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Norway’s Tax Commissioner and
the new chair of the OECD’s
Forum on Tax Administration

A discussion with
the Hans Christian
Holte



Talking to the world’s tax administrator: a discussion with Hans Christian Holte,
Director General of the Norwegian Tax Administration and the new Chair of the
OECD’s Forum on Tax Administration
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omething I continue to take great pleasure from in my role is the opportunity it gives me to
meet and talk to the people who shape the world of tax. This group — tax policymakers,
standard setters, regulators and tax commissioners — work on the very leading edge of anS

industry that is undergoing dramatic change and reform. Whilst I did not enter the world of tax
because I thought it was going to set the world on fire, it has become one of the most interesting
sectors to work in, delivering an added bonus.

Hans Christian Holte stands squarely in the middle of this group of leaders; indeed, his near-200cm
(6 foot 6) frame almost guarantees that he is a highly noticeable presence. Holte, 53, is both the
Norwegian Tax Commissioner and the new Chair of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development’s (OECD) 50-jurisdiction Forum on Tax Administration (FTA). The FTA group includes
OECD and non-OECD countries and is the subsidiary body of the OECD that encourages tax authority
leaders to come together and cooperate and collaborate around ideas that they hope will improve
the administration of tax for both government and taxpayers alike.

Game-changer

The stunning historic architecture of Oslo’s old town belies just how
innovative and forward-thinking is this nation of more than 5
million people. It is this desire to move forward that has, in part,
cemented a high level of trust between taxpayers and the
Norwegian Tax Administration (Skatteetaten).

Interviewed by
Chris Sanger
EY Global Tax Policy Leader



“In general, I feel that the relationship between the tax
administration and Norway’s business community is in good
shape,” says Holte. “That has to do with what is vital for all
tax administrations — the general level of trust and legitimacy
that we enjoy as a tax authority. This is driven by several
aspects; the first is to do with the high level of trust that
exists in Norwegian society when it comes to public
authorities generally. The second comes back to the journey
that we have been on for several decades to simplify tax
administration through things such as providing a pre-filled
tax return to the common citizen. That was a game-changer in
my mind. So we have a good basis in society in general.”

I asked, “Does that change the way in which tax disputes play
out?” “Well, it doesn’t mean that everything is idyllic when it
comes to the relationship between the tax authority and
business. We still have our heated discussions and disputes.
But we do that off a strong foundation of trust.” That is a
useful point for all tax administrations to consider.

Come together

While Holte’s views on administering the Norwegian tax
regime are fascinating in their own right (he has been
Norway’s Tax Commissioner since 2013, joining that agency
after five years as Director of Norway’s Agency for Public
Management and eGovernment), it was his views on how tax
administrations work together under the FTA that were of
equal interest to me during our conversation.

Almost a decade ago, EY colleagues and I wrote in an
whitepaper Tax administration without borders that “tax
administrations are increasingly recognizing that the ability to
look at international transactions and global businesses
through a ‘multilateral lens’ is far more effective than only
understanding and seeing their national view. Increased
cooperation has been made possible by the many
international groups and forums dedicated to helping tax
authorities share more information and knowledge — about
processes as well as taxpayers — to improve compliance and
curb abuses.”

In that same publication, then-Australian Taxation Office
(ATO) Commissioner Michael D’Ascenzo noted that “the level
of cooperation among the more mature tax administrations is
very high at the moment. And, it is very high at a personal
level as well as at an organization level, and that really makes
it a little easier to get things done.”

The FTA, which also comprises a number of specialist
networks, including the Joint International Taskforce on
Shared Intelligence and Collaboration (JITSIC) dates back in
its various iterations, in fact, to 2002. And while it has been

almost a decade since D’Ascenzo’s words, it is clear to see
that many factors — the “fair share” debate, the new era of
tax and financial transparency and the advent of the BEPS
initiative — have all led to an increase in not only the number
of countries engaged in FTA work, but how widely and deeply
the group cooperates.

In fact, even the last few (i.e., post-BEPS) years have led to an
acceleration in the closeness of FTA members and their
willingness to share their leading practices and experiences. I
say this from personal experience; I have been fortunate to
have a first-hand view of what it is to participate in the FTA,
as EY has been involved in helping the FTA’s Digital
Transformation subgroup. A relatively new group within the
FTA, while attending these sessions I have seen a dramatic
shift in the way tax leaders connect with one another after
just three years — from tentative nods and hellos in the early
days, to passionate, heads-down over a piece of paper or
whiteboard, sharing of their learnings on artificial intelligence,
advanced analytics and blockchain at the most recent meeting
I attended.

“Today, the FTA has a membership of 50 advanced and
emerging tax administrations,” Holte says. “We collaborate
together on various ongoing projects and through
communities of interest, which currently include studying the
shadow economy, looking at behavioral insights, digital
transformation, data analytics and risk management. We also
cooperate via a number of what we call ‘enduring programs,’
which include JITSIC, the Large Business and International
Programme, The Tax Debt Management network and the
Capacity Building network. All of these are grouped under
three broad pillars – supporting the international agenda,
improving compliance and future tax administration.”

As I noted earlier, my early (very early) morning journey to
Oslo was taken up with, once email was done, reviewing our
agreed interview questions and reading through some of the
interviews EY has conducted recently with Holte’s peers. One
that particularly caught my eye was a November 2017 EY
interview with the ATO’s Deputy Commissioner, Jeremy
Hirschhorn. “At the parliamentary level, governments are
much more interested, when it comes to tax, in the big
headline elements, the broad brush,” said Hirschhorn.
“They’re interested in rate and mix, they’re interested in the
BEPS program, international moves, to doing things that are
solving a problem.” I wondered how that focus on the big
ticket items would affect the tax administrators that work
together under the FTA. Does it mean that the role of tax
administration is actually becoming equal, if not more
important than the setting of policy in the first place?
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1http://www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Tax_administration_without_borders_November_2009/$FILE/Tax_administration_without_borders.pdf.
2Shining Light on the Shadow Economy: Opportunity and Threats, a 2017 OECD report that can be accessed at http://www.oecd.org/tax/crime/shining-light-
on-the-shadow-economy-opportunities-and-threats.pdf.
3An interview with Jeremy Hirschhorn, Deputy Commissioner - Australian Taxation Office – ey.com, November 2017: ey.com/gl/en/services/tax/ey-an-
interview-with-jeremy-hirschhorn.



“The FTA focus, like that of most national tax
administrations,” says Holte, “is on implementation rather
than policy, although it will provide important feedback and
input to the policymaking process, too. We are now entering
the implementation period for BEPS, at a time that digital
transformation is occurring at an accelerating pace on all
sides. So the spotlight is falling onto tax administrations,
questioning how they can simultaneously enhance
compliance, tackle tax crime, reduce the administrative
burden on taxpayers and support economic growth through
effective implementation, internal change and engagement
with taxpayers.”

That engagement with taxpayers, says Holte, is a particularly
important strand in any tax administrator’s tactics. “We need
an open dialogue, mutual understanding and two-way flows
of information. Jointly, FTA members collect around 8.5
trillion euros each year. So even small changes in compliance
and reductions in administrative burden can have significant
economic and societal impacts.”

We’re in a paradigm shift, right now

That mention of digital transformation highlighted an area of
our interview that I was particularly looking forward to.

As a national tax administration, Norway has long been at
the forefront of technology developments and was one of the
pioneering Nordic countries to first introduce the concept of
pre-populated tax returns. Preparing for our session at
Skatteetaten’s colorfully decorated management offices on
the outskirts of Oslo, I had been reading my preparation
materials, which included a set of poll results from a recent
EY webcast that detailed how more than 2,000 of our clients
are experiencing revenue authorities’ digitalization.
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The inside track

Hans Christian Holte lives in Oslo with his wife, three
children and cat, Josefine. When time permits, he is a
keen guitar player and confesses to a dependency on
music in general. He supplements his love of music with a
similar attention to licorice and strong coffee. In many
ways, he describes himself as a typical Norwegian: he
loves cross-country skiing and hiking in the mountains,
and enjoys trout and salmon fishing in the rivers of
Norway.

4 “I am very proud to have become Chair of the FTA at this pivotal time,” Holte told me at the end of our discussion. “And while I can talk
about the FTA work program, which is ambitious and challenging, I should make it clear that the opinions I express are, of course, my own,
and not those of the OECD itself.”

Seventy-three percent of survey respondents have seen an
increase in digital data submission requirements over the
course of the last three years. That is not surprising; but
what did surprise me, however, is that 83% said they have
“partial” or “no” awareness of the tests that countries are
running over their submitted data.

I was therefore keen to hear Holte’s (himself a regular user
of Twitter: @HCHolte) views on whether corporate
taxpayers should expect a slow-but-steady progression of
changes around the world, or more of a disruptive, seismic
paradigm shift to full digitalization and corporate systems
“talking” directly to those of the tax authority.

Video: Watch Holte talk about the paradigm
shift in digital tax administration.

bit.ly/2r0jWGs

“I think we’re actually right in that paradigm shift right
now,” he immediately confirmed. “I think it’s happening
already, and it has significant implications at both national
and international levels. There are different speeds at which
different tax administrations are moving through this shift,
but I think what we see in general, and what we maybe see
in some of the most advanced tax administrations, is that
we are really becoming truly digital. We clearly started this
journey with personal taxpayers. I think the next wave will
be the business side. That’s also a very interesting journey,
because we have all the systems taking care of accounting,
for example, inside the business, and we have the traditional
way of reporting to paper-based schemes to the tax
authorities. But we’re moving away from that model. It’s
moving away today, and within the next 10 years I think it
will be replaced by what could be quite digital channels of
information, going from the accounting systems directly to
the tax authorities via digital channels.”

“Could this scenario provide a win-win for both tax
administrations and for businesses?” I asked.

“If we do this properly, I think we could balance both
efficiency and simplicity, and also take care of data
protection and privacy issues,” he agreed. “I think we have to
have all those kinds of issues in our heads when we design
these solutions, but I think they're a great potential for
actually making this happen in a way that both increases
compliance and also makes the, you could call it the
administrative burden on the business side less, and also
actually it makes tax certainty a more real thing.”



“I think we’re actually right in that [digital] paradigm shift
right now.  I think it’s happening already, and it has
significant implications at both national and international
levels.”

That administrative burden on business was one area that I
try and include into every interview with every tax official. I
have always personally viewed the move to fully digital tax
administration with hope, but also concern about how
taxpayers will fare on the journey. Just the previous day, we
had agreed internally at EY to invest a significant additional
amount of time and resources on doing more to track digital
tax developments – across both the policy and administrative
dimensions – in far more detail, and across a range of more
than 60 countries.

On the administrative side, we are seeing a number of
countries adopting Standard Audit File for Tax (SAF-T)
requirements including, recently, Poland and Norway, with
the Netherlands also known to be looking at new obligations
in this area. As much as tax authority leaders hope that
digitalization will eventually reduce the overall compliance
burden, clients continue to tell us that the exact
requirements they must meet in each country are wildly
different, not to mention rapidly changing. “Is there a role
here for the FTA to play, in terms of driving for more
consistency between nations’ requirements?” I asked.

“The introduction of SAF-T was designed to standardize the
production and reporting of accounting information, making
the taxpayer’s data available for further analysis and
reconciliation,” says Holte. “Internationally, though, there
are relatively large differences between countries’ tax
systems and how they are administered.

Now, the new FTA Community of Interest on Digital
Transformation will set its own agenda and will, I am sure,
focus on all taxpayer segments, including large businesses. I
think that the work being undertaken in the FTA on the
International Compliance Assurance Programme (ICAP), risk
assessments and joint audits in particular has an important
role to play here in terms identifying different approaches
and the reasons behind them. Over time, we may be able to
identify a single set of information which can be provided by
multinational companies globally. Whether that means we
will look again at SAF-T or whether tax administrations may
better align with the evolving systems used by business is
also something to consider further.”

Addressing uncertainty

Reduction in administrative burden suffered by taxpayers is
welcome. But against a backdrop of global change and
reform, increased transparency and more aggressive scrutiny
of taxpayers, another similar theme has risen to the top of the
agenda of the OECD and other bodies supporting the tax
community: tax uncertainty.

In that regard, my discussion with Holte — about midway
between the release of the IMF/OECD report to G20 leaders
on tax certainty, and the starting gun sounding for the
automatic exchange of Country-by-Country (CbC) reports to
begin between tax authorities — came at an opportune time.
On CbC, the OECD says that more than 1,400 exchange
relationships have been activated; as a result, virtually every
client I talk to brings up the question of whether the exchange
of CbC reports will drive more incoming inquiries and,
ultimately, tax disputes. “How do you expect tax
administrations will approach the use of CbC reports?” I
asked. “Do you foresee a distinct uptick in controversy, or do
you instead expect this to build up slowly, over time?”

“CbC reports represent an unprecedented opportunity for tax
authorities to use information on the global activities of a
multinational group in conducting their risk assessment,” says
Holte. Given this opportunity, and the significant investment
by countries and by business to introduce and comply with
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CbC reporting, it is vitally important that tax authorities do
use CbC reports effectively for the assessment of transfer
pricing and other BEPS-related risks.”

“Exactly how do you anticipate them using these reports?” I
asked. “A good pointer in my mind is the Country-by-Country
Reporting: Handbook on Effective Tax Risk Assessment that
we, the FTA, released in 2017,” he responded. “It provides
guidance to tax authorities, identifies the types of risk
indicators that they may be able to detect and also talks
about some of the challenges that will be faced by revenue
authorities, such as dealing with false positives,” says Holte.

That handbook, which contains information on 19 tests that
any given tax authority may well run on the data, is clearly
something that businesses should look at incorporating into
their own pre-submission reports. But there will still be
questions. I asked if he expected a slow and measured
approach to scrutiny, or real “fireworks”?

“Questions will arise that will need to be answered,” he
confirmed. “Exactly how many questions and on which issues
will depend in part on how a company has completed its
report. Table 3 (of the CbC report) provides an opportunity
for groups to provide additional information and clarity, and
we would encourage groups to use this to the fullest extent
possible, particularly where elements of their report may be
unclear. The extent to which these questions will lead to
more inquiries and examinations is something we will have to
wait and see,” says Holte. “Yes, there will be cases where a
CbC report reveals a possible risk. But I should note that
there are strict protections to ensure that the information
contained in CbC reports is used for the risk assessment of
multinationals and not the tax assessment of this group. The
OECD has issued guidance on the approaches that tax
authorities must follow to ensure they use CbC reports
appropriately.”

CbCR reporting is not the only potential source of
uncertainty facing taxpayers in 2018, of course; far from it.
With the OECD’s Multilateral Instrument (MLI) entering into
force the day after the 30 June 2018 start of CbC report
exchange (a coincidence) taxpayers will have another source
of uncertainty to address — the advent of a new, untested
and arguably highly subjective Principal Purpose Test (PPT).
This new test will allow tax authorities to disallow any
structure or transaction “if it is reasonable to conclude,
having regard to all relevant facts and circumstances, that
obtaining that benefit was one of the principal purposes of
any arrangement or transaction that resulted directly or
indirectly in that benefit.”

As background, the vast majority of tax treaties follow the
Model Tax Convention (MTC) developed by the OECD more
than 50 years ago. The MTC — and, as a result, most tax
treaties — did not contain a General Anti-Avoidance Rule
(GAAR) that tax authorities could apply to effectively disallow
an entitlement.

This situation fundamentally changes following the BEPS
project, where more than 110 jurisdictions have committed to
implement a minimum standard on tax treaty abuse. They are
doing so through the inclusion of anti-abuse provisions,
including the PPT, that are specifically defined in the final
BEPS Action 6 Report, Preventing the Granting of Treaty
Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances, into their bilateral
tax treaties.

Given the wording of the test, the PPT looks very subjective in
nature. Consequently, there will likely be significant
uncertainty and differences in interpretation and application
of the PPT among different tax authorities. Furthermore the
PPT may potentially be limited by local country case law or
legislation, such as for instance, the EU Cadbury Schweppes
case law.

5 OECD publishes two handbooks on Country-by-Country reporting: EY Global Tax Alert, 3 October 2017, ey.com:
ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/OECD_publishes_two_handbooks_on_Country-by-Country_reporting/$FILE/2017G_05389-
171Gbl_OECD%20publishes%20two%20handbooks%20on%20Country-by-Country%20reporting.pdf
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Countries are already including the PPT in their tax treaties.
In fact, more than 1,200 tax treaties are already scheduled
to incorporate the PPT as a result of countries signing the
MLI, and with the number of signatories expected to increase
from 80 to around 100 jurisdictions soon, more than 2,000
out of a total global stock of around 3,000 treaties currently
in force globally will include the test.

So, I asked Holte, “Are our clients right to be concerned that
the majority of countries adopting and using a PPT will not
have the experience of managing such a test?”

“I think we should start with the rationale for a PPT, which is
an important tool to help improve fairness in the
international tax system,” says Holte, demonstrating the
polished approach to answering difficult questions that
comes from many years at high levels of government.

“It has been clear over the last decade or so that we have
seen many instances of complex structures and transactions
by multinational groups primarily designed for the purpose of
minimizing tax, often to zero, rather than for what the public
— the ultimate guardians of the tax system — would consider
to be legitimate business reasons. The introduction of the
PPT is a direct response, and we hope it will improve the
ability of tax administrations to achieve fair outcomes and,
hopefully, change the aggressive behaviors of some
companies and their advisors.”

“A PPT inevitably introduces a degree of uncertainty,
since it is intended to do what more detailed anti-
avoidance rules cannot achieve by taking a broader
purposive approach.”

“But does it indeed create uncertainty?” I asked. “In order to
work effectively, a PPT inevitably introduces a degree of
uncertainty, since it is intended to do what more detailed anti-
avoidance rules cannot achieve by taking a broader purposive
approach. Care has been taken, however, to minimize the
uncertainty while achieving that purpose,” says Holte. “A
common, international standard on the PPT in the OECD
Model Tax Convention, with common guidance in the
commentaries, along with an updated preamble should, in my
view, lead to a more consistent international approach to
dealing with tax treaty abuse. But, as with many aspects of
BEPS, it is up to taxpayers and their advisors to reflect on
exactly where the appropriate boundaries of tax planning lie
against the backdrop of what BEPS is trying to achieve —
namely that tax is paid where substantive economic activity
takes place.”

Is multilateral assurance the way of the future?

Creating uncertainty is one thing. Reducing it is quite another.

Almost coinciding with Holte’s picking up of the FTA reins
comes the piloting of the new ICAP program that he
mentioned earlier in our discussion.

ICAP has been designed and is supported on an ongoing basis
by the OECD. The ICAP pilot started in January 2018 and will
last around 18 months. It involves eight jurisdictions —
Australia, Canada, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Spain, the
UK and the US, with two others, France and Germany,
participating in observer roles.

Under ICAP, a group of countries — not always the full eight —
will work with the taxpayer to review a package of relevant
documentation, including the taxpayer's CbC reports, and, if
all is well, the company will receive assurance that they will
not receive further compliance interventions from the
covered tax administrations for a period of two years — at
least, not driven by their CbC reports, assuming such reports
do not change materially.

Any issues that cannot be agreed via ICAP (and therefore
require further attention) will be handled outside of ICAP, via
processes such as advance pricing agreements (APAs) or,
when deemed necessary, a tax audit.

Expanding ICAP’s scope and coverage may present future
challenges for the OECD. “What, then, do you think ICAP
might look like in three years’ time?” I asked.
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“These are early days,” he grinned, being careful to not raise
expectations or promise to deliver any miracles. “We’ve
observed a good energy from both tax administrators and
the pilot companies involved. It’s premature to speculate
where we might be in three years’ time. There are clear
challenges around how tax administrations and taxpayers
manage the right level of resource if ICAP is rolled out more
widely – always on a voluntary basis, I might add. But as we
progress, it is likely that we will identify ways we can
standardize the provision of information and streamline
processes – including making more of virtual interactions.”

Transitioning to a post-BEPS world

ICAP represents a novel and innovative approach to trying to
develop more tax certainty. Although joint or simultaneous
audits (and multilateral APAs, despite their limited number)
are arguably multilateral in nature, ICAP is the first formal,
highly visible, multi-country tax certainty program to be
launched.

One of its stated objectives is to deliver taxpayers with
higher levels of certainty and assurance. Another is to
encourage taxpayers to change their behavior over time,
transitioning more smoothly to a “post-BEPS” world.

In a similar vein, I have had a number of conversations with
clients in recent months during which they have queried
whether the FTA could develop a similar (but different)
multilateral program that might help a taxpayer move from
pre- to post-BEPS structures more effectively. This could be
via pre-clearing particular structures or transactional
approaches, for example. “Is that something that the FTA
might look at as a future best practice?” I asked.

“This is something that we are gradually moving toward,”
says Holte. “We should not underestimate, however, the
amount of devil there is in the detail, and the limits of pre-
clearance on something like business models overall, versus
something much more empirical like an APA. That said, it
should be possible over time to be clearer on what the
characteristics are that allow tax administrators, either
individual or collectively, to categorize multinationals as
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lower risk. This would not only help multinationals in setting
their own risk parameters, but also help focus the work of tax
administrations on areas of higher risk and reducing tax
uncertainty.”

Final thoughts

Hans Christian Holte is a generous and fastidiously polite
man. At the end of our 90-minute conversation, I asked
whether he had any other messages he would like to
communicate to EY’s clients.

“These are indeed exciting times in the tax world,” he
confirmed. “Giant steps forward have been made in tax
transparency after the global financial crisis a decade ago.
Well-designed tax rules, international agreements and new
communication technologies are all essential means. But all
means and tools must be applied by skilled and competent
administrators if the system is to work as intended. New
agreements that oblige automatic sharing of vast amounts of
taxpayer information will provide new opportunities to arrive
at correct results. At the same time, tax authorities have to
live up to their responsibilities to protect taxpayer
information. So it’s a two-way street, in almost all cases. It
always has been, but the world is definitely getting more
complex. So I would encourage taxpayers to keep the lines of
communication open, and to keep the dialog going. These are
new days for all of us.”



Your notes

www.ey.com/TPC
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Tax Controversy Rajan Vora rajan.vora@in.ey.com +91 22 619 20440
Indonesia Tax Policy and Controversy Yudie Paimanta yudie.paimanta@id.ey.com +62 21 5289 5585
Ireland Tax Policy and Controversy Kevin McLoughlin kevin.mcloughlin@ie.ey.com +353 1 2212 478
Israel Tax Policy Arie Pundak arie.pundak@il.ey.com +972 3 568 7115

Tax Controversy Gilad Shoval gilad.shoval@il.ey.com +972 3 623 2796
Italy Tax Policy Giacomo Albano giacomo.albano@it.ey.com +39 0685567338

Tax Controversy Maria Antonietta Biscozzi maria-
antonietta.biscozzi@it.ey.com

+39 02 8514312

Japan Tax Policy and Controversy Koichi Sekiya koichi.sekiya@jp.ey.com +81 3 3506 2447
Kazakhstan Tax Policy and Controversy Konstantin Yurchenko konstantin.yurchenko@kz.ey.com +7 495 641 2958
Latvia Tax Policy and Controversy Ilona Butane ilona.butane@lv.ey.com +371 6704 3836
Lithuania Tax Policy and Controversy Kestutis Lisauskas kestutis.lisauskas@lt.ey.com +370 5 274 2252
Luxembourg Tax Policy Marc Schmitz marc.schmitz@lu.ey.com +352 42 124 7352

Tax Controversy John Hames john.hames@lu.ey.com +352 42 124 7256
Malaysia Tax Policy and Controversy Amarjeet Singh amarjeet.singh@my.ey.com +60 3 7495 8383
Malta Tax Policy and Controversy Robert Attard robert.attard@mt.ey.com +356 2134 2134
Mexico Tax Policy Jorge Libreros jorge.libreros@mx.ey.com +52 55 5283 1439

Tax Controversy Enrique Ramirez enrique.ramirez@mx.ey.com +52 55 5283 1367
Middle East Tax Policy and Controversy Balaji Ganesh balaji.ganesh@kw.ey.com +202 27260260
The Netherlands Tax Policy and Controversy Arjo van Eijsden arjo.van.eijsden@nl.ey.com +31 10 406 8506
New Zealand Tax Policy Aaron Quintal aaron.quintal@nz.ey.com +64 9 300 7059

Tax Controversy Kirsty Keating kirsty.keating@nz.ey.com +64 9 300 7073
Nicaragua Tax Policy and Controversy Rafael Sayagués rafael.sayagues@cr.ey.com +506 2208 9880
Norway Tax Policy and Controversy Arild Vestengen arild.vestengen@no.ey.com +47 24 002 592
Panama Tax Policy and Controversy Luis Ocando luis.ocando@pa.ey.com +507 208 0144
Peru Tax Policy and Controversy David de la Torre david.de.la.torre@pe.ey.com +51 1 411 4471
Philippines Tax Policy Wilfredo U. Villanueva wilfredo.u.villanueva@ph.ey.com +63 2 894 8180

Tax Controversy Luis Jose P. Ferrer luis.jose.p.ferrer@ph.ey.com +632 894-8362
Poland Tax Policy Zbigniew Liptak zbigniew.liptak@pl.ey.com +48 22 557 7025

Tax Controversy Agnieszka Talasiewicz agnieszka.talasiewicz@pl.ey.com +48 22 557 72 80
Portugal Tax Policy Carlos Manuel Baptista

Lobo carlos.lobo@pt.ey.com
+351 217 912 000

Tax Controversy Paulo Mendonca paulo.mendonca@pt.ey.com +351 21 791 2045
Puerto Rico Tax Policy and Controversy Rosa Rodriguez-Ramos rosa.rodriguez@ey.com + 1 787 772 7062
Romania Tax Policy and Controversy Emanuel Bancila emanuel.bancila@ro.ey.com +40 21 402 4100
Russia Tax Policy Alexandra Lobova alexandra.lobova@ru.ey.com +7 495 705 9730

Tax Controversy Alexei A. Nesterenko alexei.nesterenko@ru.ey.com +7 495 662 9319
Singapore Tax Policy Russell Aubrey russell.aubrey@sg.ey.com +65 6309 8690

Tax Controversy Siew Moon Sim siew-moon.sim@sg.ey.com +65 6309 8807
Slovak Republic Tax Policy Richard Panek richard.panek@sk.ey.com +421 2 333 39109

Tax Controversy Peter Feiler peter.feiler@sk.ey.com +421 2 333 3915
Slovenia Tax Policy and Controversy Denes Szabo denes.szabo@hr.ey.com +386 31 67 47 80
South Africa Tax Policy Lucia Hlongwane lucia.hlongwane@za.ey.com +27 76 830 4144

Tax Controversy Mmangaliso Nzimande mmangaliso.nzimande@za.ey.com +27 11 772 0900
South Korea Tax Policy and Controversy Dong Chul Kim dong-chul.kim@kr.ey.com +82 2 3770 0903
Spain Tax Policy Javier Seijo Perez javier.seijoperez@es.ey.com +34 91 572 7414

Tax Controversy Maximino Linares maximino.linaresgil@es.ey.com +34 91 572 71 23
Sweden Tax Policy and Controversy Per Holstad per.holstad@se.ey.com +46 8 520 590 00
Switzerland Tax Policy Roger Krapf roger.krapf@ch.ey.com +41 58 286 2125

Tax Controversy Martin Huber martin.huber@ch.ey.com +41 58 286 6120
Taiwan Tax Policy and Controversy ChienHua Yang chienhua.yang@tw.ey.com +886 2 2757 8888
Thailand Tax Policy and Controversy Yupa Wichitkraisorn yupa.wichitkraisorn@th.ey.com +66 2 264 0777
Turkey Tax Policy and Controversy Erdal Calikoglu erdal.calikoglu@tr.ey.com +90 212 408 53 75
Ukraine Tax Policy and Controversy Vladimir Kotenko vladimir.kotemko@ua.ey.com +380 44 490 3006
United Kingdom Tax Policy Chris Sanger csanger@uk.ey.com +44 20 7951 0150

Tax Controversy James Wilson jwilson8@uk.ey.com +44 20 7951 5912
United States Tax Policy Nick Giordano nick.giordano@wc.ey.com +1 202 467 4316

Tax Controversy Heather Maloy heather.maloy@ey.com +1 202 327 7758
Venezuela Tax Policy and Controversy Jose Velazquez jose.a.velazquez@ve.ey.com +58 212 905 6659
Vietnam Tax Policy and Controversy Huong Vu huong.vu@vn.ey.com +84 9 0343 2791
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EY | Assurance | Tax | Transactions | Advisory

About EY
EY is a global leader in assurance, tax, transaction and advisory
services. The insights and quality services we deliver help build trust
and confidence in the capital markets and in economies the world over.
We develop outstanding leaders who team to deliver on our promises to
all of our stakeholders. In so doing, we play a critical role in building a
better working world for our people, for our clients and for our
communities.

EY refers to the global organization, and may refer to one or more, of
the member firms of Ernst & Young Global Limited, each of which is
a separate legal entity. Ernst & Young Global Limited, a UK company
limited by guarantee, does not provide services to clients. For more
information about our organization, please visit ey.com.

EY Tax Policy and Controversy services
Our business tax services are designed to help you meet your
business tax compliance and advisory needs. Our tax professionals
draw on their diverse perspectives and skills to give you seamless
global service in planning, financial accounting, tax compliance and
accounting, and maintaining effective relationships with the tax
authorities. Our talented people, consistent global methodologies and
unwavering commitment to quality service give you all you need to
build the strong compliance and reporting foundations and sustainable
tax strategies that help your business succeed.

© 2018 EYGM Limited.
All Rights Reserved.

EYG no. 02972-183GBL

ED None

This material has been prepared for general informational purposes only and is not intended to
be relied upon as accounting, tax or other professional advice. Please refer to your advisors for
specific advice.

ey.com

The opinions of third parties set out in this publication are not
necessarily the opinions of the global EY organization or its member
firms. Moreover, they should be viewed in the context of the time they
were expressed.
Circular 230 Statement: Any US tax advice contained herein is not
intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of
avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the Internal Revenue
Code or applicable state or local tax law provisions.


