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Foreword

The integration of national economies and markets has increased substantially in
recent years, putting a strain on the international tax rules, which were designed more than
a century ago. Weaknesses in the current rules create opportunities for base erosion and
profit shifting (BEPS), requiring bold moves by policy makers to restore confidence in the
system and ensure that profits are taxed where economic activities take place and value is
created.

Following the release of the report Addressing Base Erosion and Profit Shifting in
February 2013, OECD and G20 countries adopted a 15-point Action Plan to address
BEPS in September 2013. The Action Plan identified 15 actions along three key pillars:
introducing coherence in the domestic rules that affect cross-border activities, reinforcing
substance requirements in the existing international standards, and improving transparency
as well as certainty.

After two years of work, measures in response to the 15 actions were delivered to G20
Leaders in Antalya in November 2015. All the different outputs, including those delivered
in an interim form in 2014, were consolidated into a comprehensive package. The BEPS
package of measures represents the first substantial renovation of the international tax rules
in almost a century. Once the new measures become applicable, it is expected that profits
will be reported where the economic activities that generate them are carried out and
where value is created. BEPS planning strategies that rely on outdated rules or on poorly
co-ordinated domestic measures will be rendered ineffective.

Implementation is now the focus of this work. The BEPS package is designed to be
implemented via changes in domestic law and practices, and in tax treaties. With the
negotiation of a multilateral instrument (MLI) having been finalised in 2016 to facilitate
the implementation of the treaty related BEPS measures, over 90 jurisdictions are covered
by the MLI. The entry into force of the MLI on 1 July 2018 paves the way for swift
implementation of the treaty related measures. OECD and G20 countries also agreed to
continue to work together to ensure a consistent and co-ordinated implementation of the
BEPS recommendations and to make the project more inclusive. Globalisation requires
that global solutions and a global dialogue be established which go beyond OECD and G20
countries.

A better understanding of how the BEPS recommendations are implemented in
practice could reduce misunderstandings and disputes between governments. Greater
focus on implementation and tax administration should therefore be mutually beneficial to
governments and business. Proposed improvements to data and analysis will help support
ongoing evaluation of the quantitative impact of BEPS, as well as evaluating the impact of
the countermeasures developed under the BEPS Project.

As a result, the OECD established the OECD/G20 Inclusive Framework on BEPS
(Inclusive Framework), bringing all interested and committed countries and jurisdictions
on an equal footing in the Committee on Fiscal Affairs and all its subsidiary bodies. The
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4 FOREWORD

Inclusive Framework, which already has more than 135 members, is monitoring and peer
reviewing the implementation of the minimum standards as well as completing the work on
standard setting to address BEPS issues. In addition to BEPS members, other international
organisations and regional tax bodies are involved in the work of the Inclusive Framework,
which also consults business and the civil society on its different work streams.

This report was approved by the Inclusive Framework on 30 August 2021 and prepared
for publication by the OECD Secretariat.
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Executive summary

Brazil has a modest tax treaty network with close to 40 tax treaties. Brazil has a MAP
programme with modest experience in resolving MAP cases. It has a relatively large MAP
inventory, with a small number of new cases submitted each year and 24 cases pending on
31 December 2019. 75% of these cases concern allocation/attribution cases. The outcome
of the stage 1 peer review process was that overall Brazil met the majority of the elements
of the Action 14 Minimum Standard. Where it has deficiencies, Brazil worked to address
them, which has been monitored in stage 2 of the process. In this respect, Brazil has solved
some of the identified deficiencies.

All of Brazil’s tax treaties contain a provision relating to MAP. Those treaties generally
follow paragraphs 1 to 3 of Article 25 of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017).
Its treaty network is mostly consistent with the requirements of the Action 14 Minimum
Standard, except mainly for the fact that:

»  75% of its tax treaties neither contain a provision stating that mutual agreements shall
be implemented notwithstanding any time limits in domestic law (which is required
under Article 25(2), second sentence), nor the alternative provisions for Article 9(1)
and Article 7(2) to set a time limit for making transfer pricing adjustments.

*  50% of its tax treaties do not contain the equivalent of Article 25(3), second
sentence of the OECD Model Tax Convention stating that the competent authorities
may consult together for the elimination of double taxation for cases not provided
for in the tax treaty.

*  Close to 20% of its tax treaties do not contain the equivalent of Article 25(1), as the
timeline to file a MAP request is shorter than three years from the first notification of
the action resulting in taxation not in accordance with the provision of the tax treaty.

In order to be fully compliant with all four key areas of an effective dispute resolution
mechanism under the Action 14 Minimum Standard, Brazil reported that it intends to
update all of its tax treaties to be compliant with the requirements under the Action 14
Minimum Standard via bilateral negotiations. Such bilateral negotiations have already been
initiated, or are envisaged to be initiated for all of those treaties.

As Brazil has no bilateral APA programme in place, there were no specific elements to
assess concerning the prevention of disputes.

Brazil meets almost all the requirements regarding the availability and access to
MAP under the Action 14 Minimum Standard. It provides access to MAP in all eligible
cases, although it has since 1 January 2019 not received any MAP request concerning the
application of anti-abuse provisions. However, Brazil does not have in place a documented
notification process for those situations in which its competent authority considers the
objection raised by taxpayers in a MAP request as not justified. Brazil has clear and
comprehensive guidance on the availability of MAP and how it applies this procedure in
practice under tax treaties.
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Concerning the average time needed to close MAP cases, the MAP statistics for Brazil
for the period 2016-19 are as follows:

Opening Average time

inventory End inventory | to close cases
2016-19 1/1/2016 Cases started | Cases closed 31/12/2019 (in months)*
Attribution/allocation cases 5 17 4 18 23.41
Other cases 7 9 10 6 51.67
Total 12 26 14 24 43.63

*The average time taken for resolving MAP cases for post-2015 cases follows the MAP Statistics Reporting
Framework. For computing the average time taken for resolving pre-2016 MAP cases, Brazil used as a start
date: the date of the initial letter requesting for a MAP; and as end date: the date Brazil receives a letter from
the other competent authority agreeing to close the case. Brazil may also consider the end date as being
the date of its competent authority’s letter suggesting the closure of the MAP case if it fails to receive any
response regarding the subject in the course of several months.

The number of cases Brazil closed in 2016-19 is less than half of the number of all cases
started in those years. Further, Brazil’s MAP inventory as on 31 December 2019 increased
by 100% as compared to 1 January 2016, which concerns only attribution/allocation
cases which increased by 260% while the number of other cases decreased by 14%.
Moreover, during these years, MAP cases were on average not closed within a timeframe
of 24 months (which is the pursued average for resolving MAP cases received on or
after 1 January 2016), as the average time necessary was 43.63 months, which primarily
concerns other cases where the average time taken was 51.67 months since the average
time taken for attribution/allocation cases was only 23.41 months. While Brazil has taken
some organisational measures and steps to actively improve the resolution of MAP cases
in 2019, further actions should be taken to ensure a timely resolution of MAP cases, which
primarily concerns other MAP cases. Further, Brazil should devote additional resources to
its competent authority to handle these cases and also to be able to cope with the increase
in the number of MAP cases, particularly for attribution/allocation cases so as to resolve
MAP cases in a timely, efficient and effective manner.

Furthermore, Brazil meets all the other requirements under the Action 14 Minimum
Standard in relation to the resolution of MAP cases. Brazil’s competent authority operates
fully independently from the audit function of the tax authorities and adopts a pragmatic
approach to resolve MAP cases in an effective and efficient manner. Its organisation is
adequate and the performance indicators used are appropriate to perform the MAP function.

Lastly, Brazil does not meet the Action 14 Minimum Standard as regards the
implementation of MAP agreements. Brazil monitors the implementation of such agreements.
However, it has a domestic statute of limitation, for which there is a risk that MAP agreements
cannot be implemented whether or not the applicable tax treaty contains the equivalent of
Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017).

Reference

OECD (2017), Model Tax Convention on Income and on Capital 2017 (Full Version), OECD
Publishing, Paris, https:/dx.doi.org/10.1787/222972ee-en.

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021


https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/g2g972ee-en

INTRODUCTION - 11

Introduction

Available mechanisms in Brazil to resolve tax treaty-related disputes

Brazil has entered into 36 tax treaties on income (and/or capital), 32 of which are
in force.! These 36 treaties are being applied to 37 jurisdictions.? All of these treaties
provide for a mutual agreement procedure for resolving disputes on the interpretation and
application of the provisions of the tax treaty. None of these treaties contains an arbitration
procedure as a final stage to the MAP Process.

Under Brazil’s tax treaties, the competent authority function is assigned to the
Secretariat of the Federal Revenue of Brazil (“RFB”). Brazil’s competent authority currently
employs seven full time employees. All of these employees work on both types of MAP
cases in addition to other tasks relating to international taxation and co-operation.

Brazil has issued guidance on the governance and administration of the mutual
agreement procedure (“MAP”) in December 2018 (“MAP guidance”), which is available
(in English) at:

http://receita.economia.gov.br/acesso-rapido/legislacao/acordos-internacionais/map/
manual-map_en.pdf

Developments in Brazil since 1 January 2019

Developments in relation to the tax treaty network

The stage 1 peer review report of Brazil noted that it was conducting tax treaty
negotiations with a few jurisdictions. Brazil clarified that this situation remains the
same, except for one jurisdiction where a new treaty has already been signed and another
jurisdiction where an amending protocol has been signed. Further, the stage 1 report noted
that Brazil had signed new treaties with Singapore, Switzerland and the United Arab
Emirates, which had not yet entered into force. This situation remains the same.

In addition, Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019 it has signed a new tax treaty
with Uruguay (2019) which is a newly negotiated treaty with a treaty partner with which
there was no treaty yet in place. This treaty contains the equivalent of Articles 25(1-3) of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) as amended by the Action 14 final report
(OECD, 2015). The treaty does not contain the equivalent of Article 9(2) of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017). This treaty has not entered into force as yet.

Further, Brazil reported that it has signed an amending protocol to its existing treaty
with Sweden. This amending protocol includes Article 25(1), first and second sentence
and Article 25(2), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017)
as amended by the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015). This amending protocol has not
entered into force as yet either.
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For the 30 treaty partners that are considered not to be in line with one or more elements
of the Action 14 Minimum Standard, Brazil reported that it intends to update them via
bilateral negotiations. Brazil further reported that it has contacted all of its relevant treaty
partners to initiate negotiations. Since two of these treaty partners concern the treaty with
the former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil continues to apply to the Czech
Republic and the Slovak Republic, bilateral renegotiations are not necessary for this treaty.
With respect to the remaining 28 treaty partners, Brazil shared the following overview
regarding the actions taken by it:

» 27 treaty partners: Negotiations have been initiated or are ongoing to make these
treaties in line with the Action 14 Minimum Standard.

*  One treaty partner: Negotiations will be initiated when all pending negotiations
are completed.

Other developments

Further to the above, Brazil reported that it has a few other developments to report in
relation to the operation of its MAP process:

»  Electronic system for MAP cases: MAP cases are now processed using an
electronic system, whereby each case is classified according to prioritisation.

*  Organisational changes: one additional team member has been added to Brazil’s
competent authority dealing with both attribution/allocation cases and other MAP
cases since 1 January 2019 and Brazil has organised an OECD regional MAP
training session for its team members in May 2019.

Basis for the peer review process

The peer review process entails an evaluation of Brazil’s implementation of the Action 14
Minimum Standard through an analysis of its legal and administrative framework relating
to the mutual agreement procedure, as governed by its tax treaties, domestic legislation and
regulations, as well as its MAP programme guidance and the practical application of that
framework. The review process performed is desk-based and conducted through specific
questionnaires completed by Brazil, its peers and taxpayers. The questionnaires for the peer
review process were sent to Brazil and the peers on 31 December 2018.

The process consists of two stages: a peer review process (stage 1) and a peer monitoring
process (stage 2). In stage 1, Brazil’s implementation of the Action 14 Minimum Standard
as outlined above is evaluated, which has been reflected in a peer review report that has
been adopted by the BEPS Inclusive Framework on 9 August 2019. This report identifies
the strengths and shortcomings of Brazil in relation to the implementation of this standard
and provides for recommendations on how these shortcomings should be addressed.
The stage 1 report is published on the website of the OECD.? Stage 2 is launched within
one year upon the adoption of the peer review report by the BEPS Inclusive Framework
through an update report by Brazil. In this update report, Brazil reflected (i) what steps
it has already taken, or are to be taken, to address any of the shortcomings identified in
the peer review report and (ii) any plans or changes to its legislative and/or administrative
framework concerning the implementation of the Action 14 Minimum Standard. The
update report forms the basis for the completion of the peer review process, which is
reflected in this update to the stage 1 peer review report.
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Outline of the treaty analysis

For the purpose of this report and the statistics below, in assessing whether Brazil is
compliant with the elements of the Action 14 Minimum Standard that relate to a specific
treaty provision, the newly negotiated treaties or the treaties as modified by a protocol
were taken into account, even if it concerns a modification or a replacement of an existing
treaty. Furthermore, the treaty analysis also takes into account the treaty with the former
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic for those jurisdictions to which this treaty is still
being applied by Brazil. As it concerns the same tax treaty that is applicable to multiple
jurisdictions, this treaty is only counted as one treaty for this purpose. Reference is made to
Annex A for the overview of Brazil’s tax treaties regarding the mutual agreement procedure.

Timing of the process and input received from peers and taxpayers

Stage 1 of the peer review process for Brazil was launched on 31 December 2018, with
the sending of questionnaires to Brazil and its peers. The FTA MAP Forum has approved
the stage 1 peer review report of Brazil in June 2019, with the subsequent approval by the
BEPS Inclusive Framework on 9 August 2019. On 9 August 2020, Brazil submitted its
update report, which initiated stage 2 of the process.

The period for evaluating Brazil’s implementation of the Action 14 Minimum Standard
for stage 1 ranged from 1 January 2016 to 31 December 2018 and formed the basis for the
stage 1 peer review report. The period of review for stage 2 started on 1 January 2019 and
depicts all developments as from that date until 31 July 2020.

In total 10 peers provided input: Austria, Belgium, China (People’s Republic of),
France, Italy, Korea, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and Turkey. Out of these 10 peers, eight
had MAP cases with Brazil that started in 2016, 2017 or 2018. These eight peers represent
95% of post-2015 MAP cases in Brazil’s inventory that started in 2016-18. During stage 2,
the same peers provided input. In addition, Israel and the Spain also provided input during
stage 2. For this stage, these peers represent 100% of post-2015 MAP cases in Brazil’s
MAP inventory that started in 2016, 2017, 2018 or 2019. Generally, all peers indicated that
communication was good with Brazil’s competent authority, some of them emphasising
that they had little experience with Brazil. Nonetheless, some of these peers reported
having experienced difficulties in resolving MAP cases because of the expiration of
Brazil’s statute of limitation for the relevant cases. Specifically with respect to stage 2,
all peers that provided input reported that the update report of Brazil fully reflects the
experiences these peers have had with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or that there was no
addition to previous input given.

Input by Brazil and co-operation throughout the process

Brazil provided extensive answers in its questionnaire, which was submitted on
time. Brazil was very responsive in the course of the drafting of the peer review report
and provided further clarity where necessary. In addition, Brazil provided the following
information:

a. MAP profile*
b. MAP statistics® according to the MAP Statistics Reporting Framework (see below).

Concerning stage 2 of the process, Brazil submitted its update report on time and the
information included therein was extensive. Brazil was very co-operative during stage 2
and the finalisation of the peer review process.
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Finally, Brazil is an active member of the FTA MAP Forum and has shown good

co-operation during the peer review process.

Overview of MAP caseload in Brazil

The analysis of Brazil’'s MAP caseload relates to the period starting on 1 January
2016 and ending on 31 December 2019 (“Statistics Reporting Period”). According to the

statistics provided by Brazil, its MAP caseload during this period was as follows:

Opening inventory End inventory
2016-19 1/1/2016 Cases started Cases closed 31/12/2019
Attribution/allocation cases 5 17 4 18
Other cases 7 9 10 6
Total 12 26 14 24

General outline of the peer review report

This report includes an evaluation of Brazil’s implementation of the Action 14 Minimum
Standard. The report comprises the following four sections:

A. Preventing disputes

B. Auvailability and Access to MAP

C. Resolution of MAP cases

D. Implementation of MAP agreements.

Each of these sections is divided into elements of the Action 14 Minimum Standard,
as described in the terms of reference to monitor and review the implementation of
the BEPS Action 14 Minimum Standard to make dispute resolution mechanisms more
effective (“Terms of Reference”).® Apart from analysing Brazil’s legal framework and its
administrative practice, the report also incorporates peer input and responses to such input
by Brazil during stage 1 and stage 2. Furthermore, the report depicts the changes adopted
and plans shared by Brazil to implement elements of the Action 14 Minimum Standard
where relevant. The conclusion of each element identifies areas for improvement (if any) and
provides for recommendations how the specific area for improvement should be addressed.

The basis of this report is the outcome of the stage 1 peer review process, which has
identified in each element areas for improvement (if any) and provides for recommendations
how the specific area for improvement should be addressed. Following the outcome of the
peer monitoring process of stage 2, each of the elements have been updated with a recent
development section to reflect any actions taken or changes made on how recommendations
have been addressed, or to reflect other changes in the legal and administrative framework
of Brazil relating to the implementation of the Action 14 Minimum Standard. Where it
concerns changes to MAP guidance or statistics, these changes are reflected in the analysis
sections of the elements, with a general description of the changes included in the recent
development sections.

The objective of the Action 14 Minimum Standard is to make dispute resolution
mechanisms more effective and concerns a continuous effort. Where recommendations
have been fully implemented, this has been reflected and the conclusion section of the
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relevant element has been modified accordingly, but Brazil should continue to act in
accordance with a given element of the Action 14 Minimum Standard, even if there is no
area for improvement and recommendation for this specific element.

Notes

1. The tax treaties Brazil has entered into are available at: http://receita.economia.gov.br/acesso-
rapido/legislacao/acordos-internacionais/acordos-para-evitar-a-dupla-tributacao/acordos-para-
evitar-a-dupla-tributacao. The treaties that are signed but have not yet entered into force are
with Singapore, Switzerland, Uruguay and the United Arab Emirates. Reference is made to
Annex A for the overview of Brazil’s tax treaties.

2. Brazil continues to apply the 1986 tax treaty with the former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic to
the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

3. Available at: https:/www.oecd.org/brazil/making-dispute-resolution-more-effective-map-peer-
review-report-brazil-stage-1-12acb5ea-en.htm.

4. Available at: www.oecd.org/tax/dispute/country-map-profiles.htm.

5. The MAP statistics of Brazil are included in Annex B and C of this report.

6. Terms of reference to monitor and review the implementing of the BEPS Action 14 Minimum

Standard to make dispute resolution mechanisms more effective. Available at: www.oecd.org/
tax/beps/beps-action-14-on-more-effective-dispute-resolution-peer-review-documents.pdf.
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Part A

Preventing disputes

[A.1] Include Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention in
tax treaties

Jurisdictions should ensure that their tax treaties contain a provision which requires the
competent authority of their jurisdiction to endeavour to resolve by mutual agreement any
difficulties or doubts arising as to the interpretation or application of their tax treaties.

1. Cases may arise concerning the interpretation or the application of tax treaties that
do not necessarily relate to individual cases but are more of a general nature. Inclusion of
the first sentence of Article 25(3) of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017a) in
tax treaties invites and authorises competent authorities to solve these cases, which may
avoid submission of MAP requests and/or future disputes from arising, and which may
reinforce the consistent bilateral application of tax treaties.

Current situation of Brazil’s tax treaties

2. Out of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties, 34 contain a provision equivalent to Article 25(3), first
sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017a) requiring their competent
authority to endeavour to resolve by mutual agreement any difficulties or doubts arising
as to the interpretation or application of the tax treaty.! In the two remaining treaties, the
sentence only relates to difficulties or doubts arising as to the application of the treaty,
but not to any difficulties or doubts arising as to the interpretation of the treaty. For this
reason, these two treaties are considered to not contain the equivalent of Article 25(3), first
sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017a).

3. Brazil reported that irrespective of whether the applicable treaty contains a provision
equivalent to Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017a), its competent authority would be allowed to enter into MAP agreements with
respect to the interpretation of the tax treaty. One peer, whose treaty with Brazil contains
the equivalent of Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017a), reported having initiated a MAP procedure with Brazil regarding the interpretation
of the tax treaty.

4. Both relevant peers concerning the two treaties identified that do not contain the
equivalent of Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017a) provided input during stage 1. One peer reported having received a draft protocol
from Brazil which contains a new provision regarding the mutual agreement procedure.
The other peer reported that there are currently no formal treaty negotiations in progress,
but confirmed that it has been contacted by Brazil for this purpose.
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Recent developments

Bilateral modifications

5. Brazil signed a new treaty which is a newly negotiated treaty with a treaty partner
with which there was no treaty yet in place. This treaty contains a provision that is
equivalent to Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017a). This treaty has not entered into force as yet. The effects of this newly signed treaty
have been reflected in the analysis above where it has relevance.

Other developments

6. Brazil reported that for the two tax treaties that do not contain the equivalent
of Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017a),
negotiations have been initiated or are ongoing with both concerned treaty partners with a
view to make these treaties compliant with element A.1.

Peer input

7. Of the peers that provided input during stage 2, two provided input in relation to
their tax treaty with Brazil. Neither of these peers concern treaty partners to treaties that
are not line with this element.

Anticipated modifications

8. Brazil reported it will seek to include Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017a) in all of its future tax treaties.

Conclusion

Areas for Improvement Recommendations

Two out of 36 tax treaties do not contain a provision that | For the two treaties that do not contain the equivalent

is equivalent to Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD | of Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax
[A1] | Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017a). With respect to Convention (OECD, 2017a), Brazil should continue

these treaties, negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or | (the initiation of) negotiations with the treaty partners
pending. concerned with a view to including the required provision.

[A.2] Provide roll-back of bilateral APAs in appropriate cases

Jurisdictions with bilateral advance pricing arrangement (“APA”) programmes should provide
for the roll-back of APAs in appropriate cases, subject to the applicable time limits (such as
statutes of limitation for assessment) where the relevant facts and circumstances in the earlier
tax years are the same and subject to the verification of these facts and circumstances on audit.

9. An APA is an arrangement that determines, in advance of controlled transactions,
an appropriate set of criteria (e.g. method, comparables and appropriate adjustment
thereto, critical assumptions as to future events) for the determination of the transfer
pricing for those transactions over a fixed period of time.? The methodology to be applied
prospectively under a bilateral or multilateral APA may be relevant in determining the
treatment of comparable controlled transactions in previous filed years. The “roll-back” of
an APA to these previous filed years may be helpful to prevent or resolve potential transfer
pricing disputes.

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



PART A - PREVENTING DISPUTES — 19

Brazil’s APA programme

10.  Brazil reported that its current legal framework does not provide for the possibility
to enter into APAs, whether they are of a unilateral, bilateral or multilateral nature.

Roll-back of bilateral APAs

11.  Since Brazil does not have an APA programme in place, there is no possibility to
provide roll-back of bilateral APAs to previous years.

Recent developments

12.  There are no recent developments with respect to element A.2.

Practical application of roll-back of bilateral APAs

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

13.  Brazil reported not having received any requests for bilateral APAs in the period
1 January 2016-31 December 2018, which is logical given that Brazil does not have such a
programme in place.

14.  All peers that provided input indicated that they have not received a request for a
roll-back of bilateral APAs concerning Brazil in the period 1 January 2016-31 December
2018. One peer referred to the information available in Brazil’s MAP profile and noted that
no APA programme is currently in place in Brazil.

Period I January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

15.  Brazil reported also not having received any requests for a bilateral APA since
1 January 2019, which is logical given that Brazil still does not have such a programme in
place.

16.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

17.  Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element A.2.

Conclusion

Areas for Improvement Recommendations

(A-2]
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Notes
1. These 34 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil
continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.
2. This description of an APA based on the definition of an APA in the OECD Transfer Pricing

Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and Tax Administrations (OECD, 2017b).
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Part B

Availability and access to MAP

[B.1] Include Article 25(1) of the OECD Model Tax Convention in tax treaties

Jurisdictions should ensure that their tax treaties contain a MAP provision which provides
that when the taxpayer considers that the actions of one or both of the Contracting Parties
result or will result for the taxpayer in taxation not in accordance with the provisions of the
tax treaty, the taxpayer, may irrespective of the remedies provided by the domestic law of
those Contracting Parties, make a request for MAP assistance, and that the taxpayer can
present the request within a period of no less than three years from the first notification of the
action resulting in taxation not in accordance with the provisions of the tax treaty.

18.  For resolving cases of taxation not in accordance with the provisions of the tax
treaty, it is necessary that tax treaties include a provision allowing taxpayers to request
a mutual agreement procedure and that this procedure can be requested irrespective of
the remedies provided by the domestic law of the treaty partners. In addition, to provide
certainty to taxpayers and competent authorities on the availability of the mutual agreement
procedure, a minimum period of three years for submission of a MAP request, beginning
on the date of the first notification of the action resulting in taxation not in accordance with
the provisions of the tax treaty, is the baseline.

Current situation of Brazil’s tax treaties

Inclusion of Article 25(1), first sentence of the OECD Model Tax Convention

19.  Four of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties contain a provision equivalent to Article 25(1),
first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), as amended by the
Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b) and allowing taxpayers to submit a MAP request to
the competent authority of either state when they consider that the actions of one or both
of the treaty partners result or will result for the taxpayer in taxation not in accordance
with the provisions of the tax treaty and that can be requested irrespective of the remedies
provided by domestic law of either state. Furthermore, eight tax treaties contain a provision
equivalent to Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2015a) as it read prior to the adoption of the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b), allowing
taxpayers to submit a MAP request to the competent authority of the state in which they
are resident.

20. The remaining 24 treaties contain a variation of Article 25(1), first sentence, of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior to the adoption of the
Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b), whereby taxpayers can only submit a MAP request
to the competent authority of the contracting state of which they are resident.! These
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24 treaties are considered not to have the full equivalent of Article 25(1), first sentence,
of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) as it read prior to the adoption of the
Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b), since taxpayers are not allowed to submit a MAP
request in the state of which they are a national where the case comes under the non-
discrimination article. However, 23 of those 24 treaties are considered to be in line with
this part of element B.1 as the non-discrimination provision of the relevant tax treaties only
covers nationals that are resident of one of the contracting states.? Therefore, it is logical
to allow only for the submission of MAP requests to the state of which the taxpayer is a
resident.

21.  For the remaining treaty, the non-discrimination provision is almost identical to
Article 24(1) of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) and applies both to
nationals that are and are not resident of one of the contracting states. The omission of the
full text of Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a)
as it read prior to the adoption of the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b) is therefore not
clarified by the absence of or a limited scope of the non-discrimination provision, following
which this treaty is not in line with this part of element B.1.

Inclusion of Article 25(1), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax Convention

22.  Out of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties, eight contain a provision equivalent to Article 25(1),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) allowing taxpayers to
submit a MAP request within a period of no less than three years from the first notification
of the action resulting in taxation not in accordance with the provisions of the particular

tax treaty.
23.  The remaining 28 tax treaties that do not contain such provision can be categorised
as follows:
Provision Number of tax treaties
No filing period for a MAP request* 19
Filing period less than 3 years for a MAP request (2 years) 3
Filing period more than 3 years for a MAP request (5 years) 2
Filing period as allowed by the domestic law of the contracting states 4

*These 19 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil continues to
apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

24.  The provisions contained in the last row of the table are considered not to be in
line with this part of element B.1 as taxpayers cannot file a MAP request within a period
of three years as from the first notification of the action resulting in taxation not in
accordance with the treaty in all situations in both treaty partner jurisdictions.

Peer input

25.  For the one treaty identified that does not contain the equivalent of Article 25(1),
first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior to the
adoption of the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b), the relevant peer did not provide
input during stage 1. For the seven treaties that refer to domestic time limits to submit
MAP request or provide for a shorter timeframe than Article 25(1), second sentence, of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), three relevant peers provided input during
stage 1. Two of these peers reported having received a draft protocol from Brazil which
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contains a new provision regarding the mutual agreement procedure in order to meet the
requirements of the Action 14 Minimum Standard, and both of them specified that they are
currently analysing Brazil’s proposal. The remaining peer confirmed that it was contacted
by Brazil with respect to the renegotiation of their treaty.

Practical application

Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention

26.  As noted in paragraphs 19-21 above, all of Brazil’s tax treaties allow taxpayers to
file a MAP request irrespective of domestic remedies. Brazil reported that access to MAP
is available regardless of whether, for the relevant case under review, domestic available
remedies are still pending or have already been concluded. In this regard, Brazil reported
that tax cases can be litigated in administrative courts or judicial courts in its system. Brazil
noted in this regard that if the taxpayer may choose to litigate in administrative courts, the
case is initially heard and decided by a court called the Delegacias de Julgamento or DRI,
a collegiate court, which comprises around four judges. Brazil clarified that in certain
situations, the decision issued by the DRJ can be final. In other situations, taxpayers or the
tax administration may appeal and the process will be heard and decided by a court of second
instance, which is also a collegiate court, called the Conselho Administrativo de Recursos
Fiscais or CARF. Brazil noted that decisions issued by DRJ and CARF are considered
decisions by administrative courts. Accordingly, Brazil reported that its competent authority
is bound by decisions of the DRJ, CARF and judicial Courts in respect of the same taxpayer
or different taxpayers where the legal effects extend to the taxpayer concerned and that
therefore, it would only seek to resolve the MAP case by having the treaty partner providing
for correlative relief in line with such decisions. Brazil also confirmed that its competent
authority will provide any information that the other competent authority considers necessary
for this purpose. This position is confirmed in section 6 of Brazil’s MAP guidance. Brazil
clarified that this would also be the case where appeals against such decisions are pending
before higher appellate authorities, where applicable.

Article 25(1), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention

27.  With respect to the 19 tax treaties that do not contain a filing period for MAP
requests and for the four treaties that refer to time limits under domestic law as a filing
period, Brazil reported that the filing period would be of five years, starting from the first
notification to the taxpayer of the actions taken by one or both of the Contracting States
resulting in taxation not in accordance with the tax treaty. Brazil clarified that the rule does
not distinguish whether the notification of the action not in accordance with the tax treaty
occurred in Brazil or in the treaty partner jurisdiction. This is further clarified in section 3
of Brazil’s MAP guidance.

Recent developments

Bilateral modifications

28.  Brazil signed a new treaty which is a newly negotiated treaty with a treaty partner
with which there was no treaty yet in place. This treaty contains a provision that is
equivalent to Article 25(1), first and second sentences, of the OECD Model Tax Convention
(OECD, 2017) as amended by the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b). This treaty has
not entered into force as yet. Furthermore, Brazil also signed an amending protocol to
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an existing treaty, adding the equivalent of Article 25(1), first and second sentences, of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), as amended by the Action 14 final
report (OECD, 2015b) to this treaty where such provisions were previously not present.
The effects of this newly signed treaty and amending protocol have been reflected in the
analysis above where it has relevance.

Other developments

29.  Brazil reported that for the eight tax treaties that do not contain the equivalent of
Article 25(1), first or second sentences, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2015a) as it read prior to the adoption of the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b),
negotiations have been initiated or are ongoing with both concerned treaty partners with a
view to make these treaties compliant with element B.1.

Peer input

30. Of the peers that provided input during stage 2, two provided input in relation to
their tax treaty with Brazil. Neither of these peers concern treaty partners to treaties that
are not line with this element.

Anticipated modifications

31.  Brazil reported it will seek to include Article 25(1), first and second sentences, of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior to the adoption of the
Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b) in all of its future tax treaties.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

One out of 36 tax treaties does not contain the For the treaty that does not contain the equivalent
equivalent of Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD of Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD Model
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior to the

to the adoption of or as amended by the Action 14 adoption of or as amended by the Action 14 final report
final report (OECD, 2015b). With respect to this treaty, (OECD, 2015b), Brazil should continue (the initiation of)
negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or pending. negotiations with the treaty partner concerned with a

view to including the required provision. This concerns a
provision that is equivalent to Article 25(1), first sentence
of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a)
either:

a. as amended by the Action 14 final report (OECD,

b. as it read prior to the adoption of Action 14 final
report (OECD, 2015b), thereby including the full
sentence of such provision.

Seven out of 36 tax treaties do not contain the equivalent | For the seven treaties that do not contain the equivalent
of Article 25(1), second sentence, of the OECD Model of Article 25(1), second sentence, of the OECD Model
Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), as the timeline to file a Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil should continue
MAP request can be shorter than three years from the (the initiation of) negotiations with the treaty partners
first notification of the action resulting in taxation not concerned with a view to including the required

in accordance with the provision of the tax treaty. With provision.

respect to these treaties, negotiations are envisaged,
scheduled or pending.
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[B.2] Allow submission of MAP requests to the competent authority of either treaty
partner, or, alternatively, introduce a bilateral consultation or notification process

Jurisdictions should ensure that either (i) their tax treaties contain a provision which provides
that the taxpayer can make a request for MAP assistance to the competent authority of either
Contracting Party, or (ii) where the treaty does not permit a MAP request to be made to
either Contracting Party and the competent authority who received the MAP request from the
taxpayer does not consider the taxpayer’s objection to be justified, the competent authority
should implement a bilateral consultation or notification process which allows the other
competent authority to provide its views on the case (such consultation shall not be interpreted
as consultation as to how to resolve the case).

32. Inorder to ensure that all competent authorities concerned are aware of MAP requests
submitted, for a proper consideration of the request by them and to ensure that taxpayers
have effective access to MAP in eligible cases, it is essential that all tax treaties contain a
provision that either allows taxpayers to submit a MAP request to the competent authority:

i. of either treaty partner; or, in the absence of such provision,

ii. where it is a resident, or to the competent authority of the state of which they are
a national if their cases come under the non-discrimination article. In such cases,
jurisdictions should have in place a bilateral consultation or notification process
where a competent authority considers the objection raised by the taxpayer in a
MAP request as being not justified.

Domestic bilateral consultation or notification process in place

33.  Asdiscussed under element B.1, out of Brazil’s 36 treaties, four currently contain a
provision equivalent to Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention
(OECD, 2017) as amended by the Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b), allowing taxpayers
to submit a MAP request to the competent authority of either treaty partner.

34, Brazil noted that as a matter of administrative practice, its competent authority
notifies the other competent authority in cases where the taxpayer’s objection is considered
not justified. Brazil clarified that in such cases, a notification is sent to the competent
authority of the other state with a summary of the case and the reasons why the objection
was considered not justified. However, Brazil noted that this process is not yet documented.

Recent developments

35.  There are no recent developments with respect to element B.2.

Practical application

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

36. Brazil reported that in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 its competent
authority has for none of the MAP requests it received decided that the objection raised
by taxpayers in such request was not justified. The 2016, 2017 and 2018 MAP statistics
submitted by Brazil also show that none of its MAP cases was closed with the outcome
“objection not justified”.
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37.  All peers that provided input indicated not being aware of any cases for which Brazil’s
competent authority denied access to MAP in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018.
They also reported not having been consulted/notified of a case where Brazil’s competent
authority considered the objection raised in a MAP request as not justified since that date,
which can be clarified by the fact that no such instances occurred in Brazil during this
period.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

38.  Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019 its competent authority has for one MAP
request it received decided that the objection raised by taxpayers in such request was not
justified. The 2019 M AP statistics submitted by Brazil also confirm this. Brazil reported
that the relevant peer was consulted before this decision was taken on the case.

39.  All but one peer that provided input during stage 1 also indicated in stage 2 that
since 1 January 2019 they are not aware of any cases for which Brazil’s competent authority
considered an objection in a MAP request not justified. They also reported not having
been consulted/notified in such cases. The same input was given by the two peers that only
provided input during stage 2. The remaining peer relates to the case reported above where
Brazil considered the objection not to be justified. This peer confirmed that it was consulted
prior to the decision and that the outcome was discussed and agreed.

Anticipated modifications
40. Brazil reported that it is currently working on a draft of internal rules to outline the

administrative practice regarding its notification process.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

32 of the 36 treaties do not contain a provision
equivalent to Article 25(1) of the OECD Model Tax

Brazil should without further delay document its
notification process and provide in that document rules

Convention (OECD, 2017) as amended by the Action 14
final report (OECD, 2015b), allowing taxpayers to submit
a MAP request to the competent authority of either treaty

of procedure on how that process should be applied
in practice, including the steps to be followed and the
timing of these steps. Furthermore, Brazil should apply

[B.2] | partners. For these treaties no documented notification
process is in place, which allows the other competent
authority concerned to provide its views on the case
when the taxpayer’s objection raised in the MAP request

is considered not to be justified.

its notification process for future cases in which its
competent authority considered the objection raised in a
MAP request not to be justified and when the tax treaty
concerned does not contain Article 25(1) of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) as amended by the
Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b).

[B.3] Provide access to MAP in transfer pricing cases

| Jurisdictions should provide access to MAP in transfer pricing cases.

41.  Where two or more tax administrations take different positions on what constitutes
arm’s length conditions for specific transactions between associated enterprises, economic
double taxation may occur. Not granting access to MAP with respect to a treaty partner’s
transfer pricing adjustment, with a view to eliminating the economic double taxation that
may arise from such adjustment, will likely frustrate the main objective of tax treaties.
Jurisdictions should thus provide access to MAP in transfer pricing cases.
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Legal and administrative framework

42.  None of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties contains a provision equivalent to Article 9(2) of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) requiring their state to make a correlative
adjustment in case a transfer pricing adjustment is imposed by the treaty partner.?
However, one treaty contains a clarification in the protocol (with reference to Articles 9 and
25) stating that access to MAP would be given in transfer pricing cases.

43.  Access to MAP should be provided in transfer pricing cases regardless of whether
the equivalent of Article 9(2) is contained in Brazil’s tax treaties and irrespective of
whether its domestic legislation enables the granting of corresponding adjustments. In
accordance with element B.3, as translated from the Action 14 Minimum Standard, Brazil
indicated that it will always provide access to MAP for transfer pricing cases and is willing
to make corresponding adjustments, regardless of whether the equivalent of Article 9(2)
of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) is contained in its tax treaties. This is
also clarified in section 1 of Brazil’s MAP guidance, as it refers to transfer pricing cases
as typical cases for MAP.

44.  Brazil’s MAP guidance, in section 2, further notes that in case of transfer pricing
adjustments affecting associated companies resident in different jurisdictions, it is
recommended for each entity to submit a request for the opening of a MAP case to the
competent authority of the state of which they are resident.

Recent developments

45.  There are no recent developments with respect to element B.3.

Application of legal and administrative framework in practice

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

46. Brazil reported that in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018, it has not
denied access to MAP on the basis that the case concerned a transfer pricing case.

47.  All peers that provided input indicated that they are not aware of a denial of access
to MAP by Brazil in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 on the basis that the
case concerned was a transfer pricing case. One peer noted that Brazil’s updated MAP
profile showed that Brazil has worked to seek improvement in giving access to MAP in
transfer pricing cases. The peer appreciated this effort and noted that this would certainly
contribute to increase the number of transfer pricing MAP cases solved.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

48.  Brazil reported that also since 1 January 2019, it has for none of the MAP requests it
received denied access to MAP on the basis that the case concerned was a transfer pricing
case.

49.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2, with one of them also confirming that it
presently has an attribution/allocation case pending with Brazil.
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Anticipated modifications

50. Brazil reported it does not anticipate any changes in relation to element B.3.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

(B.3]

[B.4] Provide access to MAP in relation to the application of anti-abuse provisions

Jurisdictions should provide access to MAP in cases in which there is a disagreement between
the taxpayer and the tax authorities making the adjustment as to whether the conditions for
the application of a treaty anti-abuse provision have been met or as to whether the application
of a domestic law anti-abuse provision is in conflict with the provisions of a treaty.

51.  There is no general rule denying access to MAP in cases of perceived abuse. In
order to protect taxpayers from arbitrary application of anti-abuse provisions in tax
treaties and in order to ensure that competent authorities have a common understanding
on such application, it is important that taxpayers have access to MAP if they consider
the interpretation and/or application of a treaty anti-abuse provision as being incorrect.
Subsequently, to avoid cases in which the application of domestic anti-abuse legislation is
in conflict with the provisions of a tax treaty, it is also important that taxpayers have access
to MAP in such cases.

Legal and administrative framework

52.  None of Brazil’s tax treaties contains a provision that allows competent authorities to
restrict access to MAP for cases where a treaty anti-abuse provision applies or where there
is a disagreement between the taxpayer and the tax authorities as to whether the application
of a domestic law anti-abuse provision is in conflict with the provisions of a tax treaty. In
addition, also the domestic law and/or administrative processes of Brazil do not include a
provision allowing its competent authority to limit access to MAP for cases in which there
is a disagreement between the taxpayer and the tax authorities as to whether the conditions
for the application of a domestic law anti-abuse provision is in conflict with the provisions
of a tax treaty.

Recent developments

53.  There are no recent developments with respect to element B.4.

Practical application

Period I January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

54.  Brazil reported that in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 it has not denied
access to MAP in any cases in which there was a disagreement between the taxpayer and
the tax authorities as to whether the conditions for the application of a treaty anti-abuse
provision have been met, or as to whether the application of a domestic law anti-abuse
provision is in conflict with the provisions of a tax treaty. This can be clarified by the fact
that no requests in relation hereto were received by its competent authority in that period.
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55.  All peers that provided input indicated not being aware of cases that have been
denied access to MAP in Brazil in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 in relation
to the application of treaty and/or domestic anti-abuse provisions.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

56.  Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019, it has also not denied access to MAP in
cases in which there was a disagreement between the taxpayer and the tax authorities as to
whether the conditions for the application of a treaty anti-abuse provision have been met,
or as to whether the application of a domestic law anti-abuse provision is in conflict with
the provisions of a tax treaty. This can be clarified by the fact that no such cases in relation
hereto were received in that period.

57.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

58.  Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element B.4.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[B4]

[B.5] Provide access to MAP in cases of audit settlements

Jurisdictions should not deny access to MAP in cases where there is an audit settlement
between tax authorities and taxpayers. If jurisdictions have an administrative or statutory
dispute settlement/resolution process independent from the audit and examination functions
and that can only be accessed through a request by the taxpayer, jurisdictions may limit
access to the MAP with respect to the matters resolved through that process.

59.  An audit settlement procedure can be valuable to taxpayers by providing certainty on
their tax position. Nevertheless, as double taxation may not be fully eliminated by agreeing
on such settlements, taxpayers should have access to the MAP in such cases, unless they
were already resolved via an administrative or statutory disputes settlement/resolution
process that functions independently from the audit and examination function and which
is only accessible through a request by taxpayers.

Legal and administrative framework

Audit settlements

60. Brazil reported that under its domestic law it is not possible for taxpayers and the tax
administration to enter into an audit settlement.
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Administrative or statutory dispute settlement/resolution process

61.  Brazil reported that under its domestic law it is not possible for taxpayers and the
tax administration to enter into an administrative or statutory dispute settlement/resolution
process.

Recent developments

62. There are no recent developments with respect to element B.5.

Practical application

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

63.  Brazil reported that in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018, it has not denied
access to MAP for cases where the issue presented by the taxpayer in a MAP request
has already been resolved through an audit settlement between the taxpayer and the tax
administration, which can be explained by the fact that audit settlements are not available
in Brazil.

64.  All peers that provided input indicated not being aware of a denial of access to MAP
in Brazil in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 in cases where there was an audit
settlement between the taxpayer and the tax administration.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

65.  Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019, it has also not denied access to MAP for
cases where the issue presented by the taxpayer has already been dealt with in an audit
settlement between the taxpayer and the tax administration since such settlements are still
not possible in Brazil.

66.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

67. Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element B.5.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[B.5]

[B.6] Provide access to MAP if required information is submitted

Jurisdictions should not limit access to MAP based on the argument that insufficient
information was provided if the taxpayer has provided the required information based on the
rules, guidelines and procedures made available to taxpayers on access to and the use of MAP.
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68.  To resolve cases where there is taxation not in accordance with the provisions of
the tax treaty, it is important that competent authorities do not limit access to MAP when
taxpayers have complied with the information and documentation requirements as provided
in the jurisdiction’s guidance relating hereto. Access to MAP will be facilitated when such
required information and documentation is made publicly available.

Legal framework on access to MAP and information to be submitted

69.  The information and documentation Brazil requires taxpayers to include in a request
for MAP assistance are discussed under element B.8.

70.  Brazil reported that if a submitted MAP request does not contain all the necessary
information or documents that Brazil requests from taxpayers, Brazil will require the
taxpayer to provide such missing information within 30 days. This is also provided in
section 3 of its MAP guidance. Brazil further clarified that if the 30-day period is not
sufficient for the presentation of all the documentation, the taxpayer may request for an
extension of the deadline, which will be granted if his justifications seem to be reasonable.
Brazil further reported that failure to meet the legal requirements will lead to the denial of
access to MAP, based on the absence of the required documentation.

Recent developments

71.  There are no recent developments with respect to element B.6.

Practical application

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

72.  Brazil reported that in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 it has not denied
access to MAP for cases where the taxpayer had provided the required information or
documentation.

73.  All peers that provided input indicated not being aware of a limitation of access
to MAP by Brazil in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 in situations where
taxpayers complied with information and documentation requirements.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

74.  Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019 its competent authority has also not denied
access to MAP for cases where the taxpayer had provided the required information or
documentation.

75.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

76.  Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element B.6.
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Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

B.6]

[B.7] Include Article 25(3), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention in
tax treaties

Jurisdictions should ensure that their tax treaties contain a provision under which competent
authorities may consult together for the elimination of double taxation in cases not provided
for in their tax treaties.

77.  For ensuring that tax treaties operate effectively and in order for competent authorities
to be able to respond quickly to unanticipated situations, it is useful that tax treaties include
the second sentence of Article 25(3) of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017),
enabling them to consult together for the elimination of double taxation in cases not
provided for by these treaties.

Current situation of Brazil’s tax treaties

78.  Out of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties, 18 contain a provision equivalent to Article 25(3),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) allowing their
competent authorities to consult together for the elimination of double taxation in cases
not provided for in their tax treaties. The remaining 18 treaties do not contain a provision
that is based on or equivalent to Article 25(3), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax
Convention (OECD, 2017).*

79.  For the 18 treaties identified that do not contain the equivalent of Article 25(3),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), five relevant peers
provided input during stage 1. Two peers confirmed that bilateral negotiations are ongoing
to update the concerned treaty, one of them having reported that it has received a draft
protocol from Brazil containing a new MAP provision. Two other peers confirmed that it
was contacted by Brazil with respect to the renegotiation of their treaty, and one of them
specified that it is currently analysing Brazil’s proposal. The remaining peer reported that
its treaties with Brazil could be modified via the Multilateral Instrument, but noted that
Brazil did not express its intention to sign the Multilateral Instrument.

Recent developments

Bilateral modifications

80. Brazil signed a new treaty which is a newly negotiated treaty with a treaty partner
with which there was no treaty yet in place. This treaty contains a provision that is
equivalent to Article 25(3), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017). This treaty has not entered into force as yet. The effects of this newly signed treaty
have been reflected in the analysis above where it has relevance.

Other developments

81.  Brazil reported that for the 19 treaty partners relevant to the 18 tax treaties that do not
contain the equivalent of Article 25(3), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention
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(OECD, 2017), negotiations have been initiated or are ongoing with 18 of these concerned treaty
partners with a view to make these treaties compliant with element B.7. For the remaining treaty
partner, negotiations will be initiated once all other pending negotiations are completed.

Peer input

82.  Of'the peers that provided input during stage 2, two provided input in relation to their
tax treaty with Brazil. Neither of these peers concern treaty partners to treaties that are not
line with this element.

Anticipated modifications

83.  Brazil reported it will seek to include Article 25(3), second sentences, of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) in all of its future tax treaties.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement

Recommendations

18 out of 36 tax treaties do not contain a provision
that is equivalent to Article 25(3), second sentence, of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017). With
respect to the 19 relevant treaty partners for these

18 treaties:

+ For two, negotiations are not required.

One of the 18 treaties that do not contain the equivalent
of Article 25(3), second sentence, of the OECD Model
Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) is the treaty with former
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil continues to
apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.
Negotiations are ongoing with both concerned treaty

partners. In that regard, Brazil should, in such negotiations,
ensure the inclusion of the required provision.

For the remaining 17 treaties that do not contain the
equivalent of Article 25(3), second sentence, of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil
should continue (the initiation of) negotiations with the
treaty partners concerned with a view to including the
required provision.

[B.7] | + For 17, negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or
pending.

[B.8] Publish clear and comprehensive MAP guidance

Jurisdictions should publish clear rules, guidelines and procedures on access to and use of the
MAP and include the specific information and documentation that should be submitted in a
taxpayer’s request for MAP assistance.

84. Information on a jurisdiction’s MAP regime facilitates the timely initiation and
resolution of MAP cases. Clear rules, guidelines and procedures on access to and use of the
MAP are essential for making taxpayers and other stakeholders aware of how a jurisdiction’s
MAP regime functions. In addition, to ensure that a MAP request is received and will be
reviewed by the competent authority in a timely manner, it is important that a jurisdiction’s
MAP guidance clearly and comprehensively explains how a taxpayer can make a MAP
request and what information and documentation should be included in such request.

Brazil’s MAP guidance

85.  Brazil has issued guidance on the governance and administration of the MAP in
December 2018, which is available (in English) at:

http://receita.economia.gov.br/acesso-rapido/legislacao/acordos-internacionais/map/
manual-map_en.pdf
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86.  Brazil’'s MAP guidance is divided into seven sections titled as follows: 1) Introduction,
2) Who may request a MAP, 3) How to initiate a MAP, 4) MAP proceeding, 5) Solution
implementation, 6) MAP and the internal legislation and 7) Reference legislation, and covers
the following information:

a. contact information of the competent authority or the office in charge of MAP cases
the manner and form in which the taxpayer should submit its MAP request

c. the specific information and documentation that should be included in a MAP
request (see also below)

d. how the MAP functions in terms of timing and the role of the competent authorities
relationship with domestic available remedies

f. access to MAP in transfer pricing cases and in cases where treaty anti-abuse provisions
apply

g. implementation of MAP agreements (steps of the process and the timing of such steps,
including any actions to be taken by taxpayers)

h. rights and role of taxpayers in the process

i.  the lack of availability of suspension of tax collection.

87.  The above-described MAP guidance includes detailed information on the availability
and the use of MAP and how its competent authority conducts the procedure in practice.
This guidance includes the information that the FTA MAP Forum agreed should be included
in a jurisdiction’s MAP guidance, which concerns: (i) contact information of the competent
authority or the office in charge of MAP cases and (ii) the manner and form in which the
taxpayer should submit its MAP request.’

88.  Although the information included in Brazil’'s MAP guidance is detailed and
comprehensive, a few subjects are not specifically discussed in Brazil’s MAP guidance.
This concerns information on the following items:

* whether MAP is available in cases of: (i) the application of domestic anti-abuse
provisions, (ii) multilateral disputes and (iii) bona fide foreign-initiated self-adjustments

» whether taxpayers can request for the multi-year resolution of recurring issues
through MAP

» the consideration of interest and penalties in the MAP.

Information and documentation to be included in a MAP request

89.  To facilitate the review of a MAP request by competent authorities and to have
more consistency in the required content of MAP requests, the FTA MAP Forum agreed
on guidance that jurisdictions could use in their domestic guidance on what information
and documentation taxpayers need to include in request for MAP assistance.® This agreed
guidance is shown below. Brazil’s MAP guidance enumerating which items must be
included in a request for MAP assistance (if available) are checked in the following list:

M identity of the taxpayer(s) covered in the MAP request
M the basis for the request
M facts of the case

M analysis of the issue(s) requested to be resolved via MAP
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M whether the MAP request was also submitted to the competent authority of the
other treaty partner

O whether the MAP request was also submitted to another authority under another
instrument that provides for a mechanism to resolve treaty-related disputes

M whether the issue(s) involved were dealt with previously

M a statement confirming that all information and documentation provided in the
MAP request is accurate and that the taxpayer will assist the competent authority
in its resolution of the issue(s) presented in the MAP request by furnishing any
other information or documentation required by the competent authority in a timely
manner.

90. In addition, Brazil also requires for the following information to be submitted with
a MAP request:

* identity of the foreign tax administration involved

» identity of the direct and the final controlling entity, in case of request by a legal
entity, as well as the respective countries of residence for tax purposes, if the issue
of the request applies to them

* acopy of any document or request received from the foreign administration, including
the information provided in response

» evidence whether the matter has been submitted to judicial or administrative review
in Brazil, together with a copy of the application, the corresponding reply and other
documents, if applicable

* acopy of any contract or adjustment made with any foreign tax administration that
may be connected to the request.

Recent developments

91.  There are no recent developments with respect to element B.8.

Anticipated modifications

92.  Brazil noted that it intends to keep the MAP Guidance regularly updated and to add
an FAQ document with the main questions of the taxpayers regarding MAP. Brazil also
noted that is currently working to address items on the guidance related to the resolution
and implementation of MAP cases. On the resolution of MAP Cases, Brazil reported that
it is developing model timeframes for the steps taken by the competent authority from
the receipt of a MAP case to the resolution of the case provided to taxpayers. On the
implementation of MAP Agreements, Brazil reported that it is working on the timeframes
in which taxpayers could expect its tax position to be amended in agreements reached
through the MAP process. Brazil also noted that it intends to prepare an English version of
Normative Instruction No. 1717/2017, which provides for rules on restitution, compensation,
reimbursement and refund in the scope of the RFB.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

(B.8]
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[B.9] Make MAP guidance available and easily accessible and publish MAP profile

Jurisdictions should take appropriate measures to make rules, guidelines and procedures on
access to and use of the MAP available and easily accessible to the public and should publish
their jurisdiction MAP profiles on a shared public platform pursuant to the agreed template.

93.  The public availability and accessibility of a jurisdiction’s MAP guidance increases
public awareness on access to and the use of the MAP in that jurisdiction. Publishing MAP
profiles on a shared public platform further promotes the transparency and dissemination
of the MAP programme.’

Rules, guidelines and procedures on access to and use of the MAP
94. The MAP guidance of Brazil is published and can be found (in English) at:

http://receita.economia.gov.br/acesso-rapido/legislacao/acordos-internacionais/map/
manual-map en.pdf

95.  This guidance was first published in December 2018. As regards its accessibility,
Brazil’s MAP guidance can easily be found on the website of Brazilian Federal Revenue
(http://receita.economia.gov.br/) by searching for “procedimento amigavel” or “mutual
agreement procedure” on such website.

MAP profile

96. The MAP profile of Brazil is published on the website of the OECD and was last
updated in February 2019. This MAP profile is complete and often with detailed information.
This profile includes external links that provide extra information and guidance where
appropriate.

Recent developments

97.  There are no recent developments with respect to element B.9.

Anticipated modifications

98.  Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element B.9.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

B.9]
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[B.10] Clarify in MAP guidance that audit settlements do not preclude access to MAP

Jurisdictions should clarify in their MAP guidance that audit settlements between tax authorities
and taxpayers do not preclude access to MAP. If jurisdictions have an administrative or
statutory dispute settlement/resolution process independent from the audit and examination
functions and that can only be accessed through a request by the taxpayer, and jurisdictions
limit access to the MAP with respect to the matters resolved through that process, jurisdictions
should notify their treaty partners of such administrative or statutory processes and should
expressly address the effects of those processes with respect to the MAP in their public
guidance on such processes and in their public MAP programme guidance.

99.  As explained under element B.5, an audit settlement can be valuable to taxpayers by
providing certainty to them on their tax position. Nevertheless, as double taxation may not
be fully eliminated by agreeing with such settlements, it is important that a jurisdiction’s
MAP guidance clarifies that in case of audit settlement taxpayers have access to the MAP.
In addition, for providing clarity on the relationship between administrative or statutory
dispute settlement or resolution processes and the MAP (if any), it is critical that both the
public guidance on such processes and the public MAP programme guidance address the
effects of those processes, if any. Finally, as the MAP represents a collaborative approach
between treaty partners, it is helpful that treaty partners are notified of each other’s MAP
programme and limitations thereto, particularly in relation to the previously mentioned
processes.

MAP and audit settlements in the MAP guidance

100. As previously discussed under B.5, it is not possible under Brazil’s domestic law that
taxpayers and the tax administration enter into audit settlements.

101. Peers raised no issues with respect to the availability of audit settlements and the
inclusion of information hereon in Brazil’s MAP guidance, which can be explained by the
fact that audit settlements are not available in Brazil.

MAP and other administrative or statutory dispute settlement/resolution processes
in available guidance

102. As previously discussed under B.5, Brazil does not have an administrative or
statutory dispute settlement/resolution process in place that is independent from the audit
and examination functions and that can only be accessed through a request by the taxpayer.
In that regard, there is no need to address the effects of such process with respect to MAP
in Brazil’s MAP guidance.

103. All peers that provided input indicated not being aware of the existence of an
administrative or statutory dispute settlement/resolution process in Brazil, which can be
clarified by the fact that such process is not in place in Brazil.

Notification of treaty partners of existing administrative or statutory dispute
settlement/resolution processes

104. As Brazil does not have an internal administrative or statutory dispute settlement/
resolution process in place, there is no need for notifying treaty partners of such process.
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Recent developments

105. There are no recent developments with respect to element B.10.

Anticipated modifications

106. Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element B.10.

Conclusion
Areas for improvement Recommendations
[B.10]
Notes

L. These 24 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil
continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

2. These 23 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil
continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

3. These 36 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil
continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

4. These 18 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil
continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

5. Auvailable at: www.oecd.org/tax/beps/beps-action-14-on-more-effective-dispute-resolution-peer-
review-documents.pdf.

6. Available at: www.oecd.org/tax/beps/beps-action-14-on-more-effective-dispute-resolution-peer-
review-documents.pdf.

7. The shared public platform can be found at: www.oecd.org/ctp/dispute/country-map-profiles.htm.
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Part C

Resolution of MAP cases

[C.1] Include Article 25(2), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention in
tax treaties

Jurisdictions should ensure that their tax treaties contain a provision which requires that the
competent authority who receives a MAP request from the taxpayer, shall endeavour, if the
objection from the taxpayer appears to be justified and the competent authority is not itself
able to arrive at a satisfactory solution, to resolve the MAP case by mutual agreement with the
competent authority of the other Contracting Party, with a view to the avoidance of taxation
which is not in accordance with the tax treaty.

106. It is of critical importance that in addition to allowing taxpayers to request for a
MAP, tax treaties also include the equivalent of the first sentence of Article 25(2) of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), which obliges competent authorities, in
situations where the objection raised by taxpayers are considered justified and where cases
cannot be unilaterally resolved, to enter into discussions with each other to resolve cases of
taxation not in accordance with the provisions of a tax treaty.

Current situation of Brazil’s tax treaties

107.  All of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties contain a provision equivalent to Article 25(2), first
sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) requiring its competent
authority to endeavour — when the objection raised is considered justified and no unilateral
solution is possible — to resolve by mutual agreement with the competent authority of the
other treaty partner the MAP case with a view to the avoidance of taxation which is not in
accordance with the tax treaty.!

108. None of the peers that provided input during stage 1 reported that their treaty with
Brazil was not in line with this element, which is in line with the above analysis.

Practical application

109. Three peers provided input relating to their experience in cases where a MAP case
could not be discussed with Brazil owing to the expiration of Brazil’s domestic time limits
regarding taxes for a particular fiscal year on the grounds that Brazil would not be able to
implement the results of MAP in such situations.

110.  One peer described the circumstances of a MAP case where the taxpayer was subject
to a withholding tax in Brazil in 2010 and filed a MAP request in September 2012 to this
peer’s competent authority. The peer reported that its competent authority sent a position
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paper to Brazil’s competent authority in January 2013, which was followed by two requests
for responses sent in August 2014 and July 2016. The peer clarified that the last reminder
contained a suggestion to close the MAP case without any agreement if no answer was
received by 1 November 2016. The peer further noted that on 10 November 2016, its
competent authority received a letter from Brazil’s competent authority indicating that a
MAP was not possible owing to the fact that Brazil’s domestic statute of limitation of five
years following the payment of withholding tax had already expired in 2015.

111. The peer reported that its competent authority shared a final position paper with
Brazil’s competent authority in August 2018 and expressed concerns that Brazil’s first
response was sent only after several inquiries and after the expiration of Brazil’s statute of
limitation, which made it impossible to find a solution for the MAP case. The peer further
noted that its competent authority did not receive a written response to this position paper,
but an oral update during the March 2019 meeting of the FTA MAP Forum that confirmed
that since (i) no reimbursement request was made by the taxpayer; and (ii) Brazil’s statute
of limitation had expired, an official letter should be sent to Brazil’s competent authority
proposing to formally close the case.

112. Brazil clarified that it did not have a specific team to deal with MAP cases until
2016, which led to delays and that this MAP case was not handled properly. Brazil
further noted that it has prepared a position paper to close the case and that this position
paper would be sent to the peer’s competent authority in a timely manner. The peer later
confirmed that it had received an e-mail with the official closing letter attached and that it
would confirm officially closure of the case without the elimination of double taxation due
to the expiration of Brazil s statute of limitations.

113.  Another peer referred to similar circumstances where the taxpayer filed a MAP
request in November 2009 to this peer’s competent authority regarding transactions in
2007. In this regard, the peer noted that its competent authority sent a position paper to
Brazil’s competent authority in March 2010, which was followed by one reminder in July
2011. The peer further reported that in October 2011, its competent authority received a
letter from Brazil’s competent authority asking for more information to which it responded
in November 2011, followed by three reminders sent in February 2016, in August 2016 and
in April 2017. The peer noted that in May 2017, its competent authority received a letter
from Brazil’s competent authority stating that a MAP was not possible owing to the fact
that Brazil’s domestic statute of limitation of five years had already expired in 2012, which
was further confirmed in December 2018. This peer expressed concerns about the fact
that the information regarding Brazil’s domestic statute of limitation was sent after the
expiration of such statute of limitation, which made it impossible to eliminate the double
taxation for the relevant MAP case while acknowledging that this peer had the right to tax
in this case.

114. This peer reported having faced this issue in another MAP case more recently
where Brazil’s competent authority informed the taxpayer of its requirement to file a
reimbursement request in Brazil. In this regard, the peer requested Brazil’s competent
authority for the necessary information and documents in order to make such a request and
agreed to consider the MAP case as closed unless the taxpayer’s reimbursement request is
refused by Brazil’s local tax offices.

115. A third peer referred to a case where the MAP request to its competent authority
regarding facts that occurred in 2008 and 2009. This peer noted that its competent authority
sent a request to Brazil’s competent authority to enter into discussions in January 2013 and
that Brazil’s competent authority acknowledged receipt of its letter in February 2013. This
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peer reported that in February 2016, its competent authority sent a position paper to Brazil’s
competent authority to which it received a response in August 2018 stating that a MAP was
not possible owing to the fact that Brazil’s domestic statute of limitation of five years had
already expired. This peer also expressed concerns that the information regarding Brazil’s
domestic statute of limitation was sent after the expiration of such statute of limitation,
which made it impossible to eliminate the double taxation for the relevant MAP case.

116. Article 25(2), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017)
clearly stipulates that competent authorities have an obligation to endeavour to resolve
MAP cases with a view to come to taxation that is in accordance with the provisions of the
convention. In this respect paragraph, 5.1 of the Commentary to Article 25 of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) clearly stipulates that this obligation entails that
competent authorities are obliged to seek to resolve the case in a fair and objective manner,
on its merits, in accordance with the terms of the convention and applicable principles of
international law on the interpretation of treaties.

117.  The three cases mentioned above were closed without any possibility to find a solution
for the relevant cases. While domestic time limits had not expired when Brazil’s competent
authority was notified of the filed MAP requests, it responded to the relevant peers only after
the expiration of such time limits, which resulted in a situation where Brazil’s competent
authority could not endeavour to resolve cases in MAP for the relevant taxpayers. Therefore,
this policy was considered in stage 1 to not be in line with the Action 14 minimum standard.

118. In this regard, Brazil noted that the cases concerned are pre-2016 cases and noted
that by the time that Brazil had the resources to deal with MAP cases, it was not possible
to reach the ideal solution in these cases. Brazil further clarified that currently, in order
to avoid this kind of problem, its competent authority is actively communicating with the
competent authority of the other Contracting State about the need to file a return request
within the domestic statute of limitation to ensure the effective implementation of a
possible refund after entering into a MAP agreement. Brazil also reported that it is working
to amend the domestic legislation to mitigate this issue. As will be discussed under
element D.1, Brazil noted that it is currently working on a bilingual version of the relevant
application forms and that it intends to prepare an English version of Normative Instruction
No. 1717/2017, which provides for rules on restitution, compensation, compensation and
reimbursement in the scope of the RFB.

119. In stage 2, Brazil reported that it has given access to MAP wherever the requirements
under the equivalent of Article 25(1) in its tax treaties are met. Brazil further clarified that it
is working on changes to its domestic law to be able to comply with the Action 14 minimum
standard regarding this issue, as Brazil’s constitutional and legal framework presently has
strict time-limits for tax refunds.

120. Peers that provided input during stage 2 did not cite any experiences with Brazil
where access to MAP was denied or affected owing to Brazil’s domestic time-limits. One
peer that provided input only during stage 2 noted that Brazil had communicated with them
in a timely manner the need to file a reimbursement request in Brazil before the expiration
of domestic time limits for tax refund.
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Recent developments

Bilateral modifications

121. Brazil signed a new treaty which is a newly negotiated treaty with a treaty partner
with which there was no treaty yet in place. This treaty contains a provision that is
equivalent to Article 25(2), first sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017). This treaty has not entered into force as yet. The effects of this newly signed treaty
have been reflected in the analysis above where it has relevance.

Peer input

122, Of the peers that provided input during stage 2, two provided input in relation to
their tax treaty with Brazil. Neither of these peers concern treaty partners to treaties that
are not line with this element.

Anticipated modifications

123. Brazil reported it will seek to include Article 25(2), first sentence, of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) in all of its future tax treaties.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[C1]

[C.2] Seek to resolve MAP cases within a 24-month average timeframe

Jurisdictions should seek to resolve MAP cases within an average time frame of 24 months.
This time frame applies to both jurisdictions (i.e. the jurisdiction which receives the MAP
request from the taxpayer and its treaty partner).

124. As double taxation creates uncertainties and leads to costs for both taxpayers and
jurisdictions, and as the resolution of MAP cases may also avoid (potential) similar issues
for future years concerning the same taxpayers, it is important that MAP cases are resolved
swiftly. A period of 24 months is considered as an appropriate time period to resolve MAP
cases on average.

Reporting of MAP statistics

125. Statistics regarding all tax treaty related disputes concerning Brazil are published on
the website of the OECD as of 2016.>

126. The FTA MAP Forum has agreed on rules for reporting of MAP statistics (“MAP
Statistics Reporting Framework™) for MAP requests submitted on or after 1 January
2016 (“post-2015 cases”). Also, for MAP requests submitted prior to that date (“pre-2016
cases”), the FTA MAP Forum agreed to report MAP statistics on the basis of an agreed
template. Brazil provided its MAP statistics pursuant to the MAP Statistics Reporting
Framework within the given deadline, including all cases involving Brazil and of which its
competent authority was aware. The statistics discussed below include both pre-2016 and
post-2015 cases and the full statistics are attached to this report as Annex B and Annex C
respectively and should be considered jointly to understand the MAP caseload of Brazil.?
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127.  With respect to post-2015 cases, Brazil reported that for the years 2016-19, it has
reached out to all of its MAP partners with a view to have their MAP statistics matching.
In that regard, Brazil reported that it could match its statistics with all of its MAP partners.

128. One peer reported during stage 1 that it did not experience any issues in matching its
2017 statistics with Brazil. Another peer reported during stage 1 that it only became aware
of a MAP case it had with Brazil in the course of the matching process of MAP statistics.
In stage 2, one peer provided input on the matching of MAP statistics with Brazil and
confirmed that they were able to match their statistics with Brazil for the years 2016-19.

129. Based on the information provided by Brazil’s MAP partners, its post-2015 MAP
statistics for the years 2016-19 actually match those of its treaty partners as reported by
the latter.

Monitoring of MAP statistics

130. Brazil reported that it has a system in place to monitor and manage its MAP
caseload. Brazil further reported that as its caseload is moderate, this tool mainly consists
of spreadsheets that highlight the most relevant information for statistical purposes.
Brazil also noted that all MAP cases are processed in an electronic format, whereby they
are marked with an exclusive system classification and colour identification in order to
accelerate their processing.

Analysis of Brazil’s MAP caseload

Global overview

131. The analysis of Brazil’'s MAP caseload relates to the period starting on 1 January
2016 and ending on 31 December 2019.

132.  Figure C.1 shows the evolution of Brazil’s MAP caseload over the Statistics Reporting
Period*.

Figure C.1. Evolution of Brazil’s MAP caseload
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133. At the beginning of the Statistics Reporting Period, Brazil had 12 pending MAP
cases, out of which five were attribution/allocation cases and seven were other MAP cases.’
At the end of the Statistics Reporting Period, Brazil had 24 MAP cases in its inventory,
of which 18 are attribution/allocation cases and six are other MAP cases. Brazil’s MAP
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caseload has increased by 100% during the Statistics Reporting Period, which can be
attributed to an increase of 260% of the number of attribution/allocation cases as the
number of other cases decreased by 14%.

134. The breakdown of the end inventory can be shown as in Figure C.2.

Figure C.2. End inventory on 31 December 2019 (24 cases)
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135. Figure C.3 shows the evolution of Brazil’s pre-2016 MAP cases over the Statistics
Reporting Period.

Figure C.3. Evolution of Brazil’s MAP inventory — Pre-2016 cases
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136. At the beginning of the Statistics Reporting Period, Brazil’s MAP inventory of pre-
2016 MAP cases consisted of 12 cases, out of which five were attribution/allocation cases
and seven were other cases. At the end of the Statistics Reporting Period the total inventory
of pre-2016 cases had decreased to four cases, consisting of three attribution/allocation
cases and one other case. The decrease in the number of pre-2016 MAP cases is shown in
the table below.
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Cumulative
evolution of
Evolution of Evolution of Evolution of Evolution of total MAP
total MAP total MAP total MAP total MAP caseload over
caseload in caseload in caseload in caseload in the three years

Pre-2016 cases 2016 2017 2018 2019 (2016-19)

Attribution/allocation cases -20% (no case closed) | (no case closed) -25% -40%

Other cases -14% A7% (no case closed) -80% -86%
Post-2015 cases
137.  Figure C.4 shows the evolution of Brazil’s post-2015 MAP cases over the Statistics
Reporting Period.

Figure C.4. Evolution of Brazil’s MAP inventory — Post-2015 cases
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138. In total, 26 MAP cases started during the Statistics Reporting Period, 17 of which

concerned attribution/allocation cases and nine concerned other cases. At the end of this
period, the total number of post-2015 cases in the inventory was 20 cases, consisting of 15
attribution/allocation cases and five other cases. Accordingly, Brazil closed six post-2015
cases during the Statistics Reporting Period, two of them being attribution/allocation cases
and four of them of them being other cases. The total number of closed cases represents 23%
of the total number of post-2015 cases that started during the Statistics Reporting Period.

139.  The number of post-2015 cases closed as compared to the number of post-2015 cases
started during the Statistics Reporting Period is shown in the table below.

Cumulative
% of cases % of cases % of cases % of cases evolution of
closed in 2016 | closedin 2017 | closed in 2018 | closed in 2019 total MAP
compared to compared to compared to compared to caseload over
cases started | cases started | casesstarted | cases started | the four years
Post-2015 cases in 2016 in 2017 in 2018 in 2019 (2016-19)
Attribution/allocation cases 0% 50% 0% 20% 12%
Other cases (no case started) 0% 67% (no case started) 44%
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Overview of cases closed during the Statistics Reporting Period

Reported outcomes

140. During the Statistics Reporting Period Brazil in total closed 14 MAP cases for which
the outcomes in Figure C.5 were reported.

Figure C.5. Cases closed in 2016, 2017, 2018 or 2019 (14 cases)
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141. Figure C.5 shows that three out of the 14 cases were closed with the outcome
“agreement fully eliminating double taxation/fully resolved taxation not in accordance with
the tax treaty”.

Reported outcomes for attribution/allocation cases

142.  The four attribution/allocation cases that were closed during the Statistics Reporting
Period had the following outcomes:

* unilateral relief granted (50%)

* any other outcome (50%).

Reported outcomes for other cases

143.  The ten other cases that were closed during the Statistics Reporting Period had the
following outcomes:

» agreement fully eliminating double taxation or fully resolving taxation not in
accordance with the tax treaty (30%)

* any other outcome (30%)

» agreement that there is no taxation not in accordance with tax treaty (20%).
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Average timeframe needed to resolve MAP cases

All cases closed during the Statistics Reporting Period

144. The average time needed to close MAP cases during the Statistics Reporting Period
was 43.63 months. This average can be broken down as follows:

Number of cases Start date to End date (in months)
Attribution/Allocation cases 4 23.41
Other cases 10 51.67
All cases 14 43.63
Pre-2016 cases

145.  For pre-2016 cases Brazil reported that on average it needed 30.28 months to close
two attribution/allocation cases and 73.01 months to close six other cases. This resulted
in an average time needed of 62.33 months to close eight pre-2016 cases. For the purpose
of computing the average time needed to resolve pre-2016 cases, Brazil reported that it
followed the reporting rules as contained in the 2007 report of the OECD on improving the
resolution of tax treaty disputes, as follows:

» Start date: the date of the initial letter requesting for a MAP

*  End date: the date Brazil receives a letter from the other competent authority
agreeing to close the case. Brazil may also consider the end date as being the date
of its competent authority’s letter suggesting the closure of the MAP case if it fails
to receive any response regarding the subject in the course of several months.

Post-2015 cases

146. For post-2015 cases Brazil reported that on average it needed 16.54 months to close
two attribution/allocation cases and 19.68 months to close four other cases. This resulted in
an average time needed of 18.70 months to close six post-2015 cases.

Peer input

147.  The peer input in relation to resolving MAP cases will be discussed under element C.3.

Recent developments

148. Brazil was in the stage 1 peer review report under element C.2 recommended to
seek to resolve the remaining 85.7% of the post-2015 cases pending on 31 December 2018
(18 cases) within a timeframe that results in an average timeframe of 24 months for all
post-2015 cases.

149.  With respect to this recommendation, Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019 it
has taken active steps to ensure the timely and efficient resolution of MAP cases, which
has resulted in it closing eight MAP cases in 2019, representing a significant increase in
productivity as compared to 2018.

150. In view of this and the statistics discussed above, it follows that Brazil’s MAP
inventory has increased by 100% whereby the number of attribution/allocation cases has
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increased by 260%. Further, the statistics also show that Brazil has in the period 2016-19
not closed its MAP cases within the pursued average of 24 months. For these years, the
number of post-2015 cases closed as compared to the cases that started in these years was
23%. Element C.3 will further consider these numbers in light of the adequacy of resources.

151.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 confirmed that this input holds equal
relevance for the period starting on 1 January 2019. However, a few peers have commented
on their experience with Brazil concerning the resolution of MAP cases since that date.
This input is further discussed under element C.3.

Anticipated modifications
152. Brazil reported that it is currently working on a draft of internal rules to improve the

procedure and reduce the average time needed to resolve the MAP requests.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[C.2]

[C.3] Provide adequate resources to the MAP function

| Jurisdictions should ensure that adequate resources are provided to the MAP function.

153. Adequate resources, including personnel, funding and training, are necessary to
properly perform the competent authority function and to ensure that MAP cases are resolved
in a timely, efficient and effective manner.

Description of Brazil’s competent authority

154. Under Brazil’s tax treaties, the competent authority function is assigned to the
Federal Revenue of Brazil (“RFB”). Brazil reported that this function is delegated to the
Special Secretary of the RFB, which is responsible for the MAP function. This is also
clarified in Brazil’s MAP guidance.

155. Brazil reported that the competent authority function is performed by seven
employees within the RFB. Brazil noted that three of these employees joined the competent
authority function in 2018 and 2019 and that all of these employees work on both types
of MAP cases (attribution/allocation cases and other cases), but that none of them works
exclusively on MAP cases. Brazil further reported that these employees are responsible
for a wide range of tasks in the field of international direct taxation and co-operation in
addition to their role performing the MAP function, including: (i) the interpretation of tax
law, (ii) the issuance of related normative acts and (iii) the issuance of rulings.

156. Brazil reported that the staff members handling MAP cases are tax auditors who
have already handled a few MAP cases, but that their experience remains limited. Brazil
noted that two staff members have participated in a number of trainings and seminars
organised by the OECD concerning MAP. Brazil clarified that there is not a specific
budget dedicated to the MAP function but that the relevant costs currently fall under the
international relations budget of the RFB.
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Monitoring mechanism

157. Brazil reported that the current level of resources allocated to the MAP function
seems adequate, taking into account Brazil’s MAP caseload. Brazil reported that the
framework for the monitoring/assessment of whether such resources are adequate consists
of monitoring the level of resources compared with the MAP caseload, the complexity
of MAP cases and the relevance of the matter. Brazil further noted that as a result of this
evaluation, three additional staff members joined the competent authority in the period
under review.

Recent developments

158. In the stage 1 report, Brazil was recommended to ensure that the steps taken recently
and the resources available for the competent authority function are adequate in order to
resolve MAP cases in a timely, efficient and effective manner.

159. In this regard, Brazil reported that its competent authority function has followed up
on this recommendation by adding one new staff member. Further, Brazil also reported
that its MAP requests are now handled through a fully integrated electronic system and
that this has made the process of resolving MAP cases more organised.

Practical application

MAP statistics

160. As discussed under element C.2, Brazil has not closed its MAP cases during the
Statistics Reporting Period within the pursued 24-month average, as it needed 43.63 months to
close MAP cases. This concerns other MAP cases where the time needed was 51.67 months,
where the time needed to resolve attribution/allocation cases was 23.41 months. The average
time to resolve MAP cases in 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019 can be illustrated by Figure C.6.

Figure C.6. Average time (in months) to close cases in 2016-19

Pre-2016 cases Bl Post-2015 cases* —1 All cases

80

70
60
50
——
40
30
—

20
10 -

0

Attribution/Allocation cases Other cases All cases

*Note that post-2015 cases only concern cases started and closed during 2016, 2017, 2018 or 2019.
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161. The stage 1 peer review report of Brazil analysed the 2016-18 MAP statistics and
showed an average of 26.43 months to resolve six MAP cases, which concerned 23.28 months
for two attribution/allocation cases and 28.01 months for four other MAP cases that were
closed.

162. For stage 2, the 2019 MAP statistics are also taken into account. The average times
to close MAP cases for this year are as follows:

2019
Attribution/Allocation cases 23.54
Other cases 67.45
All cases 56.48

163. The 2019 statistics of Brazil show that the average completion time of MAP cases
increased from 26.43 months (2016-18) to 56.48 months (2019). Brazil clarified that this
is owing to the time taken to resolve five pre-2016 cases in 2019. Brazil further noted that
till 2016, Brazil lacked dedicated resources to solve MAP cases which contributed to the
increase of the average time needed to close these cases. Brazil also clarified that some
treaty partners did not reply to Brazil’s position paper for a long time, which also increased
the average time to close these pre-2016 cases.

164. As discussed in element C.2, the MAP inventory of Brazil has increased by 100%
since 1 January 2016. This can be shown as follows:

Opening
inventory on End inventory
1/1/2016 Cases started | Cases closed on 31/12/2019 Increase in %
Attribution/allocation cases 5 17 4 18 260%
Other cases 7 9 10 6 -14%
Total 12 26 14 24 100%

165. These numbers show that there was a significant increase of 260% in attribution/
allocation MAP cases during this period although there was a slight decrease by 14% of
other MAP cases.

166. The figures in the above table show that the number of closed cases is around half of
the number of all cases started in the period 2016-19.In addition, Brazil has only managed
to close four attribution/allocation cases and six post-2015 cases in total over this period.

167. In this regard, Brazil clarified that as of December 2019, there were five remaining
pending pre-2016 cases out of which Brazil is waiting for a response from the treaty partner
in four cases and were finalising the final case. Brazil further noted that once these cases
are resolved, they would have a further impact on the average time required to resolve the
case. In addition, as noted above, Brazil also clarified that as of 31 December 2019, out of
20 pending post-2015 cases, 17 were pending a response by the other competent authority
and that Brazil was working on responses in the remaining three cases.
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Peer input

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

168.  All peers that provided input noted that they had limited MAP experience with Brazil
in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018. Five peers provided additional input. One
peer reported that Brazil’s competent authority was easy to get in contact with and replied
quickly to its requests although it noted that their pending cases were closed during the
unilateral phase. Another peer reported as having several exchanges with Brazil’s competent
authority by letter and since 2017 via e-mail. Brazil responded that since then it has been
upgrading its internal rules and increasing the resources dedicated to MAP, in order to
improve the processing time of MAP cases. A third peer reported having sent letters to
Brazil’s competent authority via regular post and having received replies via both e-mail and
regular post and that it received a reply from Brazil approximately six months after sending
its position paper in one case, whereas in the other case, a formal response was only received
after a year and a half following the issue being revisited during treaty negotiations.

169. A fourth peer mentioned that, while no meeting has taken place with Brazil’s competent
authority, there has never been any issues in its relationship with Brazil’s competent authority. A
fifth peer reported that while there has not been any joint commission with Brazil’s competent
authority since 1 January 2016, there was a meeting early 2016, which Brazil’s competent
authority and this peer’s team in charge of tax treaty negotiation attended and MAP cases were
discussed. One last peer reported that the pending MAP cases were initiated in 2017 and 2018
and are still pending. Brazil responded that the position paper was issued later in one of these
cases, which was confirmed by the peer. Another peer reported that it was notified of one case
initiated by Brazil in 2018. The peer noted that it has received the notification letter in 2018,
but no further detailed information about the case. Brazil clarified that it was analysing the
case and planning to send a position paper to reply to this peer at the time.

170.  As discussed under element B.1., one peer expressed concerns about the fact that
Brazil’s first letter regarding the possible solution of the case at stake was sent only after
several inquiries. This peer further noted that the use of secure electronic communication
may prevent future delays in responses and suggested using a process by which this peer
exchanges a list of passwords with its MAP partners. Brazil responded that it is interested in
getting more information about the secure electronic communication system that could avoid
delays in responses. Brazil further reported that it was taking steps to avoid future delays.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

171.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by one peer
that only provided input during stage 2. One of these peers and one peer that only provided
input during stage 2 provided additional input in this regard.

172. One peer, which is a treaty partner to one of the pre-2016 cases that could not
be discussed owing to Brazil’s domestic time-limits as discussed in element C.1, noted
that this peer resolved this MAP case with Brazil in 2019 with the outcome “any other
outcome” owing to Brazil’s domestic time limits and mentioned above and noted that the
time taken for the case was much higher than the pursued 24-month average. Further, the
peer that provided input only during stage 2 noted that its competent authority has a good
working relationship with Brazil’s competent authority based on experience from a small
number of cases and that correspondence by email has been timely and efficient, leading
to a positive experience.
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Anticipated modifications

173. Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element C.3.

Conclusion
Areas for improvement Recommendations

MAP cases were resolved in 43.63 months on average, | While Brazil has taken some organisational measures by
which concerns especially other MAP cases, as increasing the number of staff members in its competent
the average time needed to close these cases was authority function and has taken some steps to actively
51.67 months, whereas for attribution/allocation cases improve the resolution of MAP cases in 2019, further

the average time was below 24 months (23.41 months). | actions should be taken to ensure a timely resolution of
There is therefore a risk that post-2015 cases are not MAP cases, which primarily concerns other MAP cases.
resolved within the average of 24 months, especially In that regard, Brazil should devote additional resources
concerning other MAP cases. to its competent authority to handle these cases and

[C3] also to be able to cope with the increase in the number

of MAP cases, particularly for attribution/allocation
cases so as to resolve MAP cases in a timely, efficient
and effective manner.

Further, there was a significant increase in MAP
inventory during the Statistics Reporting Period,
especially concerning attribution/allocation cases with
only around half the number of these cases resolved
during this time and very few attribution/allocation

cases being resolved in total. This may indicate that the
competent authority is not adequately resourced to cope
with this increase.

[C.4] Ensure staff in charge of MAP has the authority to resolve cases in accordance
with the applicable tax treaty

Jurisdictions should ensure that the staff in charge of MAP processes have the authority to
resolve MAP cases in accordance with the terms of the applicable tax treaty, in particular
without being dependent on the approval or the direction of the tax administration personnel
who made the adjustments at issue or being influenced by considerations of the policy that the
jurisdictions would like to see reflected in future amendments to the treaty.

174.  Ensuring that staff in charge of MAP can and will resolve cases, absent any approval/
direction by the tax administration personnel directly involved in the adjustment and absent
any policy considerations, contributes to a principled and consistent approach to MAP cases.

Functioning of staff in charge of MAP

175. Brazil reported that all MAP cases are handled by its competent authority without
any instructions or direction given by the Ministry of Finance. Brazil further clarified that
its competent authority may consult local tax auditors to obtain more information about a
given case. However, Brazil emphasised that the staff in charge of MAP is not influenced
by the positions taken by local tax auditors and that the latter are not involved in the
decision making process about a given MAP case.

176. Brazil further reported that its competent authority staff is not involved in negotiation
of tax treaties and that the staff in charge of the negotiation of tax treaties is not involved
in the MAP cases. Brazil further clarified that both areas are physically and functionally
separate. Brazil emphasised that its competent authority performs its own legal analysis
without being influenced by the team in charge of tax treaty negotiation.

177. With regard to the above, Brazil reported that staff in charge of MAP operates
independently in practice and has the authority to resolve MAP cases without being
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dependent on the approval/direction of the tax administration personnel directly involved in
the adjustment and the process for negotiating MAP agreements is not influenced by policy
considerations that Brazil would like to see reflected in future amendments to the treaty.

Recent developments

178. There are no recent developments with respect to element C.4.

Practical application

Period I January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

179. Peers generally reported no impediments in Brazil to perform its MAP function
in the absence of approval or the direction of the tax administration personnel who made
the adjustments at issue or being influenced by considerations of the policy in the period
1 January 2016-31 December 2018.

Period I January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

180. All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

181.  Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element C.4.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[C4]

[C.5] Use appropriate performance indicators for the MAP function

Jurisdictions should not use performance indicators for their competent authority functions
and staff in charge of MAP processes based on the amount of sustained audit adjustments or
maintaining tax revenue.

182. For ensuring that each case is considered on its individual merits and will be resolved
in a principled and consistent manner, it is essential that any performance indicators for the
competent authority function and for the staff in charge of MAP processes are appropriate
and not based on the amount of sustained audit adjustments or aim at maintaining a certain
amount of tax revenue.

Performance indicators used by Brazil

183. Brazil reported that it has set targets for staff in charge of MAP process to evaluate
their work performance. These are related to time needed to accomplish individual tasks.
Brazil reported that for instance, there is a time estimate to assess whether a unilateral
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solution can be found for each case and staff in charge must balance this task with other
assignments to deliver results on time. Brazil further reported that individual scores are
then compared to the average and if necessary training is offered to the relevant officials.

184. The Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015) includes examples of performance indicators
that are considered appropriate. These indicators are shown below and presented in the form
of a checklist:

M number of MAP cases resolved

O consistency (i.e. a treaty should be applied in a principled and consistent manner to
MAP cases involving the same facts and similarly-situated taxpayers)

M time taken to resolve a MAP case (recognising that the time taken to resolve a
MAP case may vary according to its complexity and that matters not under the
control of a competent authority may have a significant impact on the time needed
to resolve a case).

185. Further to the above, Brazil also reported that it does not use any performance
indicators for staff in charge of MAP that are related to the outcome of MAP discussions
in terms of the amount of sustained audit adjustments or maintained tax revenue. In other
words, staff in charge of MAP is not evaluated on the basis of the material outcome of
MAP discussions.

Recent developments

186. There are no recent developments with respect to element C.5.

Practical application

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

187.  All peers that provided input indicated not being aware that Brazil used performance
indicators based on the amount of sustained audit adjustments or maintaining tax revenue
in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

188.  All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

189.  Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element C.5.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[C.5]
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[C.6] Provide transparency with respect to the position on MAP arbitration

| Jurisdictions should provide transparency with respect to their positions on MAP arbitration.

190. The inclusion of an arbitration provision in tax treaties may help ensure that MAP
cases are resolved within a certain timeframe, which provides certainty to both taxpayers
and competent authorities. In order to have full clarity on whether arbitration as a final
stage in the MAP process can and will be available in jurisdictions it is important that
jurisdictions are transparent on their position on MAP arbitration.

Position on MAP arbitration

191.  As clarified in Brazil’s MAP profile, Brazil reported that MAP arbitration is not a
mechanism currently available for the resolution of tax treaty related disputes in any of
Brazil’s tax treaties.

Recent developments

192. There are no recent developments with respect to element C.6.

Practical application

193. To date, Brazil has not incorporated an arbitration clause in any of its treaties as a
final stage to the MAP.

Anticipated modifications

194. Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element C.6.

Conclusion
Areas for improvement Recommendations
(C.6]
Notes
1. These 36 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil

continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

2. Available at: www.oecd.org/tax/dispute/mutual-agreement-procedure-statistics.htm. These statistics
are up to and include fiscal year 2017.

3. For post-2015 cases, if the number of MAP cases in Brazil’s inventory at the beginning of
the Statistics Reporting Period plus the number of MAP cases started during the Statistics
Reporting Period was more than five, Brazil reports its MAP caseload on a jurisdiction-by-
jurisdiction basis. This rule applies for each type of cases (attribution/allocation cases and other
cases).
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4, Brazil’s 2016 and 2017 MAP statistics were corrected in the course of its peer review and
deviate from the published MAP statistics for 2016 and 2017. See further explanations in
Annex B and Annex C.

5. For pre-2016 and post-2015 Brazil follows the MAP Statistics Reporting Framework for
determining whether a case is considered an attribution/allocation MAP case. Annex D of
MAP Statistics Reporting Framework provides that “an attribution/allocation MAP case is
a MAP case where the taxpayer’s MAP request relates to (i) the attribution of profits to a
permanent establishment (see e.g. Article 7 of the OECD Model Tax Convention); or (ii) the
determination of profits between associated enterprises (see e.g. Article 9 of the OECD Model
Tax Convention), which is also known as a transfer pricing MAP case”.
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OECD (2015), “Making Dispute Resolution Mechanisms More Effective, Action 14 —
2015 Final Report”, in OECD/G20 Base Erosion and Profit Shifting Project, OECD
Publishing, Paris, https:/dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264241633-en.

OECD (2017), Model Tax Convention on Income and on Capital 2017 (Full Version), OECD
Publishing, Paris, https:/dx.doi.org/10.1787/g2g972ee-en.

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021


https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264241633-en
https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/g2g972ee-en

PART D - RESOLUTION OF MAP CASES - 57

Part D

Implementation of MAP agreements

[D.1] Implement all MAP agreements

Jurisdictions should implement any agreement reached in MAP discussions, including by
making appropriate adjustments to the tax assessed in transfer pricing cases.

195. In order to provide full certainty to taxpayers and the jurisdictions, it is essential that
all MAP agreements are implemented by the competent authorities concerned.

Legal framework to implement MAP agreements

196. Brazil reported that based on its legal framework and current Supreme Court
jurisprudence regarding hierarchy of tax treaties, implementation of MAP agreements
can only be made within its domestic statute of limitation even when the relevant treaty
contains the equivalent of Article 25(2), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax
Convention (OECD, 2017), both for upward and downward adjustments that would result
from a MAP agreement. Brazil indicated that according to its general domestic rules
(articles 165 and 168 of the National Tax Code (Codigo Tributario Nacional — CTN)), any
refund request shall be submitted within five years from the date of payment of the relevant
taxes. Brazil reported that the submission of such a refund request by means of the form
contained in Annex III to the MAP regulation would suspend domestic time limits and
allow the implementation of a subsequent MAP agreement. Brazil clarified that if such a
refund request is not submitted within five years after the date of payment of the relevant
taxes, it will no longer be possible to implement a MAP agreement in Brazil if the domestic
statute of limitation has expired. Brazil further mentioned that this applies both when the
MAP request was submitted to its competent authority and when it was submitted to the
competent authority of its treaty partner. In this respect, both Brazil’s MAP regulation and
its MAP guidance highlight the need to submit a refund request to have a MAP agreement
implemented after the expiration of Brazil’s domestic time limits.

197. Brazil reported that any solution reached during the unilateral phase or after
the bilateral phase is implemented only if it is accepted by the taxpayer and its foreign
related party(ies) where applicable. In addition, Brazil reported that the taxpayer needs
to withdraw from any pending appeals or legal proceedings in Brazil or abroad. Brazil
further specified that the taxpayer is invited to provide its acceptance of the solution found
within 30 days after being notified of the outcome of its MAP case. Brazil explained that
the taxpayer may request for an extension of this period, which may be accepted by Brazil’s
competent authority if the reasons presented by the taxpayer seem reasonable. Brazil also
clarified that if the taxpayer fails to answer and accept the MAP agreement, the case is
closed. This is also clarified in section 5 of Brazil’s MAP guidance.
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198. In practice, Brazil reported that the implementation of MAP agreements is made by
the local office of the RFB that is responsible for the reimbursement of taxes unduly paid.
Brazil reported that after reaching an agreement, its competent authority provides the local
offices with instructions regarding the implementation of the MAP agreement.

Recent developments

199. There are no recent developments with respect to element D.1, except that Brazil
reported that it has continued to notify treaty partners without delay in all cases where the
implementation of MAP agreements may be affected by domestic time-limits. Brazil noted
in this regard that it is still in the process of creating a bilingual version of the relevant
application forms.

Practical application

Period I January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

200. Brazil reported that it has reached one MAP agreement in the period 1 January 2016-
31 December 2018 that needed to be implemented in Brazil, and that it was implemented.

201. Four peers that provided input reported that they were not aware of any MAP
agreement reached in the period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 that was not implemented
by Brazil.

202. Three other peers provided input about similar circumstances that are further
discussed under element B.1. In two of these cases, Brazil reported that the expiration of its
domestic statute of limitation forced Brazil to close the MAP cases without reaching any
agreement. All of these three peers were concerned by the fact that the implementation of a
MAP agreement became statute barred in the course of the process, in part due to Brazil’s
competent authority’s late responses. One of these three peers suggested that its competent
authority is informed in due time of the expiration of Brazil’s statute of limitation so that
any taxation not in accordance with the treaty could still be resolved. This peer further
noted that Brazil’s competent authority provided the relevant documents and steps to be
taken by the taxpayer after being requested to do so. This peer also noted that it would be
helpful that Brazil’s competent authority provides upfront the necessary documents or a
reference to a website where the documents can be found and where the request has to be
introduced.

203. Brazil reported that in order to mitigate the risk of non-implementation of MAP
agreements when its domestic statute of limitation has expired, its competent authority
now informs its treaty partner of the need of submitting a refund request and does so
immediately after being notified of the existence of a filed MAP request in the other
jurisdiction. Two peers confirmed that this happened in cases they had with Brazil. One
of these peers reported that Brazil’s competent authority informed this peer’s competent
authority of the fact that the entitlement to a corresponding adjustment that would result
of the MAP is subject to Brazil’s domestic statute of limitation that expires five years after
the overpayment was made. This peer further reported that Brazil’s competent authority
suggested that the taxpayer submits a refund request to Brazil’s tax administration before
the domestic statute of limitation expires and referred to the website where the refund
request form can be downloaded. Brazil responded that it has informed this competent
authority, as well it is currently informing all the other ones about this procedure, by
providing the link with all relevant information and documents, including the request
form. Brazil clarified that these documents highlight the need to submit a refund request
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to have a MAP agreement implemented after the expiration of Brazil’s domestic time
limits. Another peer reported a similar experience and noted that the information that it
could find online on the matter is only available in Portuguese. This peer suggested that
this information is translated into English and available online too. Brazil noted that the
need for submitting the refund request within the domestic time limits is also stressed in
its MAP guidance and in its regulation. Brazil further reported that it is currently working
on a bilingual version of the relevant application forms and that it intends to prepare
an English version of Normative Instruction No. 1717/2017, which provides for rules on
restitution, compensation, compensation and reimbursement in the scope of the RFB.

Period 1 January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

204. Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019, no MAP agreements were reached with
another competent authority.

205. All peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two peers
that only provided input during stage 2, with one of them confirming that it was informed of
the need for the taxpayer to file a reimbursement request in Brazil before the expiration of
domestic time limits for tax refund in a timely manner.

Anticipated modifications

206. Brazil reported that in order to further mitigate the risk of non-implementation of
MAP agreements when its domestic statute of limitation expired, it is currently exploring
amending its legislation, which is still under consideration.

207. In addition, Brazil reported that it intends to document the implementation process
in its internal guidance and require the local offices to notify the competent authority when
the implementation is concluded, in order to mitigate the risk of non-implementation of a
MAP agreement. Brazil further reported that it intends to check periodically if any MAP
agreement has already been implemented.

Conclusion
Areas for improvement Recommendations
Implementation of MAP agreements is subject to When the relevant treaty contains the equivalent of
Brazil's domestic statute of limitation of five years, even | Article 25(2), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax
when the relevant treaty contains the equivalent of Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil should ensure that all

Article 25(2), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax | MAP agreements entered into are implemented.
Convention (OECD, 2017).

As will be discussed under element D.3 not all of Brazil's | When, after a MAP case is initiated, the domestic statute
tax treaties include the equivalent of Article 25(2), of limitation may, in the absence of the second sentence
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention of Article 25(2) of the OECD Model Tax Convention

(D] (OECD, 2017) or the alternatives provided in Article 9(1) | (OECD, 2017) in Brazil's relevant tax treaty, prevent the

and 7(2). Therefore, there is a risk that for those tax implementation of a MAP agreement, Brazil should put
treaties that do not contain those provisions, not all MAP | appropriate procedures in place to ensure that such an
agreements will be implemented due to the five year agreement is implemented. In addition, where during
time limit in its domestic law. the MAP process the domestic statute of limitations may

expire and may then affect the possibility to implement
a MAP agreement, Brazil should, for clarity and
transparency purposes, notify the treaty partner thereof
without delay.
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[D.2] Implement all MAP agreements on a timely basis

Agreements reached by competent authorities through the MAP process should be implemented
on a timely basis.

208. Delay of implementation of MAP agreements may lead to adverse financial consequences
for both taxpayers and competent authorities. To avoid this and to increase certainty for all
parties involved, it is important that the implementation of any MAP agreement is not obstructed
by procedural and/or statutory delays in the jurisdictions concerned.

Theoretical timeframe for implementing mutual agreements

209. As discussed under element D.1, Brazil reported that the taxpayer is invited to provide
its acceptance of the solution found within 30 days after being notified of the outcome of
its MAP case. This is specified in section 5 of Brazil’s MAP guidance. No other specific
timeframe applies for the implementation of MAP agreements once the taxpayer has notified
its acceptance of the solution.

Recent developments

210. There are no recent developments with respect to element D.2.

Practical application

Period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018 (stage 1)

211. Brazil reported that it has entered into one MAP agreement in the period 1 January
2016-31 December 2018, which was implemented the same day as the agreement was
reached.

212.  All peers that provided input have not indicated experiencing any problems with
Brazil regarding the implementation of MAP agreements reached on a timely basis in the
period 1 January 2016-31 December 2018.

Period I January 2019-31 July 2020 (stage 2)

213. Brazil reported that since 1 January 2019, no MAP agreements were reached with
another competent authority.

214. Al peers that provided input during stage 1 stated in stage 2 that the update report
provided by Brazil fully reflects their experience with Brazil since 1 January 2019 and/or
there are no additions to the previous input given. The same input was given by the two
peers that only provided input during stage 2.

Anticipated modifications

215. Brazil indicated that it does not anticipate any modifications in relation to element D.2.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

[D-2]
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[D.3] Include Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention in
tax treaties or alternative provisions in Article 9(1) and Article 7(2)

Jurisdictions should either (i) provide in their tax treaties that any mutual agreement reached
through MAP shall be implemented notwithstanding any time limits in their domestic law,
or (ii) be willing to accept alternative treaty provisions that limit the time during which a
Contracting Party may make an adjustment pursuant to Article 9(1) or Article 7(2), in order
to avoid late adjustments with respect to which MAP relief will not be available.

216. In order to provide full certainty to taxpayers it is essential that implementation
of MAP agreements is not obstructed by any time limits in the domestic law of the
jurisdictions concerned. Such certainty can be provided by either including the equivalent
of Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) in
tax treaties, or alternatively, setting a time limit in Article 9(1) and Article 7(2) for making
adjustments to avoid that late adjustments obstruct granting of MAP relief.

Legal framework and current situation of Brazil’s tax treaties

217.  As discussed under element D.1, Brazil’s domestic legislation includes a statute
of limitations of five years applicable in all instances, even when treaties contain the
equivalent of article 25(2) second sentence of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017).

218. Out of Brazil’s 36 tax treaties, eight contain a provision equivalent to Article 25(2),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) that any mutual
agreement reached through MAP shall be implemented notwithstanding any time limits
in their domestic law. Furthermore, one tax treaty contains such equivalent as well as both
the alternative provisions in Article 9(1) and Article 7(2), setting a time limit for making
adjustments.

219. For the remaining 27 treaties the following analysis is made:

» 26 treaties do not contain a provision based on or equivalent to Article 25(2),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017).!

* One treaty includes a provision that is based on Article 25(2), second sentence, of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), but prescribes that the implementation
of MAP agreements, is subject to the time limits in the domestic law of the States.
Therefore, this treaty is not considered to include the equivalent of Article 25(2),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017).

220. For the 27 treaties identified that do not contain the equivalent of Article 25(2),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), or both alternatives,
nine peers provided input during stage 1. Four peers confirmed that there are currently
ongoing bilateral negotiations to update the concerned treaty, two of them having reported
having received a draft protocol from Brazil containing a new provision regarding the
mutual agreement procedure that is currently under analysis. Three peers confirmed
that they were contacted by Brazil with respect to the renegotiation of their treaty. The
remaining peer reported that its treaty with Brazil could be modified via the Multilateral
Instrument. Brazil reiterated it did not express its intention to sign the Multilateral
Instrument and that it will amend its treaties via bilateral negotiations.
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Recent developments

Bilateral modifications

221. Brazil signed a new treaty which is a newly negotiated treaty with a treaty partner
with which there was no treaty yet in place. This treaty contains a provision that is
equivalent to Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD,
2017). This treaty has not entered into force as yet. Furthermore, Brazil also signed an
amending protocol to an existing treaty, adding the equivalent of Article 25(2), second
sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) to this treaty where such
provisions were previously not present. The effects of this newly signed treaty and
amending protocol have been reflected in the analysis above where it has relevance.

Other developments

222. Brazil reported that for the 28 treaty partners relevant to the 27 tax treaties that
do not contain the equivalent of Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax
Convention (OECD, 2017), negotiations have been initiated or are ongoing with 27 of these
concerned treaty partners with a view to make these treaties compliant with element D.3.
For the remaining treaty partner, negotiations will be initiated once all other pending
negotiations are completed.

Peer input

223. Of the peers that provided input during stage 2, two provided input in relation to
their tax treaty with Brazil. One of these peers concerns a treaty partner to a treaty that is
not line with this element. This peer noted that it is currently undertaking negotiations with
Brazil on an amending protocol to make this treaty in line with element D.3. Further, the
other peer indicated that it has signed an amending protocol with Brazil to make its treaty
with Brazil in line with element D.3, which is in line with the above analysis.

Anticipated modifications

224. Brazil reported it will seek to include Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) or both alternatives in all of its future tax treaties.

Conclusion

Areas for improvement Recommendations

27 out of 36 tax treaties contain neither a provision One of the 27 treaties that do not contain the equivalent
that is equivalent to Article 25(2), second sentence, of of Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) nor Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) is the treaty with former

both alternative provisions provided for in Article 9(1) Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil continues to
and Article 7(2). With respect to the 28 relevant treaty apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.
partners for these 27 treaties: Negotiations are ongoing with both concerned treaty

« For two, negotiations are not required. partners. In that regard, Brazil should, in such negotiations,

ensure the inclusion of the required provision or be willing
to accept the inclusion of both alternative provisions.

For the remaining 26 treaties that do not contain the
equivalent of Article 25(2), second sentence, of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil
should continue (the initiation of) negotiations with the
treaty partners concerned with a view to including the
required provision or be willing to accept the inclusion of
both alternative provisions.

[D.3] | « For 26, negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or
pending.
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Note

1. These 26 treaties include the treaty with former Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil
continues to apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.

Reference

OECD (2017), Model Tax Convention on Income and on Capital 2017 (Full Version), OECD
Publishing, Paris, https:/dx.doi.org/10.1787/g2g972ee-en.
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Summary

Areas for improvement |

Recommendations

Part A: Preventing disputes

(A1]

Two out of 36 tax treaties do not contain a provision that
is equivalent to Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017). With respect to
these treaties, negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or
pending.

For the two treaties that do not contain the equivalent
of Article 25(3), first sentence, of the OECD Model
Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil should continue
(the initiation of) negotiations with the treaty partners
concerned with a view to including the required
provision.

A.2]

Part B: Availability and

access to MAP

B1]

One out of 36 tax treaties does not contain the
equivalent of Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior
to the adoption of or as amended by the Action 14
final report (OECD, 2015b). With respect to this treaty,
negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or pending.

For the treaty that does not contain the equivalent

of Article 25(1), first sentence, of the OECD Model

Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a) as it read prior to the
adoption of or as amended by the Action 14 final report
(OECD, 2015b), Brazil should continue (the initiation of)
negotiations with the treaty partner concerned with a
view to including the required provision. This concerns a
provision that is equivalent to Article 25(1), first sentence
of the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2015a)
either:

a. as amended by the Action 14 final report (OECD,
2015b); or

b. as it read prior to the adoption of Action 14 final
report (OECD, 2015b), thereby including the full
sentence of such provision.

Seven out of 36 tax treaties do not contain the equivalent
of Article 25(1), second sentence, of the OECD Model
Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), as the timeline to file a
MAP request can be shorter than three years from the
first notification of the action resulting in taxation not

in accordance with the provision of the tax treaty. With
respect to these treaties, negotiations are envisaged,
scheduled or pending.

For the seven treaties that do not contain the equivalent
of Article 25(1), second sentence, of the OECD Model
Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil should continue
(the initiation of) negotiations with the treaty partners
concerned with a view to including the required
provision.

(B.2]

32 of the 36 treaties do not contain a provision
equivalent to Article 25(1) of the OECD Model Tax
Convention (OECD, 2017) as amended by the Action 14
final report (OECD, 2015b), allowing taxpayers to submit
a MAP request to the competent authority of either treaty
partners. For these treaties no documented notification
process is in place, which allows the other competent
authority concerned to provide its views on the case
when the taxpayer’s objection raised in the MAP request
is considered not to be justified.

Brazil should without further delay document its
notification process and provide in that document rules
of procedure on how that process should be applied

in practice, including the steps to be followed and the
timing of these steps. Furthermore, Brazil should apply
its notification process for future cases in which its
competent authority considered the objection raised in a
MAP request not to be justified and when the tax treaty
concerned does not contain Article 25(1) of the OECD
Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) as amended by the
Action 14 final report (OECD, 2015b).

(B.3]
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Areas for improvement

Recommendations

(B4]

[B.5]

B.6]

B7]

18 out of 36 tax treaties do not contain a provision
that is equivalent to Article 25(3), second sentence, of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017). With
respect to the 19 relevant treaty partners for these

18 treaties:

+ For two, negotiations are not required.

+ For 17, negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or
pending.

One of the 18 treaties that do not contain the equivalent

of Article 25(3), second sentence, of the OECD Model

Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) is the treaty with former
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil continues to
apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.
Negotiations are ongoing with both concerned treaty
partners. In that regard, Brazil should, in such negotiations,
ensure the inclusion of the required provision.

For the remaining 17 treaties that do not contain the
equivalent of Article 25(3), second sentence, of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil
should continue (the initiation of) negotiations with the
treaty partners concerned with a view to including the
required provision.

(B.8]

B9

[B.10]

Part C: Resolution of MAP cases

[C1]

[C.2]

[C.3]

MAP cases were resolved in 43.63 months on average,
which concerns especially other MAP cases, as

the average time needed to close these cases was
51.67 months, whereas for attribution/allocation cases
the average time was below 24 months (23.41 months).
There is therefore a risk that post-2015 cases are not
resolved within the average of 24 months, especially
concerning other MAP cases.

Further, there was a significant increase in MAP
inventory during the Statistics Reporting Period,
especially concerning attribution/allocation cases with
only around half the number of these cases resolved
during this time and very few attribution/allocation

cases being resolved in total. This may indicate that the
competent authority is not adequately resourced to cope
with this increase.

While Brazil has taken some organisational measures by
increasing the number of staff members in its competent
authority function and has taken some steps to actively
improve the resolution of MAP cases in 2019, further
actions should be taken to ensure a timely resolution of
MAP cases, which primarily concerns other MAP cases.
In that regard, Brazil should devote additional resources
to its competent authority to handle these cases and
also to be able to cope with the increase in the number
of MAP cases, particularly for attribution/allocation
cases so as to resolve MAP cases in a timely, efficient
and effective manner.

[C.4]

[C.5]

(C.6]
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Areas for improvement

Recommendations

Part D: Implementation of MAP agreements

(D]

Implementation of MAP agreements is subject to
Brazil's domestic statute of limitation of five years, even
when the relevant treaty contains the equivalent of
Article 25(2), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax
Convention (OECD, 2017).

When the relevant treaty contains the equivalent of
Article 25(2), second sentence of the OECD Model Tax
Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil should ensure that all
MAP agreements entered into are implemented.

As will be discussed under element D.3 not all of Brazil's
tax treaties include the equivalent of Article 25(2),
second sentence, of the OECD Model Tax Convention
(OECD, 2017) or the alternatives provided in Article 9(1)
and 7(2). Therefore, there is a risk that for those tax
treaties that do not contain those provisions, not all MAP
agreements will be implemented due to the five year
time limit in its domestic law.

When, after a MAP case is initiated, the domestic statute
of limitation may, in the absence of the second sentence
of Article 25(2) of the OECD Model Tax Convention
(OECD, 2017) in Brazil's relevant tax treaty, prevent the
implementation of a MAP agreement, Brazil should put
appropriate procedures in place to ensure that such an
agreement is implemented. In addition, where during
the MAP process the domestic statute of limitations may
expire and may then affect the possibility to implement
a MAP agreement, Brazil should, for clarity and
transparency purposes, notify the treaty partner thereof
without delay.

D.2]

[D.3]

27 out of 36 tax treaties contain neither a provision
that is equivalent to Article 25(2), second sentence, of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) nor
both alternative provisions provided for in Article 9(1)
and Article 7(2). With respect to the 28 relevant treaty
partners for these 27 treaties:

+ For two, negotiations are not required.

+ For 26, negotiations are envisaged, scheduled or
pending.

One of the 27 treaties that do not contain the equivalent

of Article 25(2), second sentence, of the OECD Model

Tax Convention (OECD, 2017) is the treaty with former
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic that Brazil continues to
apply to the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic.
Negotiations are ongoing with both concerned treaty
partners. In that regard, Brazil should, in such negotiations,
ensure the inclusion of the required provision or be willing
to accept the inclusion of both alternative provisions.

For the remaining 26 treaties that do not contain the
equivalent of Article 25(2), second sentence, of the
OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017), Brazil
should continue (the initiation of) negotiations with the
treaty partners concerned with a view to including the
required provision or be willing to accept the inclusion of
both alternative provisions.

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021







ANNEX A - SUMMARY - 69

N N N N A ! ! sieak g I 0 VIN A wniBjag
N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A elsny
N A A A A ! ! VIN A E| VIN A euuably
suoseal
Jayo ‘ou = Al
) Jusiellip
6 pue/yyjo s pouad Jeak ¢
Jusjeninba ou pue ou = N ay) Bunduioo
Jusjeninba 69 /2 My 59580 41 0} Jo} Juiod
Ujog aney ng ‘ou = uaniB 8 jou i Buiess ‘ou
Juajeainba dVI\ Jo} pajdece aqjou | $s829 puB OU = || pouad
6 My 9AeYINg ‘ou = | (M S3SE2 4oNns Ing ou = I s8520 4| JuaJayip ‘ou = I ON=N uopRoyge!
Jusjeainba dVIN Jo} pajdanoe 0} uanif aq [Im uoisinoud ) Buipuad
ou=N ou=N ou=N| /Hyaneying‘ou=| 0U =N |80 [IIM S3SBD YNS pUB OU = || $SBIIBING ‘OU = | poued | Uomsou‘ou=1|  auo Auo‘sek=0| puubis | PEUBIS=N
sohk= A sohk= A sok= A sok= A soh= A sof = A sof = A Ayoads ‘11 4 sok=A| SyDJoye‘sak=3|j0alep‘NJl| Sohk=A
¢uoisinoid | (993oN) | (G930N) | (7930N) ¢9LIN 230 (¢ 9joN) £S9sed £S9sB9 suoseal aje)s asea|d ‘ou J| (9ouayuas £daI0pu191Q Jauyled Ayeai|
uoljel)lqUe | ¢3OUBJUAS | ¢3OUBUAS | 69 L "My Ul uoisiroid | ;99uB)UaS | yonsojuonedlul dyiN | dL ul dVIN 0} 1811 (L)sz My
uoisnjou] | puodas Isily aAlJeuId)[e ‘ou J| sy Joj)sanbai s Jafedxeje | ssaooe apiroid mau) ¢ Ayoyne
(e)sz My | (e)sg My ()5 My | 1dage 9 ok im ‘ou | |y dnok [jim ‘ou | Juajadwiod
uoisnjou| | uoisnjouj uoisnjou| (2 ®10N) (2)6 MY Jayye 0}
uoisnjou| uoissiwgns ‘saf §|
(7 @10N) ¢ Me| Xe} o1jSawop ay} (1 9J0N) ¢aouajuas {0Uduas Jsily
£99U9JUIS PU0IDS 4010 91 8y} Jo asnqe ue puo9as (})gz "My uoisnjou| | (})Gz "My uoisnjouj
(2)5Z 1y uoisnjou) S| 919U} Jey) JusWISSasSe
3y} Jo s1 uopaipstnf anok
2I9YM S3sEI Ul 3|qe|leAe
aqjou ||Im 3By dVIN
Jey) uoisiroid uoisnjouj
J UWNj0y (Q} UWNjO) G UWNj0) g uwnjon / uwnjoy 9 uwnjo9 G uwnjon { uwnjoy € uwnjo9 Z uwnjo) | uwnjoy
99 IA:| 1Y €a 3] 7'd ¢d 3! 3]
uonenigy 91N @230 OLIN 0930 3y} Jo (z)se Bjomy asnqe-Huy 91N @230 («oLw,)
au} 4o (g)gz ajamy 3y Jo (g)g ao1My | uoBuUaAUOD Xey [3POIN GDI0 aYH 4O (1)SZ 3jINY

[1Zeag JO YJI0M)dUu AJBd1) XB],

V Xouuy

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



70 - ANNEX A - TAX TREATY NETWORK OF BRAZIL

N N A A A ! ! sieaf g Il 0 VIN A [eBnyiod
N N A il A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A saulddijiud
N N A N A ! ! Mej olsauioq Al 0 VIN A nisd
N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A AemioN
N N A N A ! ! sieah g Il 0 VIN A SpuelisyieN
N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A 00IX8 |\
N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A Banoquiexn
N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A €810}
N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A ueder
N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A Aley
N N A N A ! ! VIN ! N VIN A [Sels|
N A A A A ! I sieaf g Il 0 VIN A elpu|
N N A N A ! ! VN ! 0 VN A AreBuny
N A N N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A doueld
N A A N A ! ! VIN A 0 VIN A puejul4
N A A N A ! ! sieak g I 0 VIN A Jopend3
N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A Ylewusg
N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A aljgndey yoezy
(Joongnday
N A A N A ! ! VIN A 0 VIN A s,9/doad) euiyd
N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A 3lyd
N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A epeued
¢uoisinoid | (993oN) | (G830N) | (30N) ¢9LIN @230 (¢ 9j0N) £Sases £S9sB9 suoseal aje)s asea|d ‘ou J| (99uayuas $daI0pu191a Jauyled Ayeai|
UOIJeI}IQUE | ¢89UB)JUSS | ¢BIUB)JUBS | 69 L "My Ul uoisinoid | ;aousjuas | yonsojuonepiul dyiN | dl Ul dVIN O 181 (152 "My
uoisnjou] | puodas iy aAljeuIa)[e ‘ou §| ISl Joy)sanbai s Jafedxeje | ssaooe apiroid mau) ¢ Ayoyjne
(e)sz v | (e)sg Wy (¢)sz uy | 1dave v nok jjim ‘ou i |9 ok |jm ‘ou Jusjodwiod
uoisnjou| | uoisnjouj uoisnjau| (2 90N) (2)6 MY Jayyie 0}
uoisnjou| uoissiwgns ‘saf j|
(7 @10N) ¢ Me] XB} 91}SaWop ay) (1 810N) ¢@oudjURS £99Udjuas JsIly
£89UBJUAS pUoIAS 010 91 3y} jo asnqe ue puodas (})gz "My uoisnjou| | (1)Gz "My uoisnjouj
(¢)5g My uorsnjou| S1 919y} Jey} Juawssasse
3y} Jo s1 uopaipstn( anok
2J3YM SaSBI UJ 3|qejieAe
aqjou |im 8By dvIN
Jeyy uoisinoid uoisnjou|

}} UWwnjo) () Uwnjo)y 6 uwnjo) g uwnjo9 Juwn|o) 9 uwnjo) G uwnjo)  uwnjo) ¢ uwnjo9
99 IX:| by £a %] g g X} |
uonegly JLIN @230 JLIN @930 8y} Jo (2)z 3oy asnqe-nuy JLIN @230 (OLI,,)
3y} o ()5z ajomy 8y} jo (z)g djomy | uonusAuo xe] [9PO IFO0 3YHO (1)SZ Bjomy

Zuwnjo9

| uwnjog

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



ANNEX A — TAX TREATY NETWORK OF BRAZIL - 71

N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A B[oNZaus

N A A A A ! ! YN A 3 6102/L/9 N Aenbnin

N N A N A ! ! Me| disawoq Al 0 VIN A aulenin

sajelw]

N A A A A ! ! VIN A 0 8lL02/ChLL N qely psjun

N N A N A ! ! Mej oisawoq Al 0 VIN A foyinp

ofeqo]

N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A pue pepiuli

N A A A A ! ! VIN A E| 810¢/S/€ N puepszyimg

N A A A A ! ! VIN A E| VIN A uspamg

N A A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A uledg

N N A N A ! ! Mej dlsswoq Al 0 VIN A BOl}Y yinog

N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A oljgnday ¥ero|s

N A A A A ! ! VIN A 0 810¢/LIS N ajodebuis

N N A N A ! ! VIN ! 0 VIN A eissny

¢uoisinoid | (993oN) | (G830N) | (30N) ¢9LIN @230 (¢ 9j0N) £Sases £S9se9 suoseal aje)s asea|d ‘ou J| (99uayuas $daIo0pu1 914 Jauyled Ayeai|
UoIeI)IQUE | {3OUBJUAS | (3OUAUIS | 69 L MY Ul uoisiroid | ;99UB)UdS | yonsojuoneIul dyiN | dL ul dVIN 0} 1811 (L)sz My
uoisnjou] | puodas Isily aAIJeuId)[e ‘Ou J| sy Jojjsanbai s Jafedxeje | ssaooe apiroid mau) § Ayoyne
(e)sz v | (e)sg Wy (2)sz 1y | 3daoge v anok im ‘ouyj | v anokjjm ‘ou ) Juejodwiod
uoisnjou| | uoisnjouj uoisnjau| (2 90N) (2)6 MY Jayyie 0}

(v 310N)
£99UBJU3S PU0IdS

(2)5z "y uorsnjou)

¢ Me| Xe} o1jsawop ay)
4010 9] dY} Jo asnge ue
S| 313y} Jey) JuaLuSSasse
3y} Jo s1 uopaipstnf anok
2I9UM S3SEI Ul 3|qe|leAe
aqjou im 8jonly dVIN
Jeyy uoisinoid uoisnjou|

uoisnjou|

uojssiwqns ‘saf J|

(1 910N) ¢@ousyuas
pu02as (1)6z "My uoisnjou|

£90UB)Uas JS1j
(1)5Z "Wy uoisnjou|

}J UWnjo) () Uwnjo) 6 uwnjo) g uwnjo9 Juwn|jo) 9 uwn|o) G uwnjo)  uwnjo) ¢ uwnjo9
99 IX:| by £a %] g g X} |
uonegly JLIN @230 JLIN @930 8y} Jo (2)z 3oy asnqe-nuy JLIN @230 (OLI,,)
3y} o ()5z ajomy 8y} jo (z)g djomy | uonusAuo xe] [9PO IFO0 3YHO (1)SZ Bjomy

Zuwnjo9

| uwnjog

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



72 - ANNEX B — MAP STATISTICS REPORTING FOR THE 2016, 2017, 2018 AND 2019 REPORTING PERIODS

"SO1ISIIR)S /10T SH JO uoIsioA paysiiqnd oy) yym yojewsiw 9y surejdxo yorym ‘g[og ul [1zerg £q parepdn udoq sey sased 9[(g-91d Jo Ioquunu 9y [, :SOION

29S¢ 6 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0l [el01
4RI S 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 0 0 9 S18YI0
uoneao||y
0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 juonnqupy
1 uwnjo9 €} uwnjo) Zyuwnjod |} uwnjoy 0} uwnjo) 6 uwnjo9 g uwnjo9 Juwnjo) | guwnjo) | GuwN|o) | Fuwnjo) | guwnjo) | Zuwnjoy | | uwnjo)
pouad Buipodal | 0z Jlequiadaq g | awodno dalbesip | Aeasy xeyypm|  Kyeauy xey ypm Kyeauy xey Kpawas | pajuesb | Jokedxey | paypsnl | ssadoe 1002 $9SB9 JO
ay) Burinp sased | uo KiojuaAul dyiy | Jayo Auy | o)juswaaiBe | aouepiodde | 39UBPIOIIE UIJOU | UMM 3IUBPIOIJE | dpsawiop |  jaljal fq jous! |dyWpawuaqg| Arenuep) | KioBajen
91,0z-21d Buisojd Buipnjoul urjou uorjexe} BuIAj0Sal | Ul jou UOIJEXE) BIA [esajejiun |umespylip | uonaalgo uo
1o} (sypuow uy) ‘Juswaaibe oy | uonexejou | Ajenteduonexey | BuiajosaiAjny | panjosay Kiojuanu
uaye) awr) abesany sl a1ay} Jey) | ajqnop Buieulwiie | juoijexe) ajgnop dvu
Juawaalby Kjjenaed Buigeuswiia S9SBD
Juawaalby KjIny yuawaaiby 9}0z-2.d
00
awo9yno Aq pouad Buipiodal ay) Buunp pasoja sasea 90z-a.d jo Jaquny L
sohsheis dviN 2102

'L10T Pue 910 ul sonsnels paystjqnd syt 03 paredwoo se
KI0JUQAUL $31 0} 9SO UOIJEIO[[B/UOIINGLIIE 9](Z-21d 10w SUO PpE 03 1oulted Kjeon) e yirm poeaide sem J1 douls 8107 Ul [1zelg Aq pajepdn sem sosed 910z-01d Jo Toquunu oy J, :S9ION

awo9yno Aq poriad Buiyiodal ay} burinp paso|o sasea gLpz-a.d jo Jaquiny

99°¢y 0l | 0 } 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 [eoL
9l'es 9 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L slsylo
uoneao||y
9L've 14 } 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g juonnquyy
p), uwnjo? €} uwnjo) Zyuwnjo) |} uwnjo) 0}, uwnjo? 6 Uwn|09 g uwnjo9 Juwnjo) guwnjo) GuUWNO) PHUWNO) EUWNO)  ZUWNO) | UWN|O)
pouad Buipodas | 9oz 8quiadaq g | awodno aalbesip | Measy xeyypm|  Kyeasy xey ypm Kyealy xey Kpawas | pojuesb | sofedxey | paynysnl | ssadoe 9102 SSE? JO
ay) Buunp sased | uo Kiojusaul dyiN | Jayjo Auy | o}juswasibe | 89uepIodIe | BOUBPIOIIE UIOU | UM SOUBPIOIIE | JjSaWop |  Jalfal fq jousl |4y pauaqg| Arenuer| | Kiobajen
910z-2.d Buisojd | Butuy Buipnjaul urjou uoljexe) BuiAjosal | uljou uoijexe} BIA [eJajejiun |umelpypm | uonaalgo uo
Joy (sypuow u) | sased g,0z-a4d Jo oN ‘Juawaaibe oy | uonexejou | Ajensedjuonexe} | BuinjosalAny | panjosay Kioyuanul
uaye} awr) abelany sl a1ay} Jey) | ajgqnop Buigeujwiia | juoijexe) ajgnop dviu
Juawaalby Kjjened Buneuiwia S9SBD
Juswaaiby fjing Juswaaiby 910z-81d
J0°ON

SolsheIS dvIN 9102

$3sBI 91(07-31d J10J (6107 1PqUN( I€ 0} 9107 Arenuep )

spoLidg Sun.aoday 6107 Pue 8107 ‘LI0T ‘910T AW 10j Sun.oday sonsners JvIA

g xXouuy

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



ANNEX B - MAP STATISTICS REPORTING FOR THE 2016, 2017, 2018 AND 2019 REPORTING PERIODS — 73

G1'G. 14 14 0 } 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 (B0l
vel8 | € 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G S18UYI0
uoneao||y
v'9C € l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 juonnquiy
p}, uwnjo? €} uwnjo) Zyuwnjo) |} uwnjo) 0} uwnjo) 6 uwnjo9 g uwnjo9 Juwnjo) guwnjo) GuUWNO) PUWNO) EUWNOY  ZUWNO) | UWN|o)
pouad Buipiodal | 6Lz Jaquadaq Lg | awodno salbesip | Measy xeyypm|  Kyeasy xey ypm Kyeauy xey Kpawas | pojuesb | sofedxey | paynysnl | ssadde 6107 S9SBJ JO
ay) Buinp sased | uo KiojuaAui dyiy | Jayo Auy | o)juswaaiBe | aouepiodde | 39UBPIOIIE UIJOU | UMM BIUBPIOIIE | dlsawop |  jaljal fq jous! |dyWpatuaqg| Arenuep) | KioBajen
91,0z-2.d Buisojd uo ul Bujurewsas Buipnjoul urjou uorjexe} BUIAj0Sa) | Ul JOU UOIJEXE) BIA [esajeiun |umespylip | uonaalao uo
Joj (sypuow u) | sased g,0z-a4d Jo oN ‘Juswaaibe oy | uonexejou | Ajensedjuonexe) | BuinjosalAny | panjosay Kioyuanu
uaye} awr) abelany sl 1oy} Jey) | ajqnop Buijeulwiie | juoijexe) ajgnop dvnu
Juawaalby Kjenaed Buneujwie S9SBD
Juawaalby KjIn} Juawiaaiby 9}0z-2.d
J0°ON
awo9yno Aq poriad Buiyiodal ay) burinp paso|d sasea gJ0z-2.d jo Jaquiny
solsiiels dvi 6102
eu 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 [el0L
eu S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 G slsylo
uoneoo||y
eu 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 juonnquiy
p}, uwnjo? ¢} uwnjo) Zyuwnjoy |} uwnjo) 0} uwnjo? 6 uwnjo9 g uwnjo9 Juwnjo) guwnjo) GuUWNO) PHUWNO) EUWNO)  ZUWNO) | UWN|o)
pouad Buipiodal | gLz Jaquiadaq Lg | awodno aalbesip | Measy xeyypm|  Kyeasy xey ypm Kyeauy xey Kpawas | pojuesb | safedxey | paynysnl | ssadoe 8107 S9SEJ JO
ay) buunp sasea | uo Aoyusaul dyu | Jayjo Auy | ojjuswsalbe | 3ouepiodIe | SOUBPIOIJE UIJOU | UY}IM IUBPIOIIR | disawop |  Jalal fq jous! |4y pauag| Aenuep| | AioBajen
91,0z-2.d Buisojd uo ul Bujurewsas Buipnjoul urjou uorjexe} BUIAj0Sa) | Ul JOU UOIJEXE) BIA [esajeiun |umespyip | uonaalao uo
Joy (sypuow u) | sased g,0z-a4d Jo oN ‘Juawaaibe oy | uonexejou | Ajensedjuonexe) | BuinjosalAny | panjosay Kioyuanul
uaye} awr) abelany sl a1ay} Jey) | ajqnop Buigeulwiia | juoijexe) ajgnop dviu
Juswaalby Kjenaed Buneuiwiie S9SBD
Juswaaiby fjing uaweaiby 910z-81d
J0°ON

awodyno Aq poriad Buyaodal ay) burinp paso|d sasea gJz-2.d jo Jaquiny

solishels dvIN 8102

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



74 — ANNEX C - MAP STATISTICS REPORTING FOR THE 2016, 2017, 2018 AND 2019 REPORTING PERIODS

vl L 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 8 14 [el0)
'u 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 SELIe)
uoneao||y
&4 g 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 14 14 juonnqLpy
G| uwnjoy pluwnjoy gL uwnjo) Zjuwnjoy |} uwnjo) 0} uwnjo) 6 uwnjon guwnjoy /uwnjo) QuUWNO) GUWNO) {UWNO) EUWNO)  ZUWNOH | UwN|o)
pouad Buiodas 1102 awoo)no | aaubesip o} | Ayeasy xeyyum | Ayeasy xey ypm Kyeauy xey Kpawas | pajuesb | sokedxey | paynsn[ | ssaooe pouad 1002 $9SB9 JO
aybuunp  [1aquiadaq g uo | Jayjo Auy | juswaaiBe | 99uepPIOIIE | BOUBPIOIJE UIJOU | U}IM SIUBPIOIIE |INSAWOp [  jaifal fq jousl dVIN Burpiodas | Asenuep| | Aiobajen
s9sed GL0z-sod | Aiojuanur dyIN Buipnjaul urjou uoljexe) Buiajosal | uIjou uopexe) BIA | [eJ3jejiun |umelpypp | uonoslqo | paiusg | 8y buunp uo
BuisojoJoj | uo ul hujuewsas ‘Juawaaibe | uopnexejou | Ajenedjuonexe} | Buijosal Ay | panjosay paye)s Kioyuanul
(sypuow ui) uayey sased ON sl aiay}jeyy | ajqnop Buieuiwna | juonexe) sjgnop sased dvinu
awy abesany | 6Loz-3sod jo ‘oN Juawaalby Kjjened Bungeuswiia GL0z-}sod S9SBD
Juawaalby KjIny yuawaaiby Jo"oN G10z-)sod
0°0
awoayno £q pouad Buiyiodal ay} Buunp paso|d sased G0z-}sod jo JaquinN L
13e1s dVIN £102
eu 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 [el0)
'u 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SELIe)
uoneao||y
eu 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 juonnqupy
G| uwnjoy pluwnjoy gL uwnjo) Zjuwnjoy |} uwnjo) 0} uwnjo) 6 uwnjo9 guwnjon /uwnjo) QuUWNO) GUWNO) {UWNO) EUWNO)  ZUWNOH | UWN|o)
pouad Buyodas 9107 awoo)no | aaubesip o} | Ayeasy xejyum | Ayeasy xey ypm Kyeauy xey Kpawas | pajuesb | sakedxe} | paynsn[ | ssaooe pouad 9107 $9SB9 JO
ayBuunp  [1aquiadaq g uo | Jayjo Auy | juswaaiBe | 99uepI0IIE | SOUBPIOIIE UIJOU | UMM SIUBPIOIIE |INSAWOp [  jaifal fq jous dVIN Burpiodas | Asenuep| | Aiobajen
s9sed GL0z-sod | Aiojuanur dyIN Buipnjoul urjou uoljexe) Buiajosal | uIjou uopexe) BIA [ [esajejiun |umelpyppm | uonoslqo | pauag | 8y Buunp uo
BuisojaJoj | uo ul hujurewsas ‘Juswaaibe | uonexejou | Ajenedjuonexe} | Buijosal Ay | panjosay paje)s Kioyuanu
(sypuow uy) uayey sased ON sl aiay}jeyy | ajqnop Buieuiwna | juonexe) ajgnop sased dvinu
awy abesany | GLoz-}sod jo ‘oN Juawaalby Kjjened Buneuswia GL0z-}sod S9SBD
Juawaalby KjIny yuswaaiby JooN GLoz-sod
J0°ON

awoayno Aq pouad Buiyiodal ay) Buunp paso|d sased G0z-}sod jo JaquinN

salyshels dvIN 9102

$3s8d G107-)s0d .10J (G10T 1OqUIdN( [€ 03 9[0T Alenuep )
spoLIdg sun.aoday 6107 Pue 8107 ‘LI0T ‘9T0T W 10j Sun.aoday] sonsners dvVIA

D Xouuy

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



ANNEX C — MAP STATISTICS REPORTING FOR THE 2016, 2017, 2018 AND 2019 REPORTING PERIODS — 75

Ge'se 0C 0 0 0 0 L 0 L 0 ) 0 g 8l [ejol
89'/¢C g 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 ) 0 0 L S18UYI0
uoneao||y
89°0¢ Gl 0 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 g 3 juonnquiy
G| uwnjo9 pluwnjoy ¢} uUwNj0) g uwnjoy |} uwnjo) 0} uwnjo) 6 Uwn|o9 guwnjo) JUWNjo) QUWNO) GUWNO) {UWNO) EUWNOY  ZUWNO) | Uwnjo)
pouiad Bugodas 6102 awoo)no | aaubesip o} | Ayeasy xey yum | Ayeasy xey yym Kyeauy xey Kpawsas | pajuesd | sakedxey | paynsnl | sseoge pouad 6102 S9SEJ JO
ay) Buunp  |Jaquiagaq g uo | Jayjo Auy | juswaalbe | aouepIOIIR | BIUBPIOIIE UIJOU | Y}IM 99UBPIOIE | Dnsawop | Jaljal £q jous| dVin Buiaodas | Atenuep | Kiobajeq
sased gl0zsod | Aiojuanui dyin Buipnoul urjou uorjexe} BuIAjoSa) |  uljou uoljexe} BIA | [el3jejiup [umelpyppm | uonoalgqo | paiuag | ayyBuunp uo
Buisojp 10} | uo u hujurewsal ‘Juawaaibe | uonexejou | Ajenedjuonexey | Buiajosal Ajny | panjosay paje)s Kioyuanu
(sypuow uy) uayey Sased OoN sl 213y} jeyy | ajqnop Buijeuiwna | juonexe} ajgnop Sased dviu
awiy abeisny | GL0z-1sod Jo "oN Juswaalby Kjenaed Buneuswiie GlL0z-3sod S95B)
Juswaaiby fjing uaweaiby Jo-ON GL0z-sod
00
awoano Aq poriad Buyiodal ay) burinp paso|d sasea GLoz-3sod Jo JaquinN Lo
€18 dVIN 6102
19V} 8l 0 0 0 0 L 0 0 ) 0 0 6 1 [ejol
19V} L 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 ) 0 0 € 9 S18UYI0
uoneao||y
e L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 g juonnquiy
G} uwnjo9 pluwnjoy ¢} uUwN0) g uwnjoy |} uwnjo) 0} uwnjo) 6 Uwn|o9 guwnjo) JUWNjO) QUWNO) GUWNO) {UWNO) EUWNO)  ZUWNO) | UwWnjo)
pousad Bugodas 8107 awog)no | aaubesip o} | Ayeasy xeyyum | Ayeasy xey yym Kyeauy xey Kpawsas | pajuesd | sokedxey | paynsnl | sseoge pouad 8107 S9SEJ JO
ay) Buunp  |Jaquiagaq g uo | Jayjo Auy | juswaalbe | aouepIOIIR | BIUBPIOIIE UIJOU | YJIM S9UBPIOIIE | Dpsawop | el fq jous| dvin Buiodas | Atenuep | Kiobajeq
sased gl0z-sod | Aiojuanul dyiN Buipnjoul urjou uorjexe} BulAjosal |  uljou uolexe} BIA | [eI3jejiup |umelpyppm | uonoafgqo | paluag | ayyBuunp uo
Buisojp 10} | uo uj hujurewsal ‘Juswaaibe | uonexejou | Ajenedjuonexey | Buinjosal Ay | panjosay paje)s Kioyuanul
(sypuow uy) uayey Sased OoN sl 213y} jeyy | ajqnop Buijeuiwnja | juonexe} sjgnop Sased dviu
awi) abeiany | GL0z-1sod Jo "oN Juswaalby Kjjened Buneuiwiie GL0z-3sod S95B)
Juswoaiby fjing uaweaiby Jo°ON GL0z-sod
J0°ON

awoano Aq poriad Buiyiodal ayy Burinp paso|d sasea GLoz-3sod Jo JaquinN

solishels dvIN 8102

MAKING DISPUTE RESOLUTION MORE EFFECTIVE — MAP PEER REVIEW REPORT — BRAZIL © OECD 2021



GLOSSARY - 77

Action 14 Minimum Standard

MAP Guidance

MAP Regulation

MAP Statistics Reporting Framework

Multilateral Instrument

OECD Model Tax Convention

OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines

Pre-2016 cases

Post-2015 cases

Statistics Reporting Period

Terms of Reference

Glossary

The minimum standard as agreed upon in the final report
on Action 14: Making Dispute Resolution Mechanisms More
Effective

RFB Manual on Mutual Agreement Procedure, December 2018

Normative Instruction RFB No. 1846, of 28 December 2018,
which regulates the request for mutual agreement procedure
under international tax treaties to which Brazil is a signatory.

Rules for reporting of MAP statistics as agreed by the FTA
MAP Forum

Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related
Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting

OECD Model Tax Convention on Income and on Capital as it
read on 21 November 2017

OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises
and Tax Administrations

MAP cases in a competent authority’s inventory that are pend-
ing resolution on 31 December 2015

MAP cases that are received by a competent authority from the
taxpayer on or after 1 January 2016

Period for reporting MAP statistics that started on 1 January
2016 and that ended on 31 December 2019

Terms of reference to monitor and review the implementing of
the BEPS Action 14 Minimum Standard to make dispute reso-
lution mechanisms more effective
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INCLUSIVE FRAMEWORK ON BEPS: ACTION 14

Under Action 14, countries have committed to implement a minimum standard to strengthen the effectiveness
and efficiency of the mutual agreement procedure (MAP). The MAP is included in Article 25 of the OECD
Model Tax Convention and commits countries to endeavour to resolve disputes related to the interpretation
and application of tax treaties. The Action 14 Minimum Standard has been translated into specific terms

of reference and a methodology for the peer review and monitoring process. The peer review process

is conducted in two stages. Stage 1 assesses countries against the terms of reference of the minimum
standard according to an agreed schedule of review. Stage 2 focuses on monitoring the follow-up of any
recommendations resulting from jurisdictions’ stage 1 peer review report. This report reflects the outcome

of the stage 2 peer monitoring of the implementation of the Action 14 Minimum Standard by Brazil.
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