pool for each country in which they have 
multiple subsidiaries to minimize local tax issues such as withholding taxes. These local country cash pools then 
may participate in a currency-specific cash pool to minimize the impact of currency risks. Finally, the currency-
specific cash pools may feed into a multi-currency global cash pool which centralizes both cash and currency 
risk.  

In a common structure like this, if a cash pool participant engages in a proscribed transaction and thereby 
taints the local country cash pool head, this has the potential to successively infect the currency-specific cash 
pool (i.e., if the local country cash pool head borrows from the currency-specific cash pool during the 72-month 
period) and the global cash pool (i.e., if the currency-specific cash pool head borrows from the global cash pool 
during the 72-month period). As discussed above, these effects accumulate as balances fluctuate, eventually 
magnifying a small “foot fault” by one participant into a systemic problem that recharacterizes funding 
transactions across the global cash management system. 

The consequences of the potential systemic recharacterization described above are severe. With extensive cross-
chain equity interests being issued and repaid on a daily basis, a multinational enterprise’s global operations 
could experience (i) widespread loss of foreign tax credits; (ii) inability to effectuate tax-free capitalizations, 
reorganizations, and liquidations; (iii) non-economic subpart F income from mismatched foreign currency 
exposures; (iv) concerns of fast-pay stock and listed transactions; and (v) unmanageable complexity and 
uncertainty associated with a structure for US tax purposes that is completely disconnected from the 
enterprise’s structure for commercial, financial accounting, and foreign tax purposes.30 

                                                             
27 In particular, section 368(c) defines control as direct ownership of stock possessing at least 80 percent of the total 
combined voting power of all classes of stock entitled to vote and at least 80 percent of the total number of shares of other 
classes of stock. In the example described above, after the FSUB borrowing is recharacterized, USP would continue to own 
100 percent of the total combined voting power of FSUB, but it would own zero percent of FSUB’s nonvoting stock (i.e., the 
deemed stock).   
28 See section 351(a) (requiring the transferor(s) control the transferee within the meaning of section 368(c)).   
29 See sections 355(a)(1)(A) (requiring a distribution of section 368(c) control) and 368(a)(1) (describing transactions that 
qualify as reorganizations, often by reference to control under section 368(c)).   
30 The above discussion has focused on physical cash pooling and intercompany financing. Some companies use notional 
cash pooling to manage cash deployment and foreign currency exposures. Instead of actual cash transfers between 
participants and a pool head, a third-party bank notionally nets participants’ accounts to determine the aggregate interest to 
pay or charge based on the group’s net cash position. As a result, cash-poor affiliates can borrow from the bank based on the 
strength of other affiliates’ deposits at a reduced financing cost. Because each participant deposits or borrows in its 
functional currency, this system also effectively manages the foreign currency exposures that an internal cash pool head 
would otherwise need to manage.  

Although notional cash pooling is conducted entirely through interactions with a third-party bank and generally 
does not include related-party transactions, consideration should be given to whether the bank could be treated as a 
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Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 2.--Use a commercial bank for cash pooling 

Given the high tax and compliance costs of accidentally triggering recharacterization, US multinationals may 
seek to protect themselves by using third-party banks to manage their foreign subsidiary cash.  In this case, 
assuming that FSUB can obtain bank credit at 4% and GSUB and UKSUB earn 1% on their bank deposits, net 
interest income of $6 million ($8 million paid by FSUB and $2 million earned by GSUB and UKSUB) will be 
paid to third-parties and UK tax of $1.2 million would be eliminated. Thus, the net cost of external cash pooling 
would be $4.8 million ($6 million of net interest payments less $1.2 million of tax savings).  If commercial bank 
terms are less advantageous, the cost to the USP group will be more than $4.8 million, or 240 basis points on 
$200 million of loans from the cash pool. 

  

 

  

                                                             
conduit, resulting in the participants being treated as directly loaning to one another. For example, Rev. Rul. 87-89, 1987-2 
C.B. 195 (obsoleted in part by Rev. Rul. 95-56), Rev. Rul. 76-192, 1976-1 C.B. 205, and Treas. Reg. § 1.881-3(c) address 
circumstances where, for purposes of sections 956 and 881, borrowings from a bank are treated as borrowings from a 
related party if the bank would not have made the loan on the same terms but for the related party’s deposit with the bank. 
The Proposed Regulations provide no guidance with respect to notional cash pooling, but these (and other) conduit 
authorities arguably might support treating notional cash pool deposits and borrowings as deemed related-party debt 
instruments that are subject to potential recharacterization.   
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B. Hedging 

The second outbound example illustrates how the Proposed Regulations can adversely affect a US multinational 
company that hedges its foreign currency exposure.  Similar situations may also arise for inbound companies. 

Frequently, a US multinational’s operating companies will borrow from a related finance subsidiary in a 
currency other than the currency used by the finance subsidiary for tax and financial reporting purposes (i.e., 
the “functional” currency).  To hedge against a decline in value in the currency in which the loan is 
denominated, the finance subsidiary may enter into a currency swap contract that effectively locks in the 
exchange rates for future non-functional currency denominated interest and principal payments.  The net effect 
is the same as if the finance subsidiary had made a loan to the operating company in the finance subsidiary’s 
functional currency, i.e., a synthetic functional currency loan. 

Example 

In 2017, a French subsidiary (FCO) pays a €200 million dividend to its US parent (USP) in a year when it has 
€100 million of earnings and profits (see Figure IV.B).  In 2018, FCO wishes to undertake a €100 million 
expansion of its French operations.  Consequently, FCO borrows €100 million, repayable in five years, with an 
interest rate of 4 percent, from its related UK finance subsidiary (FINCO).  FINCO uses the US dollar as its 
functional currency and is subject to 20-percent income tax under UK law.  The current exchange rate is $1.15 
per Euro. 

To hedge currency exposure, FINCO swaps the Euro-denominated loan into a $115 million (US dollar) loan 
with an interest rate of 4 percent under the tax rules for integrated hedges.  In 2023, the exchange rate for the 
Euro decreases to $1.10, and FINCO receives repayment of the €100 million loan, and then pays €100 million 
and receives $115 million under the swap agreement.  Under present law, no gain or loss is recognized on the 
loan repayment or the swap because the loan and swap are integrated for tax purposes.  

  

 

Figure IV-B. -- US Multinational Company Hedging Transaction: Present Law Structure
[Recharacterization and Subpart F Income]
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Present Law 

Under present law, where a finance subsidiary swaps a non-functional currency loan for a functional currency 
loan, the combination of the loan and the swap can be treated for tax purposes as if the finance subsidiary had 
borrowed in its functional currency, with the result that no gain or loss will be recognized due to currency 
fluctuations.  As a result, in this example no gain or loss is recognized on the loan repayment because the loan 
and swap are integrated for US tax purposes. 

Proposed Regulation:  Scenario 1.--Retain present law structure 

Under the Proposed Regulations, the loan from FINCO to FCO will be recharacterized as equity because FCO 
paid a dividend within the 36-month period prior to receiving the €100 million loan from FINCO.  As a result, 
integrated tax treatment would not be available.  USP will recognize gain of $5 million of subpart F income in 
2023 (the excess of €100 million received translated at $1.15 over the $110 million amount paid on the swap).  
No currency gain or loss would be accounted for on the repayment of the borrowing, because the repayment 
would be recharacterized as redemption of shares. 

At a 38.9-percent combined federal and state corporate income tax rate, this increases USP’s tax by $1.94 
million in 2023.  Annuitizing at a 4-percent rate over the five-year period of the hedge, the annual increase in 
tax burden is $0.359 million, or 31 basis points on a $115 million investment in France. 

Proposed Regulations:  Scenario 2.--Third-party loan 

To avoid the risk of taxation on non-economic gains (i.e., gains that are offset by equal losses), USP may prefer 
that FCO borrow from an unrelated party rather than FINCO.  In this case FCO borrows €100 million from a 
bank at 4 percent while FINCO has $115 million of excess cash that it deposits in a bank account that pays 1 
percent interest.  While FINCO could dividend this excess cash to USP, this would trigger $44.28 million (38.9 
percent of $115 million) of US tax liability; consequently, unless USP never expects to need cash for future 
foreign investments, it will be better to retain the cash offshore.  In this case, FINCO’s annual net income is 
reduced from €4 million (4 percent of €100 million) to $1.15 million (1 percent of $115 million).  When the 
exchange rate for the Euro is $1.15, this amounts to a loss of $3.45 million of interest income.  As the interest 
income received on FINCO’s deposit is subject to US tax under subpart F (because the CFC look through rules 
do not apply), the US parent would owe $0.45 million of US tax (38.9 percent of $1.15 million) before credit for 
UK tax of $0.23 million (20 percent of $1.15 million), and $0.22 million of US tax after foreign tax credit.  Thus, 
the annual change in after-tax cash flow is the sum of the lost interest income and the additional US subpart F 
tax liability ($3.67 million), which is equivalent to an increase in the cost of the $115 million expansion of 319 
basis points ($3.67 million/$115 million). 
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V. Compliance Costs 

A. Description of Documentation Requirements of 
Proposed Regulations   
 
The Proposed Regulations impose significant new contemporaneous documentation requirements that must be 
satisfied as a precondition for related-party indebtedness to be treated as such.31  If the documentation 
requirements are satisfied, the intended indebtedness is analyzed as debt or stock (in whole or in part) under 
general federal income tax principles and the other requirements set forth in the Proposed Regulations.  Failure 
to satisfy the documentation requirements results in the intended indebtedness being treated as stock unless 
the taxpayer can establish that its failure to satisfy the documentation requirements is due to reasonable cause.   
 
Given the severe penalty for insufficient documentation, it is expected that taxpayers will need to implement 
significant new systems and controls to satisfy the documentation requirements.  In addition, such systems may 
be necessary to monitor compliance with other aspects of the Proposed Regulations in an effort to avoid 
inadvertently triggering recharacterization of the debt instruments as stock.  While the Proposed Regulations 
provide an exception to the “Per Se” rule for ordinary course of business trade receivables, no similar exception 
is provided to the documentation requirements. 
 
The Proposed Regulations establish four categories of documentation requirements: 
 

1. Evidence of an unconditional and legally binding obligation to pay a sum certain on demand at one or 
more fixed dates. 

2. Evidence that indicates the holder has rights of a creditor, including a superior right to shareholders in 
the case of dissolution. 

3. Evidence of a reasonable expectation of the issuer’s ability to repay the debt, such as cash flow 
projections, financial statements, business forecasts, asset appraisals, relevant financial ratios, or 
information on sources of funds. 

4. Evidence of timely interest and principal payments (e.g., wire transfers or bank statements) or, in the 
case of either a failure to make required payments or an event of default, the holder’s reasonable 
exercise of the diligence and judgment of a creditor. 
 

Of the four categories of documentation, the first three must generally be completed within 30 days of the 
instrument being issued.  In addition, documentation of a reasonable expectation of the issuer’s ability to repay 
the debt must also occur no later than 30 days after each significant modification of the original instrument.  
Documentation of timely interest and principal payments must be prepared no later than 120 days after the due 
date of each required payment and the date of each default or acceleration event.  Documentation must be 
maintained for all years that the debt is outstanding and until the period of limitations expires for any tax 
return with respect to which treatment of the instrument is relevant. 
 
The effective date of the documentation requirements is generally for instruments issued or deemed issued on 
or after the date the Proposed Regulations are finalized.  As a result, systems necessary for preparing and 
maintaining the required documentation would need to be in place at the time the Proposed Regulations are 
finalized. 
 

B. Aggregate Scope of Impact of Documentation 
Requirements   
 
Multinational corporations typically have significant interactions between the parent company and their foreign 
subsidiaries, as well as transactions between their foreign subsidiaries not directly involving the parent 
corporation.  These interactions may take the form of financing arrangements, trade, service guarantees, and 
employee compensation, pension and stock option arrangements.  Department of Commerce data provide 
insight into the aggregate volume of just some of these transactions.  For example, sales by US foreign 

                                                             
31 Prop. Reg. Sec. 1.385-2. 
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subsidiaries to their US parent or to related foreign subsidiaries were $1.7 trillion in 2013 – or an average of 
$4.7 billion every day of the year – of which over 70 percent were sales between related foreign subsidiaries.32  
For US subsidiaries of foreign multinational corporations, their imports and exports to their foreign parent and 
affiliated foreign subsidiaries totaled $770 billion in 2013.33  The Department of Commerce does not keep 
statistics on the trade among foreign multinational companies and their non-US foreign subsidiaries, but it is 
likely their non-US related-party trade constitutes an even larger percentage than the over 70 percent statistic 
for US multinational corporations cited above.  
 
These trade statistics are useful in gaining an understanding of the scope of the documentation requirements of 
the Proposed Regulations, as each of the trade receivables resulting from these related-party sales potentially 
constitutes an instrument to which the contemporaneous documentation requirements apply.  It also is 
suggestive of the disproportionate burden placed on companies to document instruments between foreign 
subsidiaries (or between a foreign parent and its non-US foreign subsidiaries) for which the risk to the US tax 
base is remote. 
 

C. Cost Estimate of Documentation and Compliance 
Requirements   
 
The Proposed Regulations will impose substantial start-up costs to develop the systems to provide 
contemporaneous monitoring and documentation of all interests treated as expanded group instruments. While 
the documentation requirements strictly apply only to instruments issued in the form of debt, systems will also 
need to track distributions among the parent and its subsidiaries in order to ensure that these distributions do 
not result in debt instruments being recharacterized as equity under the Proposed Regulations.   
 
The documentation and monitoring required under such systems will far exceed any established processes of 
US companies.  For example, for US financial statement purposes, reporting is generally necessary for 
corporations on a consolidated basis each quarter of the fiscal year.  In contrast, the Proposed Regulations will 
effectively require real time reporting of instruments for each subsidiary on its related-party debt, including 
trade payables and trade receivables. 
 
In addition, the design of the systems needed to document and monitor transactions cuts across all 
organizational lines of a company, including treasury, legal, accounting, financial planning and forecasting, tax, 
and even human resources. 
 
Example. The following example represents an estimate of the federal income tax compliance burden imposed 
by the Proposed Regulations through information obtained from one large US multinational corporation that 
has undertaken an assessment of the hours of resources it anticipates it will require to comply.  Documentation 
and compliance costs will vary by company, with some companies facing higher costs and others – particularly 
smaller companies without international operations – facing lower costs.  Costs, however, are not all 
proportional to the asset size of a company, as some costs will have elements of fixed costs and other costs are 
more directly related to the volume of transactions rather than their dollar amount. 
 
The company on which this estimate is based is a Fortune 100 company with significant operations in the 
United States and over a dozen foreign countries.  The estimates exclude additional material compliance costs 
that could arise at the state level where states adopt the principles of the Proposed Regulations but require 
separate company reporting.  These states might require that transactions within the consolidated group be 
monitored and documented for state income tax purposes even though such documentation would not be 
necessary for federal income tax purposes. 
 
Based on recent year activity, the Fortune 100 company estimates that more than 10 million intercompany 
transactions would be subject to the documentation requirements in a given year. 
 
The system necessary to document these transactions would require substantial engagement of its internal 
treasury, legal, accounting, financial planning and forecasting, tax, and information technology departments as 
well as external consultants providing these services.   
                                                             
32 Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, US MNE Activities: Preliminary 2013 Statistics, Majority-
Owned Foreign Affiliates, Table II.E.1. 
33 Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, US Affiliate Activities: Preliminary 2013 Statistics, Majority-
Owned Affiliates, Table II.H.1. 



Potential Impacts of Proposed Section 385 Regulations    

17 
 

 

 
The company has estimated that the design of this system, including consulting with legal, tax, and accounting 
professionals to ensure appropriate capabilities, would require approximately 21,600 hours.   
 
The average blended hourly cost of internal personnel and outside consultants, including wages, benefits, and 
overhead costs, is conservatively estimated to average approximately $127 per hour based on Department of 
Labor data.34  As a result, the start-up cost to implement this system would be approximately $2.75 million.  
These start-up costs are detailed by function in Table V-1.   
 

Table V-1.—Estimated Documentation and Compliance Costs for a Fortune 100 Company 

 

 
It is further estimated that annual operational and system maintenance activities would require 9,660 hours 
annually, or approximately 4.8 full-time equivalent employees.35  Estimated annual operational costs are 
therefore approximately $1.25 million.  As a result, total first year implementation and operational costs are 
just under $4 million.  After the first year, annual operational and maintenance costs are estimated at 
approximately $1.25 million (in 2016 dollars). 
 

                                                             
34 The Department of Labor’s Office of Policy and Research provides estimates of wage rates, benefits, and overhead costs 
(such as office space) by occupation.  See “Labor Cost Inputs Used in the Employee Benefits Security Administration, Office 
of Policy and Research’s Regulatory Impact Analyses and Paperwork Reduction Act Burden Calculations,” March 2016, 
available at https://www.dol.gov/ebsa/pdf/labor-cost-inputs-used-in-ebsa-opr-ria-and-pra-burden-calculations-march-
2016.pdf.  Estimated hourly wages for 2016 from this source range from approximately $37 for accountants to 
approximately $67 for lawyers.  Benefits to workers increase compensation costs by about 45 to 50 percent.  Total 
compensation used in these estimates for 2016 ranges from a low of $53 per hour for accountants to about $97 per hour for 
both lawyers and financial managers.  Overhead costs range from about 38 percent of compensation for lawyers to 84 
percent of compensation for accountants.  This results in fully loaded costs per worker in 2016 ranging from $98.25 per 
hour for accountants to $167.32 per hour for financial managers.  These estimates are conservative in that the specialized 
personnel necessary for compliance with the Proposed Regulations will typically be more experienced and have higher 
compensation costs.  
35 These operational costs are estimated at 50 percent of all first-year expenses other than technology implementation costs; 
system maintenance costs are estimated at 35 percent of first-year technology implementation costs. 

Function

Estimated Cost by 

Function (rounded to 

nearest thousand) Hours

Assumed 

Cost Per 

Hour

Start‐up estimated costs by function

Tax legal counsel consulting $145,000 1,087              $133.61

Tax accounting consulting $841,000 6,293              $133.61

Transfer pricing consulting $145,000 1,087              $133.61

Internal corporate tax $200,000 1,500              $133.61

Tax technology & implementation $370,000 3,261              $113.43

Internal corporate treasury $125,000 750                 $167.32

Internal corporate legal $100,000 750                 $133.61

Internal corporate accounting $74,000 750                 $98.25

Accounting technology & implementation $493,000 4,348              $113.43

Internal corporate financial planning and forecasting $125,000 750                 $167.32

Miscellaneous $131,000 1,029              $127.33

Esimated start‐up cost $2,749,000 21,605           $127.24

Ongoing operations:  Annual estimated operating cost $1,245,000 9,660             $128.88

Total year 1 estimated cost (start‐up and operations) $3,994,000 31,265           $127.75

Total annual estimated cost after year 1 (operations only) $1,245,000 9,660             $128.88

Source: Company estimates for hours by function; Department of Labor estimates for labor cost estimation, including wages,
benefits, and overhead by occupation.
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As a point of comparison, IRS estimates the Proposed Regulation’s documentation requirements as imposing a 
burden of only 35 hours of time for the average respondent.  The IRS estimates that 21,000 taxpayers would be 
required to complete this documentation, resulting in a total of 735,000 hours of documentation burden.36  The 
IRS estimates a total annual cost of documentation of $13 million per year,37 which would imply an average cost 
of labor of $18 per hour in the IRS estimates.  It appears that the IRS estimates exclude start-up costs and may 
be limited to certain low-level reporting and documentation functions, excluding the costs of compliance to 
prevent related-party debt from being reclassified as equity under the Proposed Regulations.   
 
As shown in Table V-1, even excluding start-up costs, the annual compliance burden estimated by the Fortune 
100 company in this example requires 9,660 hours of labor for purposes of documentation and compliance.  At 
an average cost of labor of approximately $129 per hour, including benefits and overhead costs, this one 
company’s ongoing compliance costs (excluding start-up costs) of $1.245 million is equal to approximately 10 
percent of the total paperwork burden estimated by IRS.  Including start-up costs, the first-year documentation 
and compliance costs of this company (nearly $4 million) is equal to approximately 30 percent of the total 
paperwork burden estimated by IRS.   
 
While costs will vary by company, the estimates in Table V-1 suggest that the IRS has grossly understated the 
economy-wide documentation and compliance burdens of the Proposed Regulations. 
  

                                                             
36 IRS, Notice of proposed rulemaking, April 4, 2016. 
37 Office of Management and Budget, Regulatory Impact Analysis, available at 
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=IRS-2016-0014-0001. 
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VI. Investment Impacts  
The examples in Sections III and IV illustrate the potential impact of the Per Se Recharacterization Rules on the 
after-tax cash flows of foreign-based companies in the United States and US-based companies abroad.  Changes 
in after-tax cash flow may affect a company’s investment decisions.  This section estimates the potential 
investment impact of the Per Se Recharacterization Rules for three of the four examples discussed above. 
 

A. Methodology  
 
The response of foreign direct investment (“FDI”) to a change in statutory income tax rates frequently is 
measured as a semi-elasticity, i.e., the percentage change in investment in response to a one percentage point 
increase in the statutory income tax rate.  There are a large number of empirical studies that attempt to 
estimate the responsiveness of investment and international capital flows to changes in taxes.  This literature 
uses a number of different measures of investment and taxes and a variety of econometric techniques.  To 
synthesize the results of this literature, de Mooij and Ederveen (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of these 
studies.38  A meta-analysis is a statistical method used to summarize the results of various studies.   
 
The semi-elasticity of FDI with respect to the statutory tax rate is -2.4 in the de Mooij-Ederveen meta-
analysis.39  This implies that a one percentage point increase in the statutory tax rate in a country will reduce 
inbound FDI by 2.4 percent.  We utilize this semi-elasticity to estimate the investment impacts of the Proposed 
Regulations by converting the change in annual after-tax cash flows in the preceding examples into equivalent 
income tax rate changes. 
 
According to US tax returns for US manufacturing subsidiaries with 50 percent or more foreign ownership, the 
average return on assets (defined as taxable income divided by total assets) was 3.5 percent over the 2004-2013 
period.40  Consequently, taxable income generated on investments by US manufacturing subsidiaries is 
estimated to be 3.5 percent multiplied by the amount of the initial investment.  Similarly, the taxable income 
generated by foreign subsidiaries of US companies was estimated using tax return data for US controlled 
foreign corporations.41  For foreign subsidiaries in France, earnings and profits averaged 5.0 percent of assets. 
 
The equivalent income tax rate change corresponding to the change in after-tax cash flows in the preceding 
examples is equal to the change in after-tax cash flow divided into the taxable income generated by the 
corresponding investment.  We calculate the equivalent tax rate change using estimated taxable income, based 
on the IRS statistics described above.  The equivalent tax rate change for the preceding examples is used to 
estimate investment impacts based on the de Mooij-Ederveen semi-elasticity. 
 

B. Results 
 
Table VI-1 below summarizes the potential investment impacts of the Proposed Regulations for three of the 
examples discussed in this report.  The estimated reduction in investment is large, ranging from 13.1 to 32.3 
percent under the best case scenarios, which assume taxpayers restructure to mitigate the adverse impacts of 
the Proposed Regulations.  These investment impacts are based on the facts and circumstances of the examples, 
and larger or smaller impacts could result under different fact patterns. 
 

                                                             
38 de Mooij,	Ruud A. and Sjef Ederveen, “Corporate Tax Elasticities:  A Reader’s Guide to Empirical Findings,” Oxford 
Review of Economic Policy, Vol. 24, No. 4, 2008, pp.680–697. 
39 See Table 3 in de Mooij,	and Ederveen (2008). 
40 Data tabulated by the Internal Revenue Service’s Statistics of Income Division and is available online at 
(https://www.irs.gov/uac/soi-tax-stats-foreign-controlled-domestic-corporations).  The calculations above represent a 
weighted average of the return on assets for foreign-controlled domestic corporations over the most recent ten-year period 
for which data were available (2004-2013). 
41 Data tabulated by the Internal Revenue Service’s Statistics of Income Division and is available online at 
(https://www.irs.gov/uac/soi-tax-stats-controlled-foreign-corporations).  The calculations above represent a weighted 
average of the return on assets for foreign-controlled domestic corporations for the five most recent years for which data 
were available (2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012). 
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Table VI-1.  Estimated Investment Impact of Proposed Regulations for Specific Examples 

 
  

Example/Scenario

Equivalent Change in 

Statutory Tax Rate    

(Percentage Point)

Percentage 

Change in 

Investment

Example III‐A:  Expansion of Domestic Manufacturing Operations

Base Case (no mitigation) 30.0 ‐72.0%

Alternative Scenario #1 ‐ Borrow from unrelated party 13.5 ‐32.3%

Alternative Scenario #2 ‐ Use retained US earnings 6.7 ‐16.2%

Example III‐B:  Loss of Treaty Benefits

Base Case (no mitigation) 86.7 ‐208.1%

Alternative Scenario #1 ‐ Borrow from related party 7.5 ‐18.0%

Example IV‐B:  Hedging

Base Case (no mitigation) 9.3 ‐22.4%

Alternative Scenario #1 ‐ Borrow from unrelated party 5.5 ‐13.1%

Note: An investment response greater than 100 percent implies the investment would not be undertaken.
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Appendix.  Example Details 
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Example III.A ‐‐ Expansion of Domestic Manufacturing Operations

Additional 

Parameters

Present 

Law

Scenario   

1

Scenario   

2

Scenario   

3

Sources and Uses of Cash

GCAR‐US

2019 income 100 100 100 100

Loan from GCAR 200 200 0 0

Third party debt 0 0 200 0

Dividend paid to GCAR ‐300 ‐300 ‐300 ‐100

Investment ‐300 ‐300 ‐300 ‐300

Change in net cash position ‐300 ‐300 ‐300 ‐300

GCAR

Dividend received from GCAR‐US 300 300 300 100

Third party debt 200 200 0 200

Loan to GCAR‐US ‐200 ‐200 0 0

Change in net cash position 300 300 300 300

Annual Interest Income (+) and Expense (‐)

GCAR‐US

Loan from GCAR 4% ‐8 ‐8 0 0

Third party debt 4% 0 0 ‐8 0

GCAR

Loan to GCAR 4% 8 8 0 0

Third party debt 3% ‐6 ‐6 0 ‐6

Tax Increase (+) or Decrease (‐)

GCAR‐US

Interest deduction 38.9% ‐3.1 0.0 ‐3.1 0.0

GCAR

Interest income 30.2% 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0

Interest deduction 30.2% ‐1.8 ‐1.8 0.0 ‐1.8

Income tax on dividend received 1.5% 4.5 4.5 4.5 1.5

Change in Total Worldwide Taxes

Net interest income/expense ‐6.0 ‐6.0 ‐8.0 ‐6.0

Net tax on investment ‐2.5 0.6 ‐3.1 ‐1.8

After tax interest income/expense ‐3.5 ‐6.6 ‐4.9 ‐4.2

Change from present law ‐3.1 ‐1.4 ‐0.7

As a % of the investment ‐1.04% ‐0.47% ‐0.23%
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Example III.B ‐‐ Loss of Treaty Benefits

Additional 

Parameters

Present 

Law

Scenario   

1

Scenario   

2

Sources and Uses of Cash

JCO‐US

2019 income 100 100 100

Dividend paid to JCO‐J ‐100 ‐100 ‐100

Change in net cash position 0 0 0

JCO‐J

Dividend received from JCO‐US 100 100 100

Loan from JCO 0 0 100

Cash payment to JCO‐HK 0 0 ‐100

Note to JCO‐HK ‐100 ‐100 0

Change in net cash position 0 0 100

JCO‐HK

Cash payment from JCO‐J 0 0 100

Note from JCO‐J 100 100 0

Dividend to JCO 0 0 ‐100

Change in net cash position 100 100 0

JCO

Dividend received from JCO‐HK 0 0 100

Loan to JCO‐J 0 0 ‐100

Change in net cash position 0 0 0

Annual Interest Income (+) and Expense (‐)

JCO‐J

Loan from JCO 4% 0 0 ‐4

Note to JCO‐HK 4% ‐4 ‐4 0

JCO‐HK

Note from JCO‐J 4% 4 4 0

JCO

Loan to JCO‐J 4% 0 0 4

Taxes on Distribution by JCO‐US

Gross dividend distributed 10 10 10

Withholding tax on dividend 0%/30% 0 3 0

Net dividend received by JCO‐J 10 7 10

Japanese tax on dividend received 1.5% 0.15 0.15 0.15

After‐tax dividend income 9.9 6.9 9.9

Taxes Paid on Interest Income/Deductions

Interest deductions for JCO‐J 30% ‐1.2 ‐1.2 ‐1.2

Interest income of JCO‐HK 0% 0 0 0

Tax on subpart F income 30% 1.2 1.2 0

Interest income of JCO 30% 0 0 1.2

Net taxes on interest income 0 0 0

Taxes on Distribution by JCO‐HK

Gross dividend distributed 0 0 100

Withholding tax on dividend 5% 0 0 5

Net dividend received by JCO 0 0 95

Japanese tax on net dividend received 1.5% 0.0 0.0 1.5

After‐tax dividend income 0.0 0.0 93.5

Other Taxes

Income tax paid by JCO‐HK on cash received 0% 0 0 0

Total Taxes 0.15 3.15 6.65

Annualized taxes 0.15 3.15 0.41

Change in annualized taxes 3.00 0.26

As a percent of investment in JCO‐US 3.00% 0.26%
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Example IV.A ‐‐ Cash Pooling

Additional 

Parameters

Present 

Law

Scenario   

1

Scenario   

2

FSUB

Loan from FINCO 200 200

Foreign Tax Pool 200 200 200

Deemed dividends

Recharactarized interest payment 8

Repayment of loan to FINCO 200

Total deemed dividends 0 208 0

Accumulated E&P 1,000 1,000 1,000

Percentage reduction in foreign tax pool 0.0% 20.8% 0.0%

Lost foreign tax credits 0 41.6 0

FINCO

Income from loan to FSUB (net interest income) 3% 6 6 0

Taxes on net interest income (net of FTC) 20.0% 1.2 1.2 0.0

After‐tax net interest income 4.8 4.8 0.0

Change from present law 0.0 ‐4.8

Tax Cost ‐41.6 ‐4.8

As a percent of original loan ‐20.80% ‐2.40%
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Item 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Close out
EXCHANGE RATE

Dollars per Euro 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.1
PRESENT LAW

Notional swap amount $115
Swap interest received $4.60 $4.60 $4.60 $4.60 $4.60
Swap interest paid € 4 € 4 € 4 € 4 € 4
Net interest income on swap $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Swap principal received $115
Swap principal paid € 100
Subpart F income $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Tax on Subpart F income $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
After-tax cash flow $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00
Tax as a percent of investment 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PROPOSED REGULATIONS
Scenario 1

Notional swap amount $115
Swap interest received $4.60 $4.60 $4.60 $4.60 $4.60
Swap interest paid € 4 € 4 € 4 € 4 € 4
Net interest income on swap $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Swap principal received $115
Swap principal paid € 100
Subpart F income $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5.00
Tax on Subpart F income $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.94
After-tax cash flow $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3.05
Annualized tax on subpart F 0.36$        0.36$        0.36$     0.36$     0.36$     0.36$     
Tax as a percent of investment 0.31% 0.31% 0.31% 0.31% 0.31% 0.31%

Scenario 2
Deposit $115
Deposit interest income $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $1.15
Bank loan
Bank borrowing € 100
Interest paid on bank debt € 4.00 € 4.00 € 4.00 € 4.00 € 4.00
Interest paid in US dollars $4.60 $4.60 $4.60 $4.60 $4.60
Repayment of bank debt $115
Subpart F income (deposit interest) $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $1.15 $0.00
Tax on Subpart F income after FTC $0.22 $0.22 $0.22 $0.22 $0.22 $0.00
After-tax cash flow ($3.67) ($3.67) ($3.67) ($3.67) ($3.67) $0.00
After-tax cash flow as a percent of investment -3.19% -3.19% -3.19% -3.19% -3.19% 0.00%

Example IV.B  Hedging
[Monetary amounts in millions]
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