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SWFT, Judge: The issue for decision is whether petrol eum
revenue tax (PRT) petitioners paid to the United Kingdom for 1983
t hrough 1988 constitutes, for U S. income tax purposes, a
creditabl e inconme or excess profits tax under section 901 or a
creditable tax in lieu thereof under section 903.

Unl ess otherw se indicated, all section references are to
the Internal Revenue Code in effect for the years in question
and all Rule references are to the Tax Court Rules of Practice

and Procedur e.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

The parties have stipulated nunmerous facts and adm ssibility
of nunerous exhibits. The stipulated facts are so found.

During the years in issue, petitioners constituted an
affiliated group of nore than 175 U. S. and 500 foreign subsidiary
corporations. Petitioner Exxon Corp. was the comon parent of
the affiliated group, with its principal place of business in
Irving, Texas. Hereinafter, petitioners will be referred to
sinply as “Exxon”.

The busi nesses in which Exxon was engaged primarily invol ved
exploration for and production, refining, and sale of crude oil,

natural gas, and ot her petrol eum products.



Exxon’s North Sea Licenses

The North Sea presents one of the harshest working
environnents in the world. As of the md-1960's, oil and gas
conpani es had not attenpted production of oil and gas in
conditions as severe and difficult as those that existed in the
North Sea, and oil and gas conpani es generally | acked experience
and technology to explore for and to recover oil and gas fromthe
North Sea.

Under Article 2 of the Geneva Convention on the Continental
Shel f, Apr. 29, 1958, 15 U.S. T. 473 (ratified in U S. Apr. 12,
1961), various countries were granted jurisdiction and control
over seabed areas adjacent to their coastlines. |Individual
treaties were negoti ated between countries bordering the North
Sea to fix boundaries between their respective offshore areas.

In the Continental Shelf Act, 1964, ch. 29, sec. 1 (Eng.),
the United Kingdominplenmented provisions of the 1958 Geneva
Convention on the Continental Shelf with regard to the United
Ki ngdom portion or segnent of the North Sea. Hereinafter, such

portion or segnent will be referred to sinply as the North Sea.!?

! The Petrol eum (Production) Act, 1934, 24 & 25 CGeo. 5, ch. 36
(Eng.), vested in the United Kingdom ownership of all oil and gas
resources within Great Britain and authorized the U K Secretary
of State for Trade and Industry to grant exploration and m ning
Iicenses. The Continental Shelf Act, 1964, ch. 29, sec. 1
(Eng.), extended to the North Sea the United Kingdonmis |icense
powers under the Petrol eum (Production) Act, 1934, supra.
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In May of 1964, the United Kingdomfirst issued to oil and
gas conpanies licenses for exploration of and, if conmmercial oil
and gas reserves were discovered, for devel opnment and production
of oil and gas resources in the North Sea. The next three United
Ki ngdom | i cense rounds relating to the North Sea took place in
August of 1965, Septenber of 1969, and June of 1971. During
t hese four license rounds, crude oil prices generally remained at
approxi mately $3 per barrel.

In 1970, oil discoveries were reported in the North Sea.
However, oil reserves in the North Sea remai ned unproven. The
North Sea was considered a marginal oil prospect, and oi
production did not begin in the North Sea until 1975.

In the first four license rounds, the United Kingdom offered
areas that covered alnost all of the North Sea, but oil and gas
conpanies did not apply for nost of the areas because of the
ri sks and uncertainties involved. O the areas offered,
applications for licenses were received for only 35 percent of
the areas. Licenses for a nunber of areas not applied for when
first offered included what in |ater years becane the |argest and
nmost profitable oil-producing fields in the North Sea.

The areas that turned out to be the nost significant oi
fields in the North Sea were licensed by the end of the fourth

license round in 1971.
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Wth regard to North Sea petrol eumresources, the United
Ki ngdom general |y used a discretionary |icensing system under
whi ch the United Kingdom selects oil conpanies to which Iicenses
are issued froma pool of conpanies that apply for the licenses.
Thi s enabl ed the United Kingdomto further governnental
obj ectives such as rapid and appropriate exploitation of North
Sea petroleumresources. |In contrast, under an auction |icensing
system licenses are issued to the highest bidders who are not
necessarily the nost financially sound or conpetent conpanies to
devel op petrol eum resources associated with the |icenses.

Further, at least in the 1960's and early 1970's, due to
uncertainties and risks associated with exploitation of North Sea
petrol eumresources, it was generally expected that with regard
to the North Sea resources, the United Kingdom would not raise as
much revenue from an auction |icensing systemas froma
di scretionary |icensing system

In June of 1971, as part of the fourth |icense round that
was generally conducted on a discretionary basis, the United
Ki ngdom experinmented with an auction systemand invited bids for
15 areas. The winning bid (by Exxon and Shell) for one of the
auctioned areas (involving a field adjacent to where Exxon and

Shel | had already discovered oil) was for £21 mllion, but the



- b -

average bid price with respect to the remaining 14 areas that
wer e avail abl e under the auction was less than £1.2 mllion.?2

At the tinme, in the 1960's and early 1970's, the United
Ki ngdom concl uded that the financial terns of the discretionary
North Sea licenses that it issued to Exxon and to other oil and
gas conpani es were appropriate for the particul ar circunstances
of the United Kingdom which at the time had virtually no
i ndi genous oil and gas production and which was in conpetition
with other countries for resources that the oil industry woul d
allocate to the North Sea.

After the fourth license round in 1971 in which the United
Ki ngdom had experinmented with an auction |licensing system the
Uni ted Ki ngdom has continued to use, with limted exceptions, a
di scretionary |licensing system The United Ki ngdom and nost
maj or oil-producing countries other than the United States rely
primarily on discretionary |licensing systens with regard to the
recovery of petrol eumresources.

Ceneral ly, under the discretionary licenses issued by the
Uni ted Kingdom for exploitation of North Sea petrol eumresources,
terms of the licenses required |icensees to pay to the United

Ki ngdom up-front fees based on the size of the areas subject to

2 In these cases, the parties generally refer to U K pounds,
wi thout providing U S. dollar equivalents. W, therefore, in
this opinion also use U K pounds, and we |eave for the Rule 155
conputation questions relating to proper exchange rates between
U. K. pounds and U. S. doll ars.
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the | eases foll owed by escal ati ng annual fees and a 12% percent
royalty based on gross value of total oil and gas production at
the well head. The 12% percent royalty rate was approximately the
sane as the royalty rate that was used by nost oil -producing
countries throughout the world. The terns of the licenses al so
required the licensees to conduct seism c survey work and to
drill a specified nunber of exploratory wells.

Royal ti es due under the North Sea |licenses issued by the
United Kingdomwere allowed to be paid in kind by the oi
conpani es.

To actually operate in the North Sea, oil and gas conpanies
hol ding licenses were required to pay the license fees and
royalties and to conplete exploratory work prograns specified in
the |icenses.

During 1972 and early 1973, the Public Accounts Conm ttee
(PAC) of the U. K. House of Commons held hearings on U K tax and
energy policies with regard to the North Sea. At the tine, there
were indications that crude oil prices m ght increase
significantly, although the price increases that |ater occurred
as a result of the 1973-74 Arab oil enbargo were not anti ci pated.

In February of 1973, PAC issued a report summari zi ng the
di scretionary |licensing systemthat primarily had been used by
the United Kingdomfor the first four license rounds for the

North Sea. In the 1973 report, PAC nade no reconmendation that
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the discretionary licensing system be changed to an auction
systemor that the 12% percent royalty rate associated with North
Sea |icenses be increased.

In the 1973 report, PAC also reviewed the then existing UK
corporation tax applicable to oil conpany profits to be earned
fromNorth Sea oil and gas and expressed concern that the U K
corporation tax was poorly structured in that petrol eum conpanies
could offset profits fromNorth Sea oil and gas activity by
| osses fromunrel ated activities. PAC al so recommended
| egi sl ati ve changes to the U K corporation tax to increase the
effective UK tax rate on profits relating to North Sea oil and
gas production. In that report, no reconmendati on was nade to
inpose a tax simlar to the PRIT.

In October of 1973, war broke out in the Mddle East,
| eading to the enbargo by the Organi sation of Petrol eum Exporting
Countries (OPEC) on exports of crude oil to the United States
and, by the end of 1974, to a 5-fold increase in world crude oil
prices.

During 1974, the U. K. econony was experiencing a serious
recession with high inflation and severe bal ance of paynent
probl ens. Because of the United Kingdon s dependence on inported
crude oil, the 1974 increase in the price of crude oi
exacerbated the United Kingdonmis fiscal crisis. As a result, in

July of 1974, the U K Secretary of State to Energy issued a
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report to the U K Parlianent (1974 Wiite Paper) in which it was
concl uded that unless the United Kingdomnodify its tax regine,
the United Kingdomwould receive only a small portion of North
Sea oil and gas conpany profits. In the 1974 Wi te Paper, it was
al so recommended: (1) That the United Kingdomnodify its tax
regime with regard to North Sea oil and gas production activity
in order to, anong other things, elimnate the ability of oil and
gas conpanies to offset profits fromNorth Sea operations by
| osses realized by the conpanies el sewhere in the world, and
(2) that the United Kingdom assert increased control over oil and
gas conpanies’ North Sea operations.

No recomendati on was made in the 1974 Wi te Paper to nake
any significant change to the United Kingdom di scretionary
licensing systemfor the North Sea.

Bet ween 1976 and 1988, there were seven additional |icense
rounds conducted by the United Kingdomrelating to the North Sea.

Over the years, North Sea |icenses were issued and
adm ni stered, and the related fees and royalties were collected
by the U K Mnistry of Power, the U K Departnent of Technol ogy,
the U K Departnent of Energy, and the U K Departnent of Trade
and I ndustry. At no tine have North Sea |icenses been
adm ni stered, or have the related fees and royalties been

collected, by the U K. Treasury or by the U K. Inland Revenue.
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Significant uncertainties, risks, and investnent comm tnents
for Exxon were associated with Exxon’s North Sea |icenses --
risks that insufficient oil deposits would be discovered, that
oil resources that m ght be di scovered would not be comrercially
exploitable, and that the large capital and operating costs
associated with exploring for and devel oping oil and gas
resources in the North Sea would be | ost.

The |icenses between the United Kingdom and Exxon regarding
North Sea petrol eumresources were entered into in good faith.
They were negotiated at armis length. They constituted
enforceabl e contracts under U K |aw.

Li cense fees and royalties that have been coll ected by the
United Kingdomfromoil and gas conpanies with regard to North
Sea petrol eum resources have constituted a substantial source of
income to the United Kingdom

Through 1992, Exxon has paid to the United Kingdom nore than
£16 billion in royalties in connection with the North Sea
licenses it received. Under the |icenses Exxon received and
taking into account risks and costs associated therewith at the
time the licenses were issued, the fees and royalties Exxon paid
to the United Kingdomfor the |icenses to exploit North Sea
petrol eum resources constituted reasonabl e and substanti al

conpensati on therefor.



Ri ng Fence Tax and PRT

As indicated, during the Arab oil enbargo world crude oi
prices increased approximately 5-fold. As a result, in 1975, out
of concern that the U K. corporation incone tax mght fai
effectively to tax anticipated extraordinary profits to be
realized by oil and gas conpanies, the U K Governnent enacted a
new tax regime on incone earned fromoil and gas recovery
activities in the North Sea. The new tax regi ne consisted of the
ring fence provisions of the U K corporation inconme tax (Ring
Fence Tax) and PRT. The Ring Fence Tax and PRT replaced the U K
corporation incone tax as it otherw se would have applied to
activities of oil and gas conpanies in the North Sea.

The purpose and objective of the United Kingdomin enacting
the Ring Fence Tax and PRT were to accel erate tax revenues
relating to devel opnent of North Sea petrol eumresources and to
tax extraordinary profits of oil and gas conpanies relating to
the North Sea.

To make it nore difficult for oil and gas conpanies to
of fset profits derived fromthe North Sea with | osses and
expenses fromunrelated activities, the Ring Fence Tax was
enacted as a nodified or custom zed version of the UK
corporation incone tax and was made applicable to activity of oi

and gas conpanies in the North Sea in lieu of the general
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provi sions of the U K corporation tax generally applicable to
U. K. corporate taxpayers.

The Ring Fence Tax applies® only to conpani es producing oil
and gas and to related activities in the North Sea, and it erects
a “ring fence” around oil and gas activities in the North Sea by
requiring oil and gas conpani es to segregate i ncone and expenses
attributable to North Sea activity frominconme and expenses
attributable to activity unrelated to the North Sea.

The Ring Fence Tax was enacted under the U K 's sovereign
taxi ng power, and under U K law it constitutes a tax on incone.
The Ring Fence Tax is structured as a corporate incone

t ax.

Along with other U K taxes such as the U K corporation
inconme tax and the Ring Fence Tax, under U K I|aw, PRT was
intended, is structured, and is regarded as a tax. PRT was
i nposed unilaterally by the United Ki ngdom and was adm ni stered
as a tax by the U K 1Inland Revenue.

Wth regard to North Sea oil and gas recovery activities,
the Ring Fence Tax and PRT are inposed in substitution for, and
not in addition to, the generally applicable U K corporation
tax. G| and gas conpanies operating in the North Sea are

liable, with regard to such activity, for the Ring Fence Tax and

3 In this Opinion, we often use the present tense to describe
provi sions of the Ring Fence Tax and PRT even though PRT was
elimnated in 1993.
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PRT, not for the otherw se generally applicable U K corporation
t ax.

In order to provide uniformadmnistration of the R ng Fence
Tax and PRT, in 1975 the Q| Taxation Ofice of the U K Inland
Revenue was established and was del egated that responsibility.

The fees and royalties due under the |licenses issued by the
United Kingdomto Exxon and other oil and gas conpani es regarding
the North Sea were not nodified, supplenmented, or altered by the
PRT that was enacted in 1975.

G oss incone relating to North Sea oil and gas recovery
activities, with limted exceptions, constitutes the tax base for
PRT, and | osses relating to activity outside the North Sea ring
fence are not allowed to offset income fromactivity occurring
within the North Sea ring fence. PRT is inposed on incone
relating to extraction of oil and gas fromthe North Sea, incone
earned by taxpayers providing transportation, treatnent, and
other services relating to oil and gas resources in the North Sea
(tariff receipts), and incone relating to sale of North Sea
assets (disposal receipts).

I nterest incone, incone fromsales of purchased and resold
crude oil, and incone relating to sale of gas exenpt from PRT
liability are not included in the inconme base for PRT purposes.

In conmputing net profits for PRT purposes and on which PRT

liability is calculated, all significant costs and expenses,
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except interest expense, of producing taxable incone relating to
North Sea petroleumresources are currently deductible. To
prevent the use of interconpany debt as a neans of avoiding or
mnimzing litability under the Ring Fence Tax and PRT, deductions
for interest expense are limted under the Ring Fence Tax and are
not all owed under PRT.

Initial calculations of profits under PRT are nade at the
field level, with current deductions from gross revenue generally
allowed for all ordinary as well as capital expenses relating to
the field. Current deductions are allowed for, anong ot her
t hi ngs, costs of exploration and appraisal activities, start-up
activities, operations, production, storage, treatnent,
transportation, adm nistrative and overhead activities, buildings
and structures (if placed on the seabed or used in production,
measurenent, transportation, or initial treatnent and storage of
petrol eum products), and abandonnment activity relating to a
field, as well as costs of conducting arm s-length sal es of
petrol eum products and of exploring and eval uati ng areas outside
a field that do not result in discovery of new fields.

As indicated, under PRT, current deductions are not allowed
for interest expense, and current deductions are not allowed for
costs of acquiring licenses fromprivate parties, for paynents to
private parties holding overriding royalty and simlar interests

ina field, for expenses incurred in producing incone exenpt from
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PRT, and for paynments of tax that should have been paid by
foreign contractors providing services to the taxpayer in the
Nort h Sea.

Under PRT, operating |osses fromany period are carried back
or carried forward without [imt to income associated with the
field.

Addi ti onal prom nent features of PRT, as originally enacted
and as anended over the years, nmay be described generally as

foll ows:

(1) As an incentive to devel opnent of marginal North
Sea fields, an “oil allowance” or exenption fromPRT is
all owed for each field in an anobunt equivalent to the
val ue of 500,000 netric tons of oil per 6-nmonth period
up to a total of 10 mllion netric tons over the life
of the field;*

(2) Atariff receipts allowance is allowed, which for each
6- mont h chargeabl e period exenpts from PRT tariff receipts
attributable to transportation of up to 250,000 netric tons
(i.e., up to 1,875,000 barrels) of oil fromeach field);

(3) Various nonfield-specific expenses are deductible
agai nst incone froma field (e.g., exploration
apprai sal, and research expenses);

(4 As alimt on the amount of PRT that woul d be
owed, a “safeguard” provision limts the amount of PRT
payabl e in each 6-nonth period in which it applies
except to the extent that adjusted profits froma field
exceed 15 percent of accunul ated capital investnent in
a field and then PRT only applies to 80 percent of such
adj usted profits;

4 Over the life of each field, the oil allowance or exenption
varied from75 to 35 mllion barrels of crude oil.
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(5 An exenption fromPRT is allowed for revenue rel ating
to North Sea natural gas production derived frompre-July
1975 contracts with the British Gas Corporation;

(6) Upon abandoning fields, carryover of unused | osses
are allowed without limt to other North Sea fields;

(7) PRT was enacted as a “prior charge” to the Ring

Fence Tax which neans that PRT is conputed, assessed,

and paid before the Ring Fence Tax, and PRT is

deductible in conputing the Ring Fence Tax;

(8 O the limted types of expenses that are not allowed

as deductions for PRT purposes, interest expense is the only

nonal | owabl e expense that is significant, and in lieu of

i nterest expense, a deduction is allowed for “uplift”

(di scussed further, infra).

Because of the above features of PRT, activities in a North
Sea field generally are not subject to PRT until they reflect a
cunmul ative profit.

PRT liability of a conpany is to be paid only in cash, not
i n kind.

On a nunber of occasions, in response to changes in world
oil markets and in order to nmake certain adjustnents to PRT,
provi sions of PRT were anended by the United Kingdom Such
anendnents that, over the years, have been nade to PRT are not
particularly significant to the issue before us and generally are
not descri bed herein.

As indicated, in order to mnimze PRT avoi dance through
i nterconpany interest charges, interest expense deductions

relating to North Sea oil and gas recovery activities are not

allowed in conputing PRT liability. Current deductions from
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i ncone, however, are allowed for what is referred to as uplift,
consi sting of anounts equal to 35 percent of nost capital
expenditures relating to a North Sea field (over and above the
current deductions allowed in conputing PRT for 100 percent of
such capital expenditures).® The deduction for uplift is
provided in lieu of a deduction for North Sea rel ated interest
expenses.

Simlar to the cost of capital expenditures to which uplift
relates and on the basis of which uplift is calculated, uplift is
allowable in full as a current deduction at the tinme the rel ated
capital expenditures are incurred and fully deducted. Allowances
for uplift are conputed and determ ned only during the period of
time prior to when an activity in a field becones profitable, the
period during which interest expense relating to a field
typically is necessary. Once cal cul ated and determ ned, unused
uplift may be carried back or carried forward without limt.

In calculating Exxon’s PRT liability, for 1975 through 1988,
the cumul ative total amount of uplift deduction allowed to Exxon
was £1.8 billion, alnost twice the cunulative total £900 mllion
i nterest expense that under PRT was not allowed as a deduction to

Exxon.

5 As originally enacted in the Ol Taxation Act of 1975 and
until anended in 1979, the rate of the uplift all owance was 75
per cent .
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Based on industry data that is in evidence and that was
gat hered from Exxon and approxi mately 33 other oil conpanies
involved in North Sea oil and gas production, the cunul ative
total uplift allowed the conmpanies for 1975 through 1988 was
£12.4 billion, as conpared to cunulative total interest expense
not allowed the conpani es under PRT of £8.6 billion. 1In the
Appendi x to this Opinion, for 1975 through 1988, we set forth the
anount of uplift and ot her deductions allowed to Exxon and to the
other oil and gas conpani es and the amount of ring fence interest
expense not allowed to Exxon and the other oil and gas conpani es
in the conputation of PRT liability.

As a result of the special allowances such as oil, tariff
recei pts, safeguard, and uplift, PRT represents and constitutes a
tax on a subset of net income subject to the R ng Fence Tax.

Through 1992, Exxon had interests in 23 oil-producing North
Sea fields, but significant PRT was paid only with regard to five
of the fields (Brent, Forties, Dunlin, Fulmar, and North
Cornorant). More than 60 percent of total PRT paid by Exxon
t hrough 1992 was paid with respect to only one field -- the Brent
field which was the highest oil-producing field in the North Sea.

Cenerally for the industry, the bulk of PRT was paid with
respect to a limted nunber of the | argest and nost profitable
fields. More specifically, through 1988, approximately 75

percent of total cunulative PRT collected by the United Ki ngdom
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was paid by only five oil and gas conpani es which owned the
| argest and nost profitable fields in the North Sea.

Because of the special allowances, small oil and gas
conpanies with interests in marginal fields typically owe no PRT
with regard to fields licensed to them

Pre-existing licensees (i.e., conpanies such as Exxon to
whom North Sea |icenses were issued prior to enactnment of PRT in
1975) were obligated to pay PRT upon its enactnment in 1975 and in
subsequent years even though they were in full conpliance with
terms of their pre-1975 North Sea |icenses. Al PRT paid by
Exxon during the years in issue and the character of which is in
di spute in these cases was paid by Exxon with respect to fields
i censed to Exxon before 1975 and before PRT was enact ed.

As a result of paying PRT, Exxon neither received any
speci al benefits under the North Sea |icenses that it had been
i ssued before 1975, nor received any special benefits fromthe
Uni ted Kingdomin obtaining new North Sea |icenses after 1975.

By 1979, with the rise of oil prices relating to the Iranian
Revol ution, there was a general perception that the PRT rate was
too |l ow and that the United Kingdomought to be collecting nore
PRT fromoil conpanies operating in the North Sea. In 1982,
however, with a drop in world oil prices, there was a genera

perception that the PRT rate was too high and that PRT and
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i ncreased operating costs were becom ng a disincentive to North
Sea oil and gas devel opnent activity.

As a result of the above increases and decreases in world
oil prices and the changi ng perceptions regarding PRT and the PRT
rate, in 1979, 1980, 1982, and 1993 the tax rate for PRT was
changed fromthe original rate of 45 percent as enacted in 1975
to the rates indicated:

1979 1980 1982 1993
PRT Rate 60% 70% 75% 50%

In 1993, PRT was elimnated for all subsequent North Sea oi
and gas activity under |icenses to be issued thereafter, and, as
indicated, the PRT rate was reduced to 50 percent for existing
i censes.

For 1975 through 1988, Exxon paid £3.5 billion in PRT,
approximately 11 percent of the approximte total £32 billion in
PRT that was paid to the United Kingdomby all oil and gas
conpani es for those years.

Because primarily of timng differences associated with
calculations of PRT at the field | evel and because PRT was
deductible in conputing the Ring Fence Tax, for any 1 year
conpani es may owe PRT but no Ring Fence Tax, they may owe Ri ng
Fence Tax but no PRT, and they may owe both PRT and Ri ng Fence
Tax or neither. These differing results are not inconsistent

with the objective of PRT to tax extraordinary profits and to
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accel erate tax revenues relating to devel opnent of North Sea

petrol eum resour ces.

OPI NI ON
Wth limtations not here pertinent, taxpayers may claim
credits under section 901 against their Federal incone taxes for,
anong ot her things, the anount of incone and excess profits taxes
paid to foreign countries. See sec. 901(b)(1). As an exenption
fromtax, the credit provisions of section 901 are to be strictly

construed. See Inland Steel Co. v. United States, 230 C¢. d.

314, 677 F.2d 72, 79 (1982); Bank of Am Natl. Trust & Sav.

Association v. United States, 61 T.C 752, 762 (1974), affd.

wi t hout published opinion 538 F.2d 334 (9th Gr. 1976).

Under regul ations applicable to the years in issue, foreign
levies are to be regarded as incone or excess profits taxes if
they satisfy two tests: (1) The foreign |evies constitute taxes,
and (2) the predom nant character of the taxes is that of an
incone tax in the U S. sense. See sec. 1.901-2(a)(1l), Incone Tax
Regs.

Ceneral ly, governnental |evies inposed by and paid to
foreign countries are to be treated as taxes if they constitute
conpul sory paynents pursuant to the authority of the foreign
countries to levy taxes. The regul ations, however, also provide
that foreign levies wll not be regarded as taxes to the extent

t hat payors of the |evies receive specific econom c benefits,
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directly or indirectly, fromthe foreign countries in exchange
for paynent of the levies. See sec. 1.901-2(a)(2), |Incone Tax
Regs. The regqgul ations al so provide that econom c benefits that
foreign Governments do not make avail able on substantially the
sanme terns to substantially all persons subject to the generally
i nposed incone tax (such as a concession to extract Governnent-
owned petroleum) will be regarded as specific econom c benefits.
See sec. 1.901-2(a)(2)(ii)(B), Incone Tax Regs.

Exxon acknow edges that the licenses it received fromthe
United Kingdomto exploit North Sea petrol eumresources
constitute the receipt of specific econonm c benefits and
therefore that Exxon is to be treated under the regulations as a
“dual capacity” taxpayer and as subject to the regulations with
regard thereto under sections 1.901-2(a)(2) and 1.901-2A, Incone
Tax Regs. Thereunder, dual capacity taxpayers (who pay | evies
and who al so receive specific economc benefits fromthe
Governnment) have the burden to establish the extent, if any, to
which foreign levies they pay constitute taxes -- as opposed to
paynments for the specific economc benefits received -- either by
relying on the regul ations’ safe harbor nethod or on the facts
and circunstances nmethod. See sec. 1.901-2A(c)(1) and (2),
| nconme Tax Regs. Exxon herein relies on the facts and
ci rcunst ances nethod, and Exxon is required to establish, under

all of the relevant facts and circunstances associated with its
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paynment of PRT, what portion, if any, of PRT paid by it to the
Uni ted Ki ngdom constitutes taxes, as distinguished from paynents
in exchange for the license rights it received.® See sec. 1.901-
2A(b), (c), Incone Tax Regs.

Wth regard to the second test involving the predom nant
character of the foreign taxes, the regulations provide, anpng
other things, that foreign taxes wll be treated as incone taxes
inthe US. sense if the foreign taxes operate in such a manner

as to reach net gain in the normal circunstances in which they

6 Sec. 1.901-2(a)(2)(i), Income Tax Regs., provides as
fol | ows:

Not wi t hst andi ng any assertion of a foreign country to
the contrary, a foreign levy is not pursuant to a
foreign country's authority to levy taxes, and thus is
not a tax, to the extent a person subject to the |evy
receives (or will receive), directly or indirectly, a
specific econom c benefit (as defined in paragraph
(a)(2)(ii)(B) of this section) fromthe foreign country
i n exchange for paynent pursuant to the |levy. Rather,
to that extent, such levy requires a conpul sory paynment
i n exchange for such specific econom c benefit. |If,
applying U S. principles, a foreign levy requires a
conpul sory paynent pursuant to the authority of a
foreign country to |l evy taxes and also requires a
conpul sory paynent in exchange for a specific economc
benefit, the levy is considered to have two distinct

el enents: a tax and a requirenent of conpul sory
paynment in exchange for such specific economc benefit.
In such a situation, these two distinct elenents of the
foreign |l evy (and the anount paid pursuant to each such
el ement) nust be separated. No credit is allowable for
a paynent pursuant to a foreign |levy by a dual capacity
t axpayer (as defined in paragraph (a)(2)(ii)(A) of this
section) unless the person claimng such credit
establishes the amount that is paid pursuant to the
distinct elenent of the foreign levy that is a tax.

* * %
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apply. See sec. 1.901-2(a)(3)(i), Inconme Tax Regs. More
specifically, the regulations provide that foreign taxes wll be
treated as incone taxes if and only if the taxes, judged on the
basis of their predom nant character, satisfy each of the
realization, gross receipts, and net inconme requirenents of
section 1.901-2(b), Inconme Tax Regs.

Ceneral ly, under section 1.901-2(b)(4)(i), Incone Tax Regs.,
foreign taxes will be regarded as satisfying the net incone
requirenent if, neasured by their predom nant character, they
permt recovery of the significant costs and expenses relating to
the incone or if they provide other allowances that effectively

conpensate for nonrecovery of such costs and expenses.’

! Pertinent |anguage of sec. 1.901-2(b)(4)(i), Incone Tax
Regs., is as follows:
(4) Net Inconme—(i) In general. A foreign tax

satisfies the net income requirenent if, judged on the
basis of its predom nant character, the base of the tax
is conputed by reducing gross receipts * * * to
permt—-

(A) Recovery of the significant costs and
expenses (including significant capital expenditures)
attributable, under reasonable principles, to such
gross receipts; or

(B) Recovery of such significant costs and
expenses conputed under a nethod that is likely to
produce an anmpunt that approximates, or is greater
t han, recovery of such significant costs and expenses.

*

* *

A foreign tax | aw that does not permt recovery of one
or nore significant costs or expenses, but that
(continued. . .)
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The regul ations al so provide that taxes either are or are
not to be regarded as incone taxes in their entirety for al
persons subject to the taxes. See sec. 1.901-2(a), |Incone Tax
Regs. Respondent does not interpret this provision as requiring
that, in order to qualify as an income tax, a tax in question
must satisfy the predom nant character test in its application to
all taxpayers. Rather, respondent interprets this provision as
requiring that in order to qualify as an incone tax a tax nust
satisfy the predom nant character test in its application to a
substanti al nunber of taxpayers.

On brief, respondent explains the net incone test as
follows: PRT satisfies the net income test if its base is
conputed by reducing gross receipts to permt recovery of
significant costs and expenses attributable to gross receipts,
or, if sonme of these costs and expenses are not deducti bl e,
recovery of such costs and expenses conputed under a nethod that
is likely to produce an anobunt approxi mating or exceedi ng the
nondeducti bl e costs or expenses.

The parties have stipulated that PRT neets the realization
and gross receipts requirenents of section 1.901-2(b)(2), (3),

| nconme Tax Regs., that PRT constitutes a conpul sory paynent

(...continued)
provi des all owances that effectively conpensate for
nonrecovery of such significant costs or expenses, is
considered to permt recovery of such costs or
expenses. * * *
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i nposed by the United Kingdomw thin the nmeaning of section
1.901-2(a)(2)(i), Income Tax Regs., and that PRT does not
constitute a soak-up tax within the neaning of section 1.901-
2(c), Incone Tax Regs. The only issues before us are whether PRT
paid by Exxon is to be treated as a tax (as opposed to paynent
for specific econom c benefits) and whether the predonm nant
character of PRT may be regarded as an incone tax in the U S

sense and thereby as satisfying the net inconme test.?

PRT and Conpensation for Specific Econonic Benefits

The evidence in these cases establishes that PRT paid by
Exxon does not constitute conpensation in exchange for |icense
rights or other specific economc benefits received by Exxon.
Upon enactnent of PRT and upon or in exchange for paynent of PRT,
Exxon was granted no additional rights, under its |icenses or

otherwise, with respect to North Sea petrol eumresources.

8 O the total £3.2 billion in PRT that Exxon paid for 1983

t hrough 1988 respondent would all ow approximately £1.2 billion
as creditable taxes for U S. tax purposes under the United

Stat es-United Kingdom I nconme Tax Treaty, Dec. 31, 1975, 31 U S. T.
5668 (U.S./U K Tax Treaty). Respondent contends that the £2
mllion bal ance does not qualify under secs. 901 or 903 for
credit agai nst Exxon’s Federal inconme tax liability. Neither
party herein nmakes any argunent that what anount of PRT is or is
not creditable under the U S./U K Tax Treaty is in any way
relevant to the issue addressed in this Opinion (nanely, the
anmount, if any, of PRT that is creditable under the provisions of
secs. 901 or 903). |If the issue hereinis resolved in favor of
respondent, the parties have reserved for subsequent resol ution
the question as to the appropriate anount of PRT that woul d be
creditabl e under the U S./U K Tax Treaty.
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Exxon’s rights to explore for, devel op, and exploit petrol eum
resources in the North Sea during the years in issue arose from
and were dependent upon |icenses Exxon obtained fromthe United
Kingdomin prior years (before PRT was enacted) and on Exxon’'s
paynment to the United Kingdomof |icense fees and royalties due
under those |icenses.

The United Kingdoms purpose in enacting PRT in 1975 was to
take advantage of rising oil prices and to ensure that the United
Ki ngdom real i ze an appropriate share of excess profits to be
realized by Exxon and by other oil and gas conpanies from
exploitation of petroleumresources in the North Sea under the
licences granted to them

Li cense fees owed and paid by Exxon under terns of the
di scretionary licenses (consisting of the up-front fees, annual
fees, and 12% percent royalties) represented substantial and
reasonabl e conpensation to the United Kingdomfor the |icenses.
As indicated, through 1992 the oil and gas conpanies have paid to
the U K CGovernnent nore than £16 billion in royalties alone in
connection with the North Sea |icenses.

Under its sovereign taxing power, the United Kingdom
intended to and did i npose PRT as a tax, not as paynent for
specific econom c benefits. Respondent stipulates that PRT was
not negotiated but was inposed unilaterally, as a conpul sory

paynment, and that PRT was enacted and is adm nistered as a tax



- 28 -
under U. K law -- all characteristics of taxes, not of paynents
for specific economc benefits.

The parties herein rely heavily on expert w tnesses -- from
the petroleumindustry, fromthe U K Governnent, and from | egal
tax, accounting, and econom c professions — as to the character
of PRT as a tax or as paynent for specific econom c benefits.

The basis of the opinions rendered by respondent’s econonic
experts seens to be that, in hindsight, oil conpanies “got a good
deal” when they entered into North Sea |license agreenents, that
the licenses turned out to be nore val uabl e than anyone
anticipated at the tine the licenses were issued, and therefore
that the oil conpanies “probably felt there was an inplicit
contract” to pay sone type of additional charges, and that these
addi tional charges (whatever they nay be called, however they are
adm ni stered, and regardless of their features) should be
regarded as what respondent’s expert witnesses refer to as
“economc rent” (i.e., as deferred paynents in exchange for the
licenses granted in earlier years to the oil conpanies) and not
as taxes.

Respondent’ s experts overenphasi ze the fact that North Sea
i censes issued by the United Kingdomto the oil and gas
conpanies in the late 1960's and in the 1970's were issued
| argely without an auction system As we have found, throughout

the world nost countries traditionally have not relied on auction
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systens to issue licenses for the right to exploit petrol eum
resour ces.

In considering North Sea |icenses Exxon recei ved and under
which it operated in the North Sea, respondent’s experts fail to
recogni ze and to give proper weight to the significant
uncertainties, risks, and investnment commtnents associated with
oil and gas exploration and production in the North Sea that, at
the tine the licenses were issued to Exxon, were associated with
the licenses -- risks that insufficient oil and gas deposits in
the North Sea woul d be found, that petrol eumresources that m ght
be di scovered would not be comrercially recoverable, and that the
| arge investnents required to explore for oil and gas and to
operate in the North Sea would be | ost.

Respondent’ s experts speculate that in |ight of increased
oil prices inthe late 1970's and early 1980's, the United
Ki ngdom coul d have set the |license fees higher and obtai ned
hi gher revenues under the North Sea |licenses. That, however, is
not the proper inquiry. W are not particularly concerned with
specul ati on, about whether in retrospect the United Ki ngdom
extracted all the revenues it could have fromoil conpani es under
the licenses. Rather, as Exxon’s w tnesses enphasi ze, the proper
focus is whether PRT was inposed and paid “in exchange for” North
Sea license rights. This is the focus of the regul ati ons under

section 901 and that focus is to be mai ntained here. See
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sec. 1.901-2(a)(2), Incone Tax Regs; see also Phillips Petrol eum

Co. v. Conmm ssioner, 104 T.C 256, 297 (1995).

In Phillips Petroleum Co., we held that Norway’'s Special Tax

on oil and gas activity in the Norwegian sector of the North Sea
constituted, for U S. Federal incone tax purposes, a creditable
tax under section 901. Norway's Special Tax is simlar in a
nunber of significant respects to PRT.

Under tenporary Treasury regul ations applicable to the years

involved in Phillips Petroleum Co., Norway’'s Special Tax was to

be treated as a tax as long as “no significant part of the charge
[ represents] conpensation for the specific econom c benefit
received”. See sec. 4.901-2(b)(2)(iii), Tenporary |Incone Tax
Regs., 45 Fed. Reg. 75649 (Nov. 17, 1980), as applicable to 1979

to 1982. Applying that test, we held in Phillips Petrol eum

Co. v. Conm ssioner, supra at 289-297, that Norway’'s Special Tax

constituted a tax and not paynent for specific econom c benefits.
The Norway Special Tax was enacted in 1975 and was i nposed
on oil and gas conpani es operating under discretionary |icenses
granted by Norway requiring paynent of initial fees, annual fees,
and 10-percent royalties. W concluded that by paynent of the
Special Tax the oil and gas conpani es were not granted additi onal
rights under their licenses, that the fees and royalties paid
under the licenses represented substantial conpensation for such

| icenses, that the Special Tax constituted a tax and not an
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additional royalty, and that the purpose of the Special Tax was
to i npose taxes on excess and unexpected profits, not to inpose
addi tional charges on oil conpanies for rights to extract oil,
and therefore that the Special Tax constituted a tax, not a |evy
i n exchange for specific economc benefits. In Phillips

Petrol eum Co. v. Conm ssioner, supra at 295, we expl ai ned:

The word “tax” in [the U S ] * * * is generally
understood to nmean an involuntary charge inposed by

| egi sl ative authority for public purposes. It is
exclusively of statutory origin. Tax burdens and
contractual liabilities are very different things. A
tax i s conmpul sory, an exaction of sovereignty rather

t han sonet hing derived by agreenent. A tax is a
revenue-raising |levy inposed by a governnental unit.
It is arequired contribution to the governnent al
revenue without option to pay. A royalty refers to a
share of the product or profit reserved by an owner for
permtting another to use a property. [Ctations
omtted.]

In Phillips Petroleum Co., we then concluded that the

Nor wegi an Speci al Tax was enact ed:

to take advantage of a new profit situation created by
surging oil prices, and to receive a | arger share of what
Norway saw as extraordinarily high and unforeseen profits
generated from Norwegi an resources, and at the sane tine to
al I ow petrol eum conpanies to earn a reasonable profit. [ld.
at 292.]

Phillips Petroleum Co. v. Comnm ssioner, supra, supports our

finding and conclusion herein that PRT is not to be regarded as
paynment in exchange for specific econom c benefits Exxon received

under its North Sea |icenses.
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All of the PRT the character of which is in dispute in these
cases was paid by Exxon with respect to oil production from
fields licensed to Exxon before 1975 and before PRT was enact ed.
As one of respondent’s experts acknow edges, Exxon did not
recei ve any special benefits under its |icenses, or otherw se,
for paying PRT, and Exxon in |ater years, as a result of paying
PRT, did not receive any special advantages in obtaining
additional North Sea |icenses.

The credi bl e and persuasi ve evi dence strongly supports and
we conclude that all PRT paid by Exxon for the years in question

constitutes taxes, not paynents for specific economc benefits.

PRT and the Net | ncone Test

The purpose, admnistration, and structure of PRT indicate
that PRT constitutes an incone or excess profits tax in the U S.
sense. The provisions of PRT include in the tax base, with
limted exceptions, incone earned from North Sea-related activity
and permt allowances, reliefs, and exenptions that effectively
conpensate for nondeductibility of certain oil conpany expenses,
particularly interest.

Al t hough a deduction is not allowed for interest expense
related to North Sea operations, uplift, oil, safeguard, and
tariff receipts all owances provide sufficient relief to offset
for nonal |l owance of a deduction for interest expense. See sec.

1.901-2(b)(4)(i), Incone Tax Regs. For 1975 through 1988,
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representative industry data indicate that oil conpanies received
uplift allowances alone of £12.4 billion as conpared to North
Sea-related i nterest expense not allowed of £8.6 billion.

Evi dence at trial covering approxi mately 88 percent of total
oil production in the North Sea and 98 percent of total PRT paid
by oil conpanies during 1975 through 1988 shows that speci al
al l omances and reliefs under PRT significantly exceed the anount
of disallowed interest expense for Exxon and other oil conpanies.
These special allowances and reliefs reduce the base of PRT to a
subset of net income representing excess profits and establish
that, in its predom nant character, PRT constitutes and is to be
treated as an incone tax.

Al t hough PRT does not allow a deduction for interest expense
-- certainly a significant expense -- under the speci al
provisions allowed (particularly uplift), the oil conpanies are
provi ded under PRT allowances that effectively conpensate for the
nondeducti bility of interest expense.

As expl ai ned by the Governnent official who on April 10,
1975, first presented for formal |egislative consideration the
proposed Ri ng Fence Tax and PRT to the U K House of Lords, “In
fact, of course, this tax [PRT] represents an excess profits
tax.”

Respondent’s experts assert that uplift provides too “crude”

a substitution for a deduction for interest expense, that PRT
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fails to provide an allowance that “m mcs” interest expense, and
that the relationship of PRT all owances to nonrecoverable
expenses is not sufficiently “predictable”. W reject these

| abel s as nerely argunentative and as without nerit.

We note statenents in respondent’s pretrial brief, in
respondent’s counsel’s opening statenent, and in a nunber of
respondent’ s experts’ reports or testinony that in essence
acknowl edge the “incone” or “profits” nature of PRT. One of
respondent’s experts testified contrary to prior published
statenents he has nmade regarding PRT and its nature as an “excess
profits tax”.

In Texasqulf, Inc. & Subs. v. Comm ssioner, 107 T.C. 51

(1996), affd. 172 F.3d 209 (2d Cr. 1999), we held that the
Ontario Mning Tax (OMI) satisfied the net incone test of the
section 901 reqgulations and constituted a creditable incone tax.
Among ot her things, we relied on industry data show ng that a
speci al processing allowance avail able to taxpayers in conputing
OMI liability adequately conpensated for significant nonal | owed
costs, including interest. The evidence, anong other things,
i ndi cated that the processing allowance, in the aggregate for the
i ndustry, exceeded the anmobunt of significant nondeducti bl e costs.
See id. at 66.

On appeal, the Court of Appeals for the Second G rcuit

focused on how OMI applied to the mning industry as a whole and
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on return-by-return data (rather than on aggregate industry data

on which this Court inits opinion in Texasqulf, Inc. & Subs.,

had focused) and affirmed this Court’s opinion. Noting that only
33 percent of the incone tax returns showed nonrecoverabl e
expenses in excess of the processing allowance and that, of the
income tax returns that reflected OMI liability, only 16 percent
showed nonrecoverabl e expenses that exceeded the processing

al l omance, the Court of Appeals concluded that the taxpayer had
met its burden of proving that under OMI the taxpayer was

ef fectively conpensated for nonrecoverabl e costs.

In its opinion in Texasqulf, Inc. & Subs. v. Conm ssioner,

172 F. 3d at 216, the Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit
expressly noted that, where avail able, quantitative and enpirical
evidence relating to taxpayer and to industry experience in
cal cul ating and paying foreign taxes is appropriate and rel evant
in analyzing the net incone requirement. The Court of Appeals
expl ai ned as foll ows:

t he | anguage of sec. 1.901-2--specifically,

“effectively conpensate” and “approximtes, or is

greater than”--suggests that quantitative enpirica

evi dence may be just as appropriate as qualitative

anal ytic evidence in determ ning whether a foreign tax
neets the net incone requirenent. * * * [|d.

In Texasqulf, Inc. & Subs. v. Comm ssioner, 107 T.C. at 64-65,

70, we used simlar |anguage to describe the type of evidence

that nmay be used in evaluating the nature of foreign taxes for
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pur poses of section 901. See also Texasqulf, Inc. v. United

St at es, Fed. d. _ (Cct. 15, 1999).

Credi bl e expert witness testinony, industry data, and ot her
evidence in these cases establish that allowances avail abl e under
PRT effectively and adequately conpensate Exxon for expenses
di sal | oned under PRT and that PRT, in its predom nant character,
constitutes a tax in the nature of an excess profits tax (i.e.,
an inconme tax) in the U S. sense.

Respondent contends that Exxon’s industry data is biased in
favor of large oil and gas conpanies |ike Exxon and that a
conpany- by-conpany analysis indicates that a majority of the
conpani es operating in the North Sea for a magjority of years did
not have uplift allowance greater than or equal to nonrecoverable
i nterest expense. As Exxon points out, however, respondent’s
approach ignores the fact that PRT was designed to tax excess
profits fromNorth Sea oil and gas production which generally
were earned by major oil and gas conpani es whi ch owned the
| argest and nost profitable fields in the North Sea. Through
1988, approximately 75 percent of PRT was paid by only five major
conpanies. Small conpanies with |icenses for marginal fields,
because of the special allowances, typically owe no PRT, and for
conpani es which owe no PRT it is irrelevant whether uplift is
adequate to offset nonall owed interest expense. Through 1988, 34

of the 79 oil conpanies included in the studies paid no PRT.
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We agree with Exxon that if a company-by-conpany approach is
used to analyze the effect of uplift and other all owances, sone
particul ar focus should be given to those conpani es which earn
excess profits fromNorth Sea oil production and which pay PRT.
This is the type of enpirical and particular industry data that
woul d seem particularly relevant. O the 45 conpani es which
t hrough 1988 paid approximately 98 percent of total PRT paid to
the United Kingdom 34 conpanies or 76 percent (and accounting
for 91 percent of total PRT paid through 1988) had uplift
al l omance in excess of nonallowed interest expense. |If the oi
al l omance is factored into the data, 39 of 45 conpanies or 87
percent (and accounting for 94 percent of total PRT paid through
1988) had al | owances i n excess of nonall owed interest expense.

We conclude that PRT constitutes a tax, that the predom nant
character of PRT constitutes an excess profits or incone tax in
the U S. sense, and that PRT paid by Exxon to the United Ki ngdom
for the years in issue is creditable under section 901 agai nst
Exxon’s U.S. Federal incone tax liability.

In light of our resolution of the above issues, we need not
address Exxon’s alternative argunent that PRT qualifies under
section 903 as a creditable tax in lieu of an incone tax.

To reflect the foregoing,

Decisions will be entered

under Rul e 155.
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APPENDI

X

PRT Paid by Exxon and Conparison of Exxon’'s

PRT Speci al

Al l owances to its Ring Fence
| nt erest Expense (1975-1988) (in U. K. Pounds)

Saf eguar d Nonal | owed
Tariff Al | owance Ri ng Fence
PRT Paid By Uplift al Recei pts Saf eguar d Deducti on Tot al I nterest
Year Exxon Al | owance Al | owance Al | owance Al | owance Equi val ent Al | owances Expense
1975 0 8, 959, 359 0 0 0 0 8, 959, 359 1, 533, 000
1976 0] 105,625,116 0 0 0 0 105, 625, 116 8, 628, 000
1977 0 5, 867,192 21, 360, 737 0 0 0 27,227,929| 46,008, 000
1978 16, 078 58, 511, 216 23,173, 022 0 0 0 81, 684, 238] 56, 960, 000
1979 17,837 133,451,025 12, 682, 868 0 0 0 146, 133, 893| 116, 828, 000
1980 20, 510, 300] 449, 294, 439 33, 021, 404 0 0 0| 482,315,843| 164, 140, 000
1981 100, 458, 130] 168, 296, 228 42,728, 040 0 0 0 211, 024, 268| 139, 546, 000
1982 119, 239, 356] 544,618, 089 50, 992, 174 1,105, 951 0 0| 596,716, 214| 107, 783, 000
1983 423,014, 556 70, 420, 726 88, 959, 862 3, 456, 109 118, 415, 934 157, 887,912| 320,724,609| 22,397,000
1984 965, 101, 175] 144, 402, 403| 136, 924, 700| 13, 149, 141 252, 148, 968 336, 198, 624 630, 674, 868 7,246, 000
1985 984, 865, 434 27,666, 094| 166, 966, 203| 23,309, 676 318, 580, 059 424,773, 412 642,715, 385| 10, 065, 000
1986 194, 654, 714 16, 913, 408 67,417,623| 32,668, 303 414,997, 698 553, 330, 264 670, 329, 598| 67, 244,000
1987 321,598, 479 24,183, 485 72,943,737| 30,801, 424 415, 223, 138 553, 630, 851 681, 559, 497| 84, 374, 000
1988 371, 670, 157 22,900, 846 58,943,277 31, 344,050 115, 289, 728 153, 719, 637 266,907, 810| 98, 351, 000
Total s 3,501, 146, 216| 1, 781, 109, 626 776, 113, 647] 135, 834, 654 |1, 634, 655, 525 2,179, 540, 700| 4, 872, 598, 627 931, 103, 000
PRT Paid by 34 Conpani es and Conpari son of
Conpani es’ PRT Special Allowances to their Ring
Fence Interest Expense (1975-1988) (in U. K. Pounds)
Saf eguar d Nonal | owed
Tariff Al | owance Ri ng Fence
PRT Pai d By Uplift al Recei pts Saf eguar d Deducti on Tot al I nterest
Year |34 Conpanies Al | owance Al | owance Al | owance Al | owance Equi val ent Al | owances Expense
1975 0 549, 645, 555 13, 959 0 0 0] 549,659,514 66, 542, 527
1976 0 551, 570, 154 33,419 0 0 0] 551,603,573] 285,303,726
1977 0 371,995, 678 97, 374, 963 0 0 0] 469,370,641 441, 409, 166
1978 430, 689, 327] 1, 699, 237, 659 153, 852, 120 0 0 0] 1, 853,089, 779]| 461, 981, 340
1979 1, 156, 589, 715 551,928, 097 105, 214, 447 0 0 0] 657,142,544 704,165, 739
1980 2,197, 291, 915] 1, 366, 859, 351] 328, 456, 501 0 0 0] 1, 695, 315, 852| 863, 608, 555
1981 2,396, 943, 312 1, 435, 689, 699] 519, 913, 143 0 18, 948, 155 27,068, 793| 1,982, 671, 635| 841, 824, 111
1982 3,176, 093, 221] 1, 351, 596, 634] 656, 231, 353 8, 960, 856 231, 062, 739] 330, 089, 627] 2, 346, 878, 470| 824,298, 172
1983 5,572,524, 246] 1, 490, 033, 648] 851, 539, 832| 33, 884, 463 644,892, 193] 859, 856, 257] 3, 235, 314, 200| 767, 424, 949
1984 6, 369, 523, 079 981, 248, 452| 1, 186, 636, 787 60, 199, 128 669, 948, 021] 893, 264, 028] 3, 121, 348, 395| 832, 922, 625
1985 5, 760, 629, 333]| 1, 054, 005, 842| 1, 337, 372, 027 135, 511, 998 733,604, 214 978, 138, 952] 3, 505, 028, 819| 708, 244, 278
1986 1, 366, 854, 617 347,209, 776] 685, 332, 228| 128, 623, 314] 1, 272, 258, 531] 1, 696, 344, 708| 2, 857, 510, 026| 674, 092, 084
1987 1,912, 894, 346 324,720, 056] 763, 354, 267| 135, 830, 479] 1, 349, 555, 544] 1, 799, 407, 392| 3, 023, 312, 194| 540, 583, 476
1988 1,503, 526, 701 318, 463, 734] 647,660,574 135,573, 763] 586,517,012 782,022, 683| 1, 883, 720, 754| 634, 094, 662
Total s |31, 843, 559, 81212, 394, 204, 335] 7, 332, 985, 620| 638, 584, 001| 5, 506, 786, 409] 7, 366, 192, 440|27, 731, 966, 39|8, 646, 495, 410




