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Mr. Owens, 

Barsalou Lawson is a Canadian law firm specialized in corporate taxation for multinationals doing 

business in Canada, with a particular emphasis on transfer pricing. We are regularly involved in transfer 

pricing discussions with the Canada Revenue Agency.  

Barsalou Lawson applauds the OECD’s dedication to providing sophisticated guidance for complex 

transactions while also seeking to make inroads to balance that complexity with the promotion of a 

cost-effective use of taxpayers’ and tax administrations’ resources.  

We are also pleased to see that Canada was one of the 33 countries that replied to the OECD’s 

questionnaire issued in July 2010 regarding existing transfer pricing simplification measures in their 

respective countries. We would like to add further comments to those already provided by Canada, and 

also discuss other measures or implementation ideas that could be beneficial to improving resource 

efficiency in the compliance, enforcement or resolution process. 

Barsalou Lawson’s submission to the OECD consists of (1) a review of the Canadian comments and 

scope/type comments in the OECD Multi-Country Analysis; (2) our comments and suggested 

improvements relating to the compliance, enforcement and resolution processes; and (3) our 

suggestions concerning the effective implementation of the new guidance. 
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A. Background 

1. Canada’s Response to the OECD Questionnaire 
The OECD recently published its 2011 Multi-Country Analysis of Existing Transfer Pricing Simplification 

Measures (“OECD Multi-Country Analysis”), reporting the main findings of a questionnaire distributed in 

July 2010 to all OECD Member and Observer countries on their existing transfer pricing simplification 

measures.  

In its response, Canada first confirmed that its legislation establishes a general obligation with the arm’s 

length principle under section 247 of the Income Tax Act (“ITA”). As per the inquiry regarding the 

existence of transfer pricing simplification measures, Canada confirmed that it has simplification 

measures in place, mentioning the Small Business Advance Pricing Arrangement (“Small Business APA”) 

program designed to benefit small and medium-sized enterprises (“SMEs”), as well an exemption from 

penalties measure. Canada described the Small Business APA as proposing to cover non arm’s length 

transactions that involve either the purchase/sale of tangible goods or the provisions/receipt of routine 

services, for a taxpayer who has gross revenues of less than CAD 50 million or proposed covered 

transactions of less than CAD 10 million, and not intended to address the transfer of non-routine 

intangible property, tangible goods bundled with non-routine intangibles, or complex financial 

transactions.  

Canada’s response also refers to another simplification measure in place, an exemption from penalties, 

introduced in 1998 under subsection 247(3) of the ITA. The response explains that, under this measure, 

transfer pricing penalty provisions do not apply where transfer pricing adjustments do not exceed the 

lesser of 10% of the taxpayer’s gross revenue for the year and CAD 5 million, or1 where the taxpayer has 

made reasonable efforts to determine and use arm’s length transfer prices.  

2. Scope and Type of Simplification Measures Identified in OECD Multi-

Country Analysis 
The scope of simplification measures reported by the responding countries includes those benefiting 

SMEs, small transactions, as well as low value-added services and loans, as indicated in the OECD Multi-

Country Analysis. The reported types of measures are classified as (1) documentation (“Exemption from 

documentation requirements”, “Simplified documentation and exemption from disclosure 

requirement”), which account for more than half of the available simplification measures; (2) pricing 

(“Simplified transfer pricing method”, “Safe harbour arm’s length range” and “Safe harbour interest 

rate”); (3) Advance Pricing Arrangements (“Simplified APA procedures”, “Reduced APA charge”); (4) TP 

                                                           
1
 Regarding the penalty simplification measure in Canada, the OECD Multi-Country Analysis in fact indicates that 

the transfer pricing penalty provisions do not apply where transfer pricing adjustments do not exceed a certain 
threshold, and where the taxpayer has made reasonable efforts to determine and use arm’s length transfer prices 
(page 42, OECD Multi-Country Analysis). However, since the conditions are not cumulative, and a taxpayer may be 
exempted from the penalty if either condition is met, for further clarity, we have used “or” instead of “and”. 
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rule (“Exemption from transfer pricing rules” and “Exemption from transfer pricing adjustments”); and 

(5) penalty (“Exemption from penalty” and “Alleviated penalties”).  

B.  Comments and Suggested Improvements 

1.  Measures Relating to the Compliance Process 

a. Bundling Transactions 

Bundling transactions is a type of simplification measure applicable more commonly for 

compliance/documentation purposes, but also often arises later under audit. The question of whether 

transactions should be bundled or analyzed separately can form the basis of misunderstanding and 

disagreement, particularly if taxpayer’s transfer pricing policy and intercompany arrangements are 

ignored by the tax authority. This obviously leads to a waste of taxpayer and tax authority resources.  

Rather, it is preferable to have clear guidance as to the appropriateness of bundling transactions. Some 

countries have already begun to formalize administrative positions on this topic, such as Canada. In 

order to prevent inconsistent treatment amongst OECD member and observer countries, it would be 

preferable for the OECD Guidelines to take the matter to the next level. 

Barsalou Lawson therefore recommends that the guidance currently provided in par. 3.9 to 3.12 of the 

OECD Guidelines be supplemented in Chapter IV with appropriate modifications to recognize bundling 

transactions as a best practice simplification measure for certain transaction types or sizes, beyond 

situations specifically described in Chapter III. 

b. Safe Harbours 

The OECD Guidelines, at par. 4.93 to 4.122, describes in great detail the advantages and challenges 

associated with the use of safe harbours for fixing transfer prices. However, we consider the inference in 

par. 4.111 to be quite harsh, and that it would be counter-productive to prohibit taxpayers opting to 

benefit from safe harbours from addressing any resulting double taxation issues to the competent 

authorities through MAP. We encourage the OECD to revisit their previous statement at par. 4.122 to 

the effect that the use of safe harbours is not recommended. Although we fully agree that safe harbours 

are difficult to justify on a principled basis, we would hope that the international tax community will 

continue to evolve in a collaborative matter, thus opening up options for implementation without many 

of the identified draw-backs. 

We believe the OECD Guidelines could provide a framework or model Memorandum of Understanding 

(“MOU”) that member countries would be encouraged to sign and implement with their largest trading 

partners. Such a model MOU could appear as an appendix to the updated Chapter IV.  Such bilateral 

agreements between large trading partners would at least enable safe harbours to achieve their initial 

objective, without the risk of an unfair result, for that subset of taxpayers whose transactions would fall 

under the jurisdiction of the signing countries. For example, Canada and the US could sign a safe 

harbour MOU applicable to interest and guarantee fees for transactions below a certain threshold.  
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c. Documentation Requirements  

It is interesting to note that in 20 out of the 33 countries who responded to the OECD questionnaire, 

domestic transactions amongst related parties are subject to the arm’s length principle.  By domestic 

transaction, we mean neither a cross-border transaction nor part of a series of transactions involving a 

foreign related entity with related parties. 

Some countries do not require transfer pricing documentation for domestic transactions, and we 

therefore view this as an indirect simplification measure. At the federal level, Canadian transfer pricing 

legislation does not capture domestic transactions, compliance for which is considered to be adequately 

addressed by other domestic tax provisions. As a result, transfer pricing documentation is not required 

for these transactions. 2  

Lesser documentation requirements for smaller taxpayers and smaller transactions are also a 

simplification measure worthy of discussion. This can take many forms, but one option is for legislative 

embodiment of documentation requirements to be left somewhat broadly phrased, as is the case in 

Canada. This leaves the level of required documentation open to interpretation depending upon the size 

of the taxpayer and the transaction. In our experience, the Canadian tax authority has not always 

insisted upon the same level of documentation for smaller transactions, particularly when dealing with 

SME’s, and have generally accepted high quality abbreviated formats. This is further supported by the 

administrative position enunciated by the Canadian tax authority in Transfer Pricing Memorandum 09, 

such that efforts should be proportional to the size of the transactions and the complexity and 

importance of the transfer pricing issues. 

Barsalou Lawson considers the above to be helpful indirect simplification measures, as transfer pricing 

documentation is often a heavy burden to taxpayers. Such measures enable taxpayers to focus their 

resources on more pertinent transactions and for there to be some level of proportionality of expended 

resources amongst taxpayers with larger cross-border transactions with related parties. 

d. Reporting Requirements 

Many countries have reporting requirements designed to oblige taxpayers to disclose material 

intercompany cross-border transactions. In Canada, this is referred to as Form T106 and accompanying 

T106 Slips (“T106”). However, not all cross-border transactions with related parties necessarily need to 

be reported. For example, in Canada, only taxpayers with more than CAD 1 million in reportable 

transactions in the taxation year need to file the T106 with the tax authorities. Furthermore, there is an 

additional transactional measure that exempts the taxpayer from entering specified information on the 

T106 regarding certain transactions below CAD 25,000. Additionally, notional transactions between a 

foreign (or Canadian) corporation and its Canadian (or foreign) branch are not required to be reported 

on the T106.3 

                                                           
2
 Note that the tax authorities of some Canadian provinces have elected to run tax programs on their own and 

have occasionally made transfer pricing adjustments on purely domestic transactions. 
3
 These measures are further described in the Instructions to the T106 (http://www.cra-

arc.gc.ca/E/pbg/tf/t106/t106-11e.pdf). 

http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/E/pbg/tf/t106/t106-11e.pdf
http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/E/pbg/tf/t106/t106-11e.pdf
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Such simplification measures are helpful to taxpayers, as they reduce the administrative compliance 

burden for immaterial transactions and also reduce encumbrance of data entry or analysis systems of 

the tax authority. 

2. Measures Relating to the Enforcement Process 

a. Risk Assessment 

As previously mentioned, many countries already have reporting requirements designed to oblige 

taxpayers to disclose material intercompany cross-border transactions. Such reporting requirements are 

perceived by the tax authorities to be a means of focusing their efforts on taxpayers who engage in 

significant transactions with foreign related parties and to evaluate the relative risk of non-compliance 

with the arm’s length principle for the various transactions in which those taxpayers engage. 

Canada, for example, has in recent years inaugurated a new risk assessment program designed to better 

focus the tax administration’s resources on taxpayers and transactions that fall into the “higher risk” 

category, and proportionally less resources on taxpayers and transactions falling into the “lower risk” 

category.  Although we have most certainly noticed an increase in the Canadian tax authorities’ focus on 

large taxpayers and large/complex transactions, there seems to continue to be a focus on small and 

medium-sized taxpayers and smaller transactions as well.  

Although auditors at the head office or centralized level may seek to achieve a more focused approach, 

auditors from local tax service offices (including international auditors) may continue to approach 

immaterial transactions with the same fervour as large ones. Barsalou Lawson recommends that, as a 

best practice, tax authorities desirous of achieving more focused audits, and thereby reducing resources 

consecrated to immaterial transactions, should issue a directive requesting that the local tax service 

auditors cooperate in achieving this objective. Clear guidance, perhaps with examples of material versus 

immaterial transactions, would increase the likelihood that local tax service auditors will work in the 

same direction as the head office economists and transfer pricing experts. This recommendation ties in 

with Barsalou Lawson’s more general suggestion in the section below on the Effective Implementation 

of the New Guidelines. 

b. Competing Domestic Tax Laws/Measures and Relation to Arm’s Length 

Principle 

It is not expedient for tax authorities to rely upon, or contribute to the proliferation of, individual 

domestic self-interested taxing provisions as “band-aid” measures to counter complex transfer pricing 

issues. For example, the question of who is entitled to tax “excess profits” (i.e., profits above an 

identified threshold) is an age-old transfer pricing challenge, although we are aware of its humble 

conception as a wartime measure in the US.  However, the recent budget proposal of the US to treat 

excess profits from offshored intangibles as subpart F income, highlights the need to rationalize the 

various taxing measures. 

Creating a domestic taxing provision to levy a tax on excess profits generated by MNEs may leave 

taxpayers with the impression that such a country is bypassing treaty obligations. There is a certain level 
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of expectation by the business community that tax authorities would be held to a higher standard, 

notably the respect of the spirit of their treaty obligations.4 

Controlled foreign company / passive foreign property income rules and taxation of “excess profits” 

should be closely analyzed for consistency with this objective. Deemed interest provisions are another 

matter of similar interest, as are thin capitalization rules. There are surely many other instances. 

Although it may not be necessary to adopt The Golden Rule (i.e., do unto others as you would have done 

to you)5 to resolve this matter, we would expect that any such domestic legislation would be 

implemented, at a minimum, in the respect of the spirit of the taxing authority’s treaty obligations, and 

would provide for relief in the event the other taxing jurisdiction does not provide a foreign tax credit or 

other relief from double taxation in instances where such domestic provisions are relied upon for 

reassessment purposes. It would be a best practice for tax authorities to liberally interpret the scope of 

matters they may discuss in competent authority negotiations, particularly where it is obvious that such 

domestic legislation competes with or overlaps with transfer pricing legislation of the same tax 

authority.6 

Barsalou Lawson suggests in this regard that the OECD Guidelines recommend consolidating issues that 

could qualify as either a transfer pricing or domestic issue, for the common objective of resolving double 

tax issues through the mutual agreement procedures. 

c. Unprincipled Adjustments, Out-of-Context Adjustments and Contradictory 

Positions 

By “unprincipled adjustments”, we mean where a tax authority does not reveal any economic or legal 

basis for pursuing an adjustment (for example, reliance upon secret comparables, discussed below in 

this submission), or bases their proposed reassessments on seemingly impoverished economic theories 

or heterodox methodologies that are not part of the OECD recognized transfer pricing methods. By “out-

of-context adjustments”, we mean where a tax authority compartmentalizes and analyzes in a cerebral 

vacuum a transaction that has already been included in another bundled transaction, which has been 

reimbursed and marked up, or that has otherwise been considered in the pricing of the overall bundled 

transaction. By contradictory positions we mean tax authorities who tend to take positions on issues 

that are inconsistent with one another, driven solely by the result that meets their fiscal self-interest.  

Barsalou Lawson recommends that the OECD elaborate upon further best practices in its update of 

Chapter IV to take a strong position against unprincipled adjustments and to flag the inappropriateness 

of out-of-context adjustments and contradictory positions. 

                                                           
4
 Taxpayers are well-versed in the difference between the letter and the spirit of the law, as many countries have 

general anti-avoidance rules that require taxpayers to respect the spirit as well as the letter of the applicable tax 
laws, thereby closing certain semantic and other loopholes. 
5
 We do note, however, that the ethic of reciprocity is not a stranger in the international tax arena, and such a rule 

would certainly be a welcome one. 
6
 Such instances of competing or overlapping domestic legislation would include whenever the practical effect of 

the reassessment is for tax to be paid on the same profits (gains) in more than one country or a deduction (loss) 
refused in one country but not permitted in the other. 
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Again, a draft directive could be elaborated to cover these matters, which tax authorities could choose 

to adopt or modify and share with their local tax service offices and others who influence the outcome 

of transfer pricing audits. 

d. Secret Comparables 

The OECD Guidelines currently state at par. 3.36 that, “Tax administrators may have information 

available to them from examinations of other taxpayers or from other sources of information that may 

not be disclosed to the taxpayer. However, it would be unfair to apply a transfer pricing method on the 

basis of such data unless the tax administration was able, within the limits of its domestic confidentiality 

requirements, to disclose such data to the taxpayer so that there would be an adequate opportunity for 

the taxpayer to defend its own position and to safeguard effective judicial control by the courts.”  

However, this guidance has proven to be insufficient to discourage the practice. Although we 

understand that certain tax authorities believe that such “secret comparables” are a source of 

comparable third party data, it is our experience that, in most cases, it amounts to a poor comparability 

analysis and/or inadequate adjustments leading to the wrong conclusions. If the secret comparables are 

not disclosed to taxpayers, then the latter are forced to expend significant resources defending against 

an undisclosed and quite possibly faulty application of an external comparable. It is also our experience 

with Canadian tax authorities that the latter rarely make an effort to perform appropriate adjustments 

when performing their own economic analysis during audit, which compounds the issue significantly. 

Although we understand that secret comparables may be a useful source of information for tax 

authorities in their initial risk assessment procedures, we do not see any useful application of secret 

comparables in the context of reassessments and discussions with taxpayers unless all data and 

information is fully disclosed up-front in the audit. At best, it necessarily forces inefficiencies associated 

with going to court as well as at least partial public disclosure of an otherwise private tax issue of the 

taxpayer to obtain access to the basis of the reassessment, and at worst, the information is never 

disclosed to the taxpayer to formulate its defense, despite the fact that it was used as a basis for 

reassessment.  

Barsalou Lawson believes that the OECD Guidelines could be improved in this respect, and that the 

comments at 3.36 could be supplemented in Chapter IV with a view to simplification and reducing 

wasted taxpayer and tax authority resources. In particular, the use of secret comparables should either 

be very strongly discouraged, or, alternatively, if permitted in exceptional cases, it should be limited to 

situations where the secret comparable information is promptly disclosed up-front to the taxpayer at 

the time the proposed adjustment is communicated.  

e. Simultaneous or Joint Audits 

Par. 4.77 to 4.92 of the OECD Guidelines discusses simultaneous audits, whereby tax authorities of two 

countries engage in mutual assistance in auditing the local presence of a multinational enterprise. At 

par. 4.92, the OECD recommends a greater use of simultaneous tax examinations in the examination of 

transfer pricing cases. The OECD also emphasizes in its concluding remarks that in a simultaneous 

examination, “if a reassessment is made, both countries involved should endeavour to reach a result 
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that avoids double taxation for the MNE group.” We fully agree with this, since any efficiencies gained 

by the simultaneous audit procedure would be most certainly lost if either country was not committed 

to avoiding double taxation for the MNE group. 

Although the OECD drafted a Model Agreement long ago for the purpose of encouraging tax authorities 

to engage in the practice of simultaneous or joint audits, it cannot be said to be a popular mechanism in 

international transfer pricing disputes. However, we have observed that the transfer pricing 

environment is changing on that front as well, as evidenced by Michael Danilack’s recent statements 

describing the joint audit process in a very current and favourable light. Danilack states in particular, in 

the context of one of the joint audit cases the IRS is considering, it is “contemplated that the completed 

audit and mutual agreement will further emerge, like a butterfly, in a bilateral advance pricing 

agreement on the issue.”7 

We would recommend the OECD monitor these initial joint audits closely and facilitate debriefs with the 

OECD, tax authorities and implicated taxpayers at regular intervals along the way so as to incorporate 

any useful lessons learned into the updated guidance in Chapter IV. Such feedback could also be sought 

anonymously if it is considered that such debriefing might hinder the joint audit process. 

3. Measures Relating to the Resolution Process (MAP, Appeals) 

a. Secondary Adjustments/Withholding Taxes 

As indicated in par. 4.66 of the OECD Guidelines, some countries also impose additional taxes beyond 

those levied as a direct result of the main transfer pricing adjustment and corresponding adjustment. 

This is done through treatment of the excess profits resulting from the primary adjustment as having 

been transferred in another form, and for example, treating these secondary transactions as 

constructive (or deemed) dividends, equity contributions or loans for tax purposes. 

The OECD Guidelines recognize at par. 4.68 that these secondary adjustments “may result in double 

taxation unless a corresponding credit or some other form of relief is provided by the other country for 

the additional tax liability that may result“ because “there may not be a deemed receipt under the 

domestic legislation of the other country.” Although the OECD Guidelines state that providing relief for 

such secondary adjustments is not an obligation pursuant to Article 9 of the OECD Model Tax 

Convention (see Commentary on paragraph 2 of Article 9), we reiterate our comments regarding respect 

of the spirit of the treaty obligations.  

The OECD Guidelines currently offer very useful guidance regarding secondary adjustments, such as 

repatriation as a potential means of dealing with secondary adjustments, including specific guidance as 

to how such repatriation would be implemented and some of the challenges faced in implementation 

(par. 4.72 to 4.76).  

                                                           
7
 The above citation is drawn from the following article: “Danilack Says Tax Credit ‘Backstop’ For Unprincipled Non-

U.S. Adjustments,” 19 Transfer Pricing Report 1251, Tax Management Transfer Pricing Report, April 7, 2011. Note 
that similar comments were also reiterated by Michael Danilack at the OECD Conference in Washington on June 7, 
2011. 
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However, the OECD Guidelines also note at par. 4.76 that, “As most OECD member countries at this time 

have not had much experience with the use of repatriation, it is recommended that agreements 

between taxpayers and tax administrations for a repatriation to take place be discussed in the mutual 

agreement proceeding where it has been initiated for the related primary adjustment.” Presumably this 

is one of the areas that the OECD has already ear-marked for updating, based on the significantly more 

extensive experience of member countries. Best practices and a recommended streamlined approach 

could be enunciated in such an update. 

Barsalou Lawson suggests that in elaborating such guidance, consideration be given to raising the 

possibility that, where feasible under domestic legislation, tax authorities refrain from issuing 

reassessments concerning withholding taxes on the secondary adjustment until the matter is settled at 

the competent authority level, which could be conditional upon the taxpayer’s undertaking to repatriate 

if and when necessary as a result of the competent authority resolution. 

b. Time Limits for Assessment and Notification Limitations for MAP 

The OECD Guidelines discuss time limits at paragraph 4.43 to 4.51. We fully agree with the OECD 

recommendation at par. 4.47 that, “tax administrations are encouraged to make these assessments 

within their own domestic time limits without extension. If the complexity of the case or lack of 

cooperation from the taxpayer necessitates an extension, the extension should be made for a minimum 

and specified time period. Further, where domestic time limits can be extended with the agreement of 

the taxpayer, such an extension should be made only when the taxpayer’s consent is truly voluntary.” 

Perhaps the OECD could further elaborate on the best practice and an appropriate sanction for 

contravening this best practice. For example, a suitable sanction could be the recommendation for 

competent authorities to unilaterally reverse such adjustments made by their own country’s auditors, 

without presenting the case to the treaty partner. This would provide at least a final backstop to the 

wasted resources, and would eventually influence field auditor behaviour in this respect. 

Regarding notification limitations for MAP, it is our experience that Canada generally respects its treaty 

notification limitations. In other words, if a reassessment is raised by an auditor and it is brought to the 

auditor’s attention that the MAP notification period has expired pursuant to the relevant treaty, the 

auditor will generally abandon the adjustment. This is a very important administrative measure to help 

reduce risk of wasting taxpayer and tax authority resources on debating and negotiating the issues that 

would likely fall in any event upon negotiation through MAP. 

On the other hand, in less common instances where no notification limitation is provided in the double 

tax convention, it would be helpful for the OECD to enunciate a best practice in this regard (i.e., strongly 

discouraging adjustments by tax authorities that would reassess transactions with foreign taxpayers past 

a certain limit, such as the date at which the transactions are otherwise domestically statute-barred in 

that foreign country).  

c. Interest 

In addition to the issues identified in the OECD Guidelines at par. 4.63 to 4.65 relative to interest 

pending resolution of double taxation through MAP, it would also be pertinent to consider the fact that 
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interest is generally charged by the tax authority raising an assessment, but is often not reimbursed by 

the tax authority providing a compensating adjustment. Not all countries are the same in this respect. 

Another additional consideration is that tax may be payable on all or a portion of the assessed amounts 

at a higher “late payment” rate, and that eventual reimbursement by the same tax authority upon 

successful MAP negotiations could be provided at a lower “refund” rate.  

This is an example of another issue where a practical solution could be to sign an interest-relief MOU 

amongst main trading partners, whereby each would suspend payment of all interest on tax pending 

MAP outcome or agree to offset arrears interest and refund interest on the same notional amount of 

tax. To encourage such practical solutions, we recommend the OECD draft a model MOU for interest 

relief and append it to the Guidelines. 

d. State/Provincial Tax Reimbursements Following MAP 

We have observed that in some countries obtaining state/provincial tax refunds following federal 

refunds resulting from MAP can be a complex and time-consuming matter. We recommend that the 

OECD elaborate best practices in this respect and strongly encourage states/provinces to provide relief 

on the same basis as the federal tax authorities.  

C. Effective Implementation of the New Guidance 
Local tax service offices may ultimately benefit from such additional guidance, particularly if OECD 

Member (and Observer) countries subsequently issue directives to embody and implement the guidance 

issued by the OECD. In particular, it could be helpful to append a draft directive to the updated 

Chapter IV, which tax authorities may adopt or modify as they see fit and disseminate to their local tax 

service offices.  

The OECD could further support the initiative by funding a series of road shows to promote the 

dissemination of this new guidance in collaboration with local business community representatives to 

ensure that the local barriers to efficiency are being addressed. 

D. Conclusion 
We hope that our submissions will assist the OECD in their efforts to improve the administration of 

transfer pricing. We have sought to shed light on possible improvements that can be included in a future 

update to Chapter IV of the OECD Guidelines, either through the development of good practice 

recommendations or through other more concrete measures to continue to encourage greater 

cooperation between tax authorities around the world.  
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Barsalou Lawson would be pleased to elaborate upon any of the comments and ideas raised in 

this submission should the OECD decide to further pursue such suggestions.* 

 

 

Sheena Bassani       Pierre Barsalou 
Of Counsel        Partner 
 

                                                           
*
 Thank you to those at Barsalou Lawson who provided their contributions and assistance, 

notably Sebastien Rheault, Geoffrey Lawson, McShane Jones and Sarah Barsalou. 


