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INTRODUCTION

Thisisatechnical explanation of the Convention and Protocol between the United States
of Americaand the Republic of India signed on September 12, 1989 ("the Convention™).
Negotiations took as their starting point the U.S. Treasury Department's draft Model Income Tax
Convention, published on June 16, 1981 ("the U.S. Model"), the Model Double Taxation
Convention published by the United Nations in 1980 ("the U.N. Model") and other treaties of
both countries.

The Technical Explanation is an official guide to the Convention. It reflects the policies
behind particular Convention provisions, as well as understandings reached with respect to the
application and interpretation of the Convention.

The explanations of each article will include explanations of any Protocol provisions
relating to that article.
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ARTICLE 1
Genera Scope

Article 1 provides that the Convention is applicable to residents of the United States or
the Republic of India ("India") except where the terms of the Convention provide otherwise.
Under Article 4 (Residence) a person is treated as a resident of a Contracting State if that person
isunder the laws of that State liable to tax therein by reason of his domicile or other similar
criteria, subject to certain limitations, as described in Article 4. If, however, a person is, under
those criteria, aresident of both Contracting States, a single State of residence (or no state of
residence) is assigned under Article 4. This definition governsfor all provisions of the
Convention. Certain provisions are applicable to persons who may not be residents of either
Contracting State. For example, Article 19 (Remuneration and Pensions in Respect of
Government Service) may apply to a citizen of a Contracting State who isresident in neither.
Paragraph 1 of Article 26 (Nondiscrimination) applies to nationals of the Contracting States.
Under Article 28 (Exchange of Information and Administrative Assistance), information may be
exchanged with respect to residents of third states.

Paragraph 2 of Article 1 describes the relationship between the rules of the Convention,
on the one hand, and the laws of the Contracting States and other agreements between the
Contracting States, on the other. This paragraph makes explicit, on areciprocal basis, the
generally accepted principle that no provision in the Convention may restrict any exclusion,
exemption, deduction, credit or other allowance accorded by the tax laws of the Contracting
States. Thus, for example, if a deduction would be allowed under the Internal Revenue Code
("the Code") in Computing the taxable income of aresident of India, the deduction will be
available to that person in computing income under the treaty. In no event may the treaty
increase the tax burden on residents of the Contracting States. Thus, aright to tax given by the
treaty cannot be exercised by the United States unless that right also exists under the Code.



A taxpayer may always rely on the more favorable Code treatment. This does not mean,
however, that a taxpayer may pick and choose between Code and treaty provisionsin an
inconsistent manner in order to minimize tax. For example, assume aresident of India has three
separate businesses in the United States. One is a profitable permanent establishment and the
other two are trades or businesses which would earn taxable income under the Code but which
do not meet the permanent establishment threshold tests of the Convention. One is profitable and
the other incurs aloss. Under the Convention the income of the permanent establishment is
taxable, and both the profit and loss of the other two businesses are ignored. Under the Code, all
three would be taxable. The loss would be offset against the profits of the two profitable
ventures. The taxpayer may not invoke the Convention to exclude the profits of the profitable
trade or business and invoke the Code to claim the loss of the loss trade or business against the
profit of the permanent establishment. (See Rev. Rul. 84-17 |.R.B. 1984-1, 10.) If the taxpayer
invokes the Code for the taxation of all three ventures, he would not be precluded from invoking
the Convention with respect, for example, to any dividend income he may receive from the
United States which is not effectively connected with any of his business activitiesin the United
States.

Similarly, nothing in the Convention can be used to deny any benefit granted by any
other agreement between the United States and India. For example, if certain benefits or
protections, not found in the Convention, are afforded under a Treaty of Commerce, Friendship,
and Navigation, or similar agreement, those benefits or protections will be available to residents
of the Contracting States regardless of any provisions to the contrary (or silence) in the
Convention.

Paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 1 contain the traditional "'saving clause™ of the U.S.
Model. Under paragraph 3, the United States and India reserve their right, except as provided in
paragraph 4, to tax their residents and citizens as provided in their internal laws, notwithstanding
any Convention provisions to the Contrary. If, for example, an Indian resident performs
independent personal servicesin the United States, heis present in the United States for fever
than 90 days in the taxable year and the income from the servicesis not attributable to afixed
base in the United States, Article 15 (Independent Personal Services) would normally prevent the
United States from taxing the income. If, however, the Indian resident is also a citizen of the
United States, the saving clause permits the United States to include the remuneration in the
worldwide income of the citizen and subject it to tax under the normal rules. Residence, for the
purpose of the saving clause, is determined under Article 4 (Residence). Thus, for example, if an
individual who isnot aU.S. citizen isaresident of the United States under the Code, and is also
aresident of Indiaunder Indian law, and that individual has a permanent home available to him
in India and not in the United States, he would be treated as aresident of India under Article 4
and this determination would apply for purposes of the saving clause. The United States would
not be permitted to apply its statutory rules to that person if they are inconsistent with the treaty.
Under paragraph 3 the Contracting States al so reserve their right to tax former citizens whose
loss of citizenship had as one of its principa purposes the avoidance of tax. In the United States,
such aformer citizen is taxable in accordance with the provisions of section 877 of the Code for
10 years following the loss of citizenship.



Paragraph 4 sets forth certain exceptions to the saving clause in cases where its
application would contravene policies reflected in the treaties which are intended to extend a
Contracting State's benefits to its citizens and residents. Paragraph 4(a) lists the provisions of the
Convention which will be applicable to a Contracting State's citizens and residents despite the
general saving clause rule of paragraph 3:

(1) Paragraph 2 of Article 9 (Associated Enterprises) grants the right to a correlative
adjustment, and, particularly, permits the override of the statute of limitations for the purpose of
refunding tax under such a correlative adjustment.

(2) Paragraphs 2 and 6 of Article 20 (Private Pensions, Annuities, Alimony and Child
Support) deal with social security benefits and child support payments. Paragraph 2 of Article 20
provides for the taxation of social security benefits only in the State making the payment.
Excepting this rule from the saving clause means that the United States may not apply the Code
rulesto tax its citizens or residents on Indian social security benefits. Paragraph 6 of Article 20
provides that child support payments by aresident of one Contracting State to a resident of the
other may be taxed only by the State of residence of the payer. The inclusion of this paragraph in
the exceptions to the saving clause means that a child support payment by an Indian resident to a
U.S. resident or citizen will not be taxed by the United States.

(3) Article 25 (Relief from Double Taxation) confers the benefit of aforeign tax credit on
the residents of a Contracting State. To apply the saving clause to this Article would render the
Article meaningless.

(4) Article 26 (Nondiscrimination) prohibits discriminatory taxation by one Contracting
State on the citizens and residents of the other. These prohibitions are intended to apply even if
the citizen or resident is also a citizen or resident of the taxing State.

(5) Article 27 (Mutual Agreement Procedure) may confer a country's benefits on its
citizens and residents by, for example, waiving the statute of limitations for refunds, or by
permitting the competent authorities to use a definition of aterm which differs from the internal
law definition.

These benefits are intended to be granted by a Contracting State to its citizens and residents.

Paragraph 4(b) provides a different set of exceptionsto the saving clause. The benefits
referred to are all intended to be granted by a Contracting State to temporary residents, but not to
permanent residents or, in the case of the United States, citizens. Viewed from the point of view
of the United States as the host country, if beneficiaries of these provisions come to the United
States from India and remain in the United States long enough to become residents under the
Code, but do not acquire immigrant status (i.e., they do not become green card holders) and are
not citizens of the United States, the United States will continue to grant these benefits even if
they conflict with the Code rules. The benefits preserved by this paragraph are the following host
country exemptions: Government service salaries and pensions under Article 19 (Remuneration
and Pensions in Respect of Government Service); certain income of students and apprentices
under Article 21 (Payments Received by Students and Apprentices); certain income of visiting
professors, etc., under Article 22 (Payments Recelved by Professors, Teachers and Research
Scholars); and the income of diplomatic and consular officers under Article 29 (Members of
Diplomatic Missions and Consular Posts).

ARTICLE 2



Taxes Covered

This Article identifies the U.S. and Indian taxes to which the Convention applies. These
are referred to in the Convention as "' United States tax" and "Indian tax™ respectively.

In the case of the United States, asindicated in paragraph 1(a), the covered taxes are the
Federal income taxes imposed by the Code, together with the excise tax imposed on insurance
premiums paid to foreign insurers (Code section 4371). With respect to the tax on insurance
premiums, the Convention applies only to the extent that the risks covered by such premiums are
not reinsured, directly or indirectly, with a person not entitled, under this or any other
Convention, to exemption from the tax. The Article specifies that the Convention does not apply
to the accumulated earnings tax (Code section 531), the personal holding company tax (Code
section 541) or the social security taxes (Code sections 1401, 3101 and 3111). State and local
taxesin the United States are not covered by the Convention.

Providing Convention coverage for the U.S. insurance excise tax effectively exempts
Indian companies which insure U.S. risks from the tax. The tax is applicable under the Code only
when an Indian company earns premiums which are not effectively connected with atrade or
business in the United States. Under Article 7 (Business Profits), the United States cannot subject
the business profits of an Indian enterprise to tax (i.e., to acovered tax) if the income of the
enterprise is not attributable to a permanent establishment which the enterprise hasin the United
States or to sales of goods or performance of activities by the Indian company which is of the
same kind as the goods sold or the activities carried out through the permanent establishment. If
the Indian company sells insurance through a permanent establishment in the United States, and
also sellsinsurance in the United States directly from India, unconnected to the permanent
establishment, under the Code, the income from both parts of the business would be subject to
net basis taxation, and the excise tax would not apply.

Paragraph 1(b) specifies the existing Indian taxes which are covered by the Convention.
They are the income tax, including any surcharge on the income tax, and the surtax. The income
tax on the undistributed income of companies, imposed under the Income Tax Act, isnot a
covered tax.

For purposes of Article 28 (Exchange of Information and Administrative Assistance), the
Convention applies to a broader range of taxes than those enumerated in Article 2. For the
United States, Article 28 appliesto all taxesimposed under Title 26 of the United States Code
(i.e, the Internal Revenue Code). For India, Article 28 appliesto the income tax, the wealth tax
and the gift tax.

Paragraph 1 specifies that the taxes referred to in subparagraphs (a) and (b) do not
include fines, penalties and other amounts payable in respect of default or omission in relation to
the covered taxes.

Under paragraph 2, the Convention will apply to any taxes which are identical or
substantially similar, to those enumerated in paragraph 1, and which are imposed in addition to,
or in place of, the existing taxes after September 12, 1989 (the date of signature of the



Convention). The paragraph also provides that the U.S. and Indian competent authorities will
notify each other of significant changesin their taxation laws. Thisrefersto changes which are
of significance to the operation of the Convention. They will also notify each other of official
published material concerning the application of the Convention, such as this technical
explanation, Internal Revenue Service rulings and court decisions.

ARTICLE 3
General Definitions

Paragraph 1 defines a number of basic terms used in the Convention. Some terms are not
defined in the Convention. These are dealt within paragraph 2. Certain others are defined in other
articles of the Convention. For example, the term "resident of a Contracting State” is defined in
Article 4 (Residence). The term ™ permanent establishment™ is defined in Article 5 (Permanent
Establishment). The terms “dividends,” “interest” and “royalties’ are defined in Articles 10, 11
and 12, respectively, which deal with the taxation of those classes of income.

Theterms"India" and "United States" are defined in paragraphs 1(a) and (b),
respectively. Theterm "India' means the territory of India, and is further defined to include
India's continental shelf. The term "United States™ is defined geographically to mean the
territory of the United States, including its continental shelf. Though not specified, thetermis
understood not to include Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam or any other U.S. possession or
territory.

The terms "a Contracting State™ and "the State" are defined in paragraph 1(c) to mean
India, depending on the context in which the other Contracting the United States or term is used.

Theterm "tax™ is defined in paragraph 1(d) to mean either Indian tax or United States
tax, depending on the context in which the term is used.

Paragraph 1(e) defines the term " person™ to include an individual, an estate, atrust, a
partnership, a company, and any other body of persons or taxable entity. This definition differs
from that in the U.S. Model only in the addition of "any other taxable entity", which isimplicitly
included by the ™any other body of persons’ language in the U.S. Model.

The term "company" is defined in paragraph 1(f) as a body corporate or an entity treated
as a body corporate for tax purposes. Since the term "body corporate” is not defined in the
Convention, in accordance with paragraph 2 of this Article, it has the meaning which it has under
the law of the Contracting State whose tax is being applied.

The terms "enterprise of a Contracting State” and "'enterprise of the other Contracting
State” are defined in paragraph [(g) as an enterprise carried on by aresident of a Contracting
State and an enterprise carried on by aresident of the other Contracting State. The term
"enterprise™ is not defined in the Convention.

Paragraphs 1(h) defines the term "competent authority” for both the United States and



India. The Indian competent authority is identified as the Central Government in the Ministry of
Finance (Department of Revenue) or their authorized representative. The U.S. competent
authority isidentified as the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate. The Secretary of the
Treasury has delegated the competent authority function to the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue, who has, in turn, redel egated the authority to the Assistant Commissioner
(International ). With respect to interpretative issues, the Assistant Commissioner acts with the
concurrence of the Associate Chief Counsel (International) of the Internal Revenue Service.

Theterm "national” is defined in paragraph 1(i) as an individual who is acitizen or
national of the United States or India. This definition is comparable to that found in the U.S.
Model, except that in that Model the definition isin Article 24 (Nondiscrimination). Since the
term has application in other articlesas well (e.g., Article 19 (Remuneration and Pensionsin
Respect of Government Service)), in this Convention it has been placed among the General
Definitions.

Paragraph 1(j) defines the term "international traffic™, which is significant principally in
relation to Article 8 (Shipping and Air Transport). The term means any transport by a ship or
aircraft operated by an enterprise of a Contracting State except when the vessel is operating
solely between places within the other Contracting State. The exclusion' from international
traffic of transport by, for example, an Indian carrier solely between places within the United
States means that a carriage of goods or passengers between New Y ork and Chicago by the
Indian carrier, if such carriage were possible under U.S. law, would not be treated as
international traffic. The substantive taxing rulesin Article 8 of the Convention relating to the
taxation of income from transport, therefore, would not apply to income from such carriage, and
the United States would not be required to exempt the income under Article 8. The income
would, however, be treated as business profits under Article 7 (Business Profits) and would,
therefore, be taxable in the United States only if attributable to a U.S. permanent establishment,
and then, only on anet basis. The gross basis U.S. tax (Code section 887) would never apply
under the circumstances described. If, however, goods are carried by the Indian carrier from
Bombay to New Y ork, some of the goods are left in New Y ork and the rest are taken to Chicago,
the entire transport would be international traffic.

Severa articles of the Convention use the term "taxable year". Paragraph 1(k) defines the
term, in relation to Indian tax, to mean the "previous year™ as that term is defined in the 1961
Indian Tax Act. Inrelation to U.S. tax, the term is defined in paragraph (a)(23) of section 7701 of
the Code.

Paragraph 2 provides that, in the application of the Convention, any term used but not
defined in the Convention, unless the context requires otherwise, will have the meaning which it
has under the law of the Contracting State whose tax is being applied. If, however, the meaning
of aterm cannot be readily determined under the law of a Contracting State, or if thereisa
conflict in meaning under the laws of the two States which creates problems in the application of
the Convention, the competent authorities may, pursuant to the provisions of paragraph 3 of
Article 27 (Mutual Agreement Procedure), establish a common meaning in order to prevent
double taxation or further any other purpose of the Convention. This common meaning need not
conform to the meaning of the term under the laws of either Contracting State.



ARTICLE 4
Residence

This Article setsforth rules for determining whether a person is aresident of a
Contracting State for purposes of the Convention. Determination of residence is important
because, as noted in the explanation to Article 1 (General Scope), as a general matter only
residents of the Contracting States may claim the benefits of the Convention. The treaty
definition of residence isto be used only for purposes of the Convention.

The determination of residence for treaty purposes looks first to a person’s liability to tax
as aresident under the respective taxation laws of the Contracting States. A person who, under
those laws, is aresident of one Contracting State and not of the other need look no further. That
person is aresident for purposes of the Convention of the State in which he is resident under
internal law. If, however, a person is resident in both Contracting States under their respective
taxation laws, the Article proceeds, where possible, to assign one State of residence to such a
person for purposes of the Convention through the use of tie-breaker rules.

Paragraph 1 defines a“resident of a Contracting State”. In general, this definition
incorporates the definitions of residence in U.S. and Indian law, by referring to aresident asa
person who, under the laws of a Contracting State, is subject to tax there by reason of his
domicile, residence, citizenship, place of management, place of incorporation or any other
similar criterion. Residents of the United States include aliens who are considered U.S. residents
under Code section 7701(b). U.S. citizens are treated as resident in the United States for purposes
of the Convention. Even though they are not residents of the United States under the Code, it is
appropriate for them to be treated as residents under the Convention because they are taxed by
the United States in the same manner as residents, i.e., on their worldwide income.

If, under paragraph I(a), aperson isliableto tax in a Contracting State only in respect of
income from sources within that State, the person will not be treated as aresident of that
contracting State for purposes of the Convention. Thus, for example, an Indian consular official
in the United States, who may be subject to U.S. tax on U.S. source investment income, but is
not taxable in the United States on non-U.S. income, would not be considered a resident of the
United States for purposes of the Convention. Similarly, an Indian enterprise with a permanent
establishment in the United States is not, by virtue of that permanent establishment, a resident of
the United States. The enterpriseis subject to U.S. tax only with respect to itsincome which is
attributable to the U.S. permanent establishment, not with respect to its worldwide income, asis
aU.S. resident.

Under paragraph | (b), a partnership, estate or trust will be treated as aresident of a
Contracting State for purposes of the Convention to the extent that the income derived by such
person is subject to tax in that State as the income of aresident, either in the hands of the person
deriving the income or in the hands of its partners or beneficiaries. Under U.S. law, a partnership
isnever, and an estate or trust is often not, taxed as such. Under the Convention income received
by a partnership, estate or trust will be treated as income received by a U.S. resident only to the



extent such income is subject to tax in the United States as the Income of a U.S. resident. Thus,
for U.S. tax purposes, the question of whether income received by a partnership isreceived by a
resident will be determined by the residence of its partners rather than by the residence of the
partnership itself. To the extent the partners (Ilooking through any partnerships which are
themselves partners) are subject to U.S. tax as residents of the United States, the income received
by the partnership will be treated as income received by a U.S. resident. Similarly, the treatment
under the Convention of income received by atrust or estate will be determined by the residence
for taxation purposes of the person subject to tax on such income, which may be the grantor, the
beneficiaries or the estate or trust itself, depending on the circumstances. This rule regarding the
residence of partnerships, estates or trusts is applied to determine the extent to which that person
is entitled to treaty benefits with respect to income which it receives from the other Contracting
State and the extent to which aresident of the other Contracting State is entitled to treaty benefits
with respect to income paid by such person.

If, under the laws of the two Contracting States, and, thus, under paragraph 1, an
individual is deemed to be aresident of both Contracting States, a series of tie-breaker rules are
provided in paragraph 2 to determine a single State of residence for that individual. The first test
iswhere the individual has a permanent home. If that test isinconclusive because the individual
has a permanent home available to him in both States, he will be considered to be a resident of
the Contracting State where his personal and economic relations are closest, i.e., the location of
his "center of vital interests'. If that test is also inconclusive, or if he does not have a permanent
home available to him in either State, he will be treated as aresident of the Contracting State
where he maintains an habitual abode. If he has an habitual abode in both States or in neither of
them, he will be treated as aresident of his Contracting State of citizenship. If heisa citizen of
both States or of neither, the matter will be considered by the competent authorities, who will
attempt by mutual agreement to assign asingle State of residence.

Paragraph 3 seeks to settle dual-residence issues for companies. A company is treated as
resident in the United Statesiif it is created or organized under the laws of the United States or a
political subdivision. If India used the same rule, dual-corporate residence between the United
States and India could never arise. Under its law, however, a corporation is treated as a resident
of Indiaif it is managed and controlled there. Dual residence, therefore, can ariseif aU.S.
corporation is managed in India. Since neither party was prepared to give up its test of corporate
residence under atie-breaker, the paragraph provides that if acompany isresident in both the
United States and India under paragraph 1, that company shall be considered to be outside the
scope of the Convention for most purposes. There are several exceptions. Paragraph 2 of Article
10 (Dividends) applies, such that if adual resident corporation pays a dividend to a non-dual
resident of India, the U.S. paying agent would withhold on that dividend at the appropriate treaty
rate, since reduced withholding is a benefit enjoyed by the non-dual resident of India not by the
dual resident. Similarly, Articles 26 (Nondiscrimination), 27 (Mutual Agreement procedure), 28
(Exchange of Information and Administrative Assistance), and 30 (Entry into Force) apply to
dual resident corporations. Thus, a Contracting State cannot discriminate against a dual resident
corporation; such corporations can bring issues to the competent authorities; and information can
be exchanged with respect to them.

Paragraph 4 deals with the possibility of dual residents other than individuals or



corporations, such as estates or trusts. In the event of dual residence of such persons, the
competent authorities are instructed to settle the matter and determine the mode of application of
the Convention to such persons.

ARTICLES
Permanent Establishment

This Article defines the term "permanent establishment”. This definition is significant for
several articles of the Convention. The existence of a permanent establishment in a Contracting
State is necessary under Article 7 (Business Profits) for the taxation by that State of the business
profits of aresident of the other Contracting State. It can also be a condition for the imposition of
the branch tax under Article 14 (Permanent Establishment Tax). Since the term "fixed base" in
Article 15 (Independent Personal Services) is understood by reference to the definition of
"permanent establishment", this Articleis also relevant for purposes of Article 14. Articles 10,
11 and 12 (dealing with dividends, interest, and royalties and fees for included services,
respectively) provide for reduced rates of tax by the source State on payments of these items of
income to aresident of the other State only when the income is not attributable to a permanent
establishment or fixed base which the recipient hasin the source State.

This Article differsin several significant respects from the U.S. and OECD Model
provisions, principaly by requiring alesser nexus with a country before a permanent
establishment is determined to exist there. This Articleis similar in many respects to Article 5 of
the U.N. Model, and to the permanent establishment definition in U.S. treaties with some other
developing countries.

Paragraph 1 provides the basic definition of the term "permanent establishment”. As used
in the Convention, the term means afixed place of business through which the business of an
enterpriseiswholly or partly carried on.

Paragraph 2 contains alist of fixed places of business (or in the case of subparagraph (1),
an activity) which will constitute a permanent establishment. Thelist isillustrative and non-
exclusive. According to subparagraphs (a) through f) of paragraph 2, the term permanent
establishment includes a place of management, a branch, an office, afactory, aworkshop, and a
mine, quarry or other place of extraction of natural resources. These are all found in the U.S.
Model.

Subparagraphs (g), (h), and (i) provide that an enterprise's warehouse which provides
storage facilities to others, afarm or similar agricultural facility, and a store or other sales outlet
also constitute permanent establishments. While these are not specifically provided for in the
U.S. Moddl, as "fixed places of business through which the business of an enterpriseis carried
on" they are fully consistent with the principles of the Model, and are, therefore, implicitly
contained within the permanent establishment definition in the Model.

Under subparagraph (j), adrilling rig or other installation or structure used for the
exploration or exploitation of natural resources constitutes a permanent establishment only if the



facility is used for an aggregate period exceeding 120 days in a twelve-month period. (See
explanation below of Ad Article 5 of the Protocol for a description of the rule applicable when
the 120 day time period extends over two taxable years.)

Subparagraph (k) provides rules to determine when a building site or a construction,
assembly or installation project constitutes a permanent establishment. Only if the site, project,
etc. lasts for more than 120 days in a twelve-month period does it constitute a permanent
establishment. The time spent on supervisory activities connected with the project or activity is
included in determining whether the 120-day test has been met. A series of construction sites or
projects are to be combined for purposes of applying the time threshold test. The 120-day period
begins when work physically beginsin a Contracting State. (See explanation below of Ad Article
5 of the protocol for adescription of the rule applicable when the 120 day time period extends
over two taxable years.)

Subparagraph (1) provides the rule for determining the conditions under which the
activity of furnishing services, through employees or other personnel, constitutes a permanent
establishment. These rules apply only to the provision of services which are not considered to be
"included services", asthe term is defined in Article 12 (Royalties and Fees for Included
Services). Under the subparagraph, the furnishing of services givesrise to a permanent
establishment if either the activity continues for an aggregate of more than 90 daysin atwelve
month period, or the services are performed for a person related to the enterprise providing the
services. In the latter case, no time threshold test must be met for a permanent establishment to
exist. The determination of whether persons are related for purposes of thistest is madein
accordance with the rules of Article 9 (Associated Enterprises). Under the U.S. Model such
activities would constitute a permanent establishment only if they are exercised through a fixed
place of business or by a dependent agent. (See explanation below of Ad Article 5 of the
Protocol for adescription of the rule applicable when the 90 day time period extends over two
taxable years.)

Paragraph | of the Protocol (Ad Article 5) provides a rule which applies with respect to
subparagraphs; (j), (k) and (1) of paragraph 3, all of which include time tests for the existence of
a permanent establishment. The Protocol rule deals with cases in which the time threshold
specified in the particular subparagraph has been met, and that time period extends over two
taxable years. The Protocol article states that a permanent establishment will not be considered to
exist in any year in which the facility is used or the activity is carried on for a period of less than
30 daysin that year. A permanent establishment will exist in the other taxable year and the
enterprise will be subject to tax in that year, in accordance with the provisions of Article 7
(Business Profits), but only with respect to income arising in that other year.

For example, subparagraph (1) providesthat a U.S. enterprise will have a permanent
establishment in Indiaif it provides the services of its employeesin Indiafor a period of more
than 90 days in a 12-month period. If employees are performing servicesin India from December
20, 1989 through March 20, 1990, that activity will constitute a permanent establishment because
it continues for 91 days in a twelve-month period. Since the 91 days span two calendar years and
fewer than 30 days are in one of those years, absent the rulein Ad Article 5 of the protocol, there
would be a permanent establishment in both years. Under the Ad Article 5 rule, while the period



from December 20 through December 31, 1989 would be counted to determine that the 90 day
threshold test has been net, for purposes of subjecting the enterprise to tax a permanent
establishment will be deemed to exist only in 1990. Thus, there will be no Indian tax on the
income attributabl e to services performed in 1989, and if the enterprise performs similar services
in India during 1989 independent of the permanent establishment, the U.S. enterprise will not be
subject to Indian tax on any income attributabl e to those services under the limited force of
attraction rule of subparagraph (c) of paragraph 1 of Article 7.

Paragraph 3 contains exceptions to the genera rule of paragraph 1 that afixed place of
business through which abusinessis carried on constitutes a permanent establishment. The
paragraph lists a number of activities which may be carried on through a fixed place of business,
but which, nevertheless, will not give rise to a permanent establishment. The use of facilities
solely for storage, display or occasiona delivery of merchandise belonging to an enterprise will
not constitute a permanent establishment of that enterprise. The maintenance of a stock of goods
belonging to an enterprise solely for the purpose of storage, display, or occasional delivery, or
solely for the purpose of processing by another enterprise will not give rise to a permanent
establishment of the first-mentioned enterprise. The maintenance of afixed place of business
solely for purchasing goods or collecting information for the enterprise, or solely for activities
that have a preparatory or auxiliary character for the enterprise such as advertising, the supply of
information, or scientific activities, will not constitute a permanent establishment of the
enterprise. A combination of these activities will not give rise to a permanent establishment. The
use of facilities or the maintenance of a stock of goods solely for regular delivery of goods or
merchandise may, however, under the Convention, constitute a permanent establishment since,
unlike the U.S. Modél, it is not specifically excluded.

Paragraphs 4 and 5 specify when the use of an agent will constitute a permanent
establishment. Paragraph 4 specifies three conditions in which a dependent agent will constitute
a permanent establishment. Only thefirst of theseisfound in the U.S. Model. Under
subparagraph 4(a), a dependent agent of an enterprise of a Contracting State will giveriseto a
permanent establishment of the enterprise in the other Contracting State, if the agent has and
habitually exercisesin that other State an authority to conclude contracts in the name of that
enterprise, and his activities are not limited to those activities specified in paragraph 3 which
would not constitute a permanent establishment if carried on by the enterprise through afixed
place of business.

Under subparagraph 4(b), even if the agent has no authority to conclude contracts, he will
giverise to a permanent establishment for the enterprise if he habitually maintains a stock of
goods or merchandise in the other State on behalf of the enterprise and regularly makes
deliveries from that stock, and there have been some additional activities carried on in that other
State on behalf of the enterprise which have contributed to the sale. It is not necessary that these
sales activities be carried out by the agent. They may be carried out by the enterprise itself or by
another agent.

Subparagraph 4(c) contains arule not found in other U.S. treaties. It provides that an
agent who habitually secures orders wholly or ailmost wholly for an enterprise of a Contracting
State will constitute a permanent establishment of the enterprise in the other Contracting State.



Diplomatic notes exchanged at the time of the signing of the Convention explain that in order for
an agent to be treated as habitually securing orders wholly or aimost wholly for the enterprise all
of the following tests must be met:

1. The agent frequently accepts orders for (goods or merchandise on behalf of the
enterprise.

2. Substantially all of the agent's sales-related activities in the other Contracting State
consist of activities for the enterprise.

3. The agent habitually represents to persons offering to buy goods or merchandise that
acceptance of an order by the agent constitutes the agreement of the enterprise to supply goods or
merchandise under the terms or conditions specified in the order.

4. The enterprise takes actions that give purchasers the basis for a reasonable belief that
such person has authority to bind the enterprise.

Under paragraph 5, as ageneral rule, an enterprise will not be deemed to have a
permanent establishment in a Contacting State merely because it carries on businessin that State
through an independent agent, including a broker or general commission agent, if the agent is
acting in the ordinary course of his business. If, however, the agent's activities are devoted
wholly or almost wholly on behalf of the enterprise, and transactions between the agent and the
enterprise are on other than an arm’s length basis, the agent will not be considered an
independent agent.

Paragraph 6 clarifies that acompany which is aresident of a Contracting State will not be
deemed to have a permanent establishment in the other Contracting State merely because it
controls, or is controlled by, acompany that is aresident of that other Contracting State, or that
carries on business in that other Contracting State. The determination of whether or not a
permanent establishment exists will be made solely on the basis of the factors described in
paragraphs 1 through 5 of the Article. Whether or not a company is a permanent establishment of
arelated company, therefore, is based solely on those factors and not on the ownership or control
relationship between the companies.

ARTICLE 6
Income from Immovable Property (Real Property)

Paragraph 1 provides that income of aresident of a Contracting State derived from real
property situated in the other Contracting State may be taxed in the Contracting State which the
property is situated. The paragraph specifies that income from real property includes income
from agriculture and forestry. This Article does not grant an exclusive taxing right to the situs
State, but merely grantsit the primary right to tax. The Article does not impose any limitation in
terms of rate or form of tax on the situs State. As clarified in paragraph 3, the income referred to
in paragraph 1 means income from any use of real property, including, but not limited to, income
from direct use by the owner and rental income from the letting of real property.

Paragraph 2 defines the term "immovable property”, which, asis made clear in thetitle to
the Article and in paragraph 1, is to be understood to have the same meaning as the U.S.
statutory term "real property”. Theterm isto have the same meaning that it has under the law of



the situs country.

Paragraph 4 specifies that the basic rule of paragraph 1 (as elaborated in paragraph 3)
applies to income from real property of an enterprise and to income from real property used for
the performance of independent personal services. This clarifies that, notwithstanding the
requirements of Articles 7 (Business Profits) and 15 (Independent Personal Services) that income
istaxable only if attributable to a permanent establishment or fixed base, respectively, the situs
country may tax the real property income of aresident of the other Contracting State even in the
absence of a permanent establishment or fixed base in the situs State.

The provision in the U.S. Model for abinding election by the taxpayer to be taxed on real
property income on a net basis was not included in the Convention. Both Contracting States
provide for net basis taxation of such income under internal law, and, therefore, an election
provision is not needed.

ARTICLE 7
Business Profits

This Article provides the rules for the taxation by a Contracting State of the business
profits of an enterprise of the other Contracting State. The general rule isfound in paragraph 1,
that business profits (as defined in paragraph 7) of an enterprise of one Contracting State may not
be taxed by the other Contracting State unless the enterprise carries on business in that other
Contracting State through a permanent establishment (as defined in Article 5 (Permanent
Establishment)) situated there. Where that condition is met, the State in which the permanent
establishment exists may tax the income of the enterprise, but only so much of theincome asis
attributable to
(a) that permanent establishment;
(b) salesin that State of goods or merchandise of the same or similar kind as those
sold through that permanent establishment; or
(c) other business activities carried on in that State of the same or similar kind as
those effected through that permanent establishment.

Thislimited force of attraction ruleis similar to therule in Article 7 of the U.N. Model. Therule
in Article 7 of the U.S. Model is different, limiting the taxation of business profits to income
attributable to that permanent establishment.

Paragraph 2 provides rules for the proper attribution of business profits to a permanent
establishment. It provides that the Contracting States will attribute to a permanent establishment
the profits which it would have earned had it been an independent entity, engaged in the same or
similar activities under the same or similar circumstances and dealing wholly at arm’s length
with the enterprise of which it is a permanent establishment and other enterprises controlling,
controlled by, or subject to the same control as that enterprise. The computation of the business
profits attributable to a permanent establishment under this paragraph is subject to the rules of
paragraph 3 for the allowance of expenses incurred for the purposes of earning the income. The
profits attributable to a permanent establishment may be from sources within or without a



Contracting State. Thus, certain items of foreign source income described in section 864(c)(4)(B)
of the Code may be attributed to a U.S. permanent establishment of an Indian enterprise and
subject to tax in the United States. The concept of "attributable to" in the Convention is narrower
than the concept of "effectively connected” in section 864(c) of the Code. The limited "force of
attraction” rule in Code section 864(c)(3), therefore, is not applicable under the Convention.

Paragraph 2 concludes with two sentences not found in the comparable provision of the
U.S. Model. These sentences state that the profits attributable to the permanent establishment
may be estimated on a reasonable basisif the correct amount is either incapable of determination
or exceptionally difficult to determine and if the result isin accordance with the principles
contained in the business profits article. The United States expects that this rule would be applied
only in unusual cases.

Paragraph |11 of the Protocol elaborates on paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 7, paragraph 4
of Article 10 (Dividends), paragraph 5 of Article 11 (Interest), paragraph 6 of Article 12
(Royalties and Fees for Included Services), paragraph 1 of Article 15 (Independent Personal
Services), and paragraph 2 of Article 23 (Other Income). This Protocol paragraph incorporates
the principle of Code section 864(c)(6) into the Convention. Like the Code section on whichitis
based, Paragraph I11 of the protocol provides that any income or gain attributable to a permanent
establishment (or, in the context of Articles 10, 11, 12, 15, and 23, afixed base as well) during
its existence is taxable in the Contracting State where the permanent establishment (or fixed
base) is situated even if the payments are deferred until after the permanent establishment (or
fixed base) no longer exists.

Paragraph 3 provides that in determining the business profits of a permanent
establishment, deductions shall be alowed for expenses incurred for the purposes of the
permanent establishment. Deductions are to be allowed regardless of where the expenses are
incurred. The paragraph specifies that a deduction isto be allowed for areasonable allocation of
expenses for research and development, interest, executive and general administrative expenses
and other expenses incurred for the purposes of the enterprise as a whole (or the part thereof
which includes the permanent establishment). The language of this paragraph differs from that in
the U.S. Model in one significant respect. Under the U.S. Model deductions are not subject to the
limitations of local law which may conflict with the general principle of the paragraph.
Paragraph 3 in the Convention provides for such deductions in accordance with the provisions of
and subject to the limitations of the taxation laws of the State in which the permanent
establishment is situated.

Indian law limits certain deductions of a permanent establishment with respect to head
office expenditures. The deduction of amounts characterized as executive and general
administration expenditures (not interest) is capped at five percent of the adjusted total income of
the permanent establishment. This limitation was included in the Convention because of the
difficulties India has had in verifying claimed deductions for head office expenses and because
of the desire of the Indians to avoid litigation on thisissue. In practice, the Indian taxing
authority does not inquire extensively into deductions that do not exceed the five percent cap.
The amount permitted to be deducted is understood by Indiato be an approximate average of
head office executive and general administrative expense incurred by non-Indian companies for



the purpose of their permanent establishmentsin India. However, the rule does not provide
absolute certainty that U.S. companies with a permanent establishment in Indiawill be ableto
deduct from their income subject to Indian tax the entire amount of head office expense incurred
for the purpose of the permanent establishment.

Ad Article 7 under Paragraph 11 of the protocol states the understanding of the
Contracting States that the deduction of executive and general administrative expenses shall in
no case be |ess than that allowable under the Indian Income Tax Act as on the date of signature
of the Convention (September 12, 1989).

Paragraph 3 also states that, with two exceptions, a permanent establishment will not be
allowed to deduct amounts it pays to the head office, or any other office, of the enterprise as
royalties, fees or other similar paymentsin return for the use of patents, know-how or other
rights, as commissions or other charges for specific services performed or for management, or as
interest on moneys lent to the permanent establishment. The rule denying deductions for such
payments does not apply to amounts paid as reimbursement of actual expenses or as interest on
moneys lent to the permanent establishment of a banking enterprise. Such payments made by the
head office or any other office of the enterprise to a permanent establishment are similarly
treated in determining the permanent establishment's profits. This provision is similar to therule
in Article 7(3) of the U.N. Model.

Paragraph 4 provides that no business profits will be attributed to a permanent
establishment merely because it purchases goods or merchandise for the enterprise of whichiitis
a permanent establishment. This rule refers to a permanent establishment which performs more
than one function for the enterprise, including purchasing. For example, the permanent
establishment may purchase raw materials for the enterprise's manufacturing operation and sell
the manufactured output. While business profits may be attributable to the permanent
establishment with respect to its sales activities, no profits are attributable with respect to its
purchasing activities. If the sole activity were the purchasing of goods or merchandise for the
enterprise the issue of the attribution of income would not arise, because, under subparagraph
3(d) of Article 5 (Permanent Establishment), there would be no permanent establishment.

Paragraph 5 states that the business profits attributed to a permanent establishment are
only those derived from its assets or activities. As noted in connection with paragraph 2 of this
Article, the Code concept of effective connection, with its limited "force of attraction”, is not
incorporated into the Convention except to alimited extent as described in connection with
paragraph 1 of this Article.

Paragraph 6 explains the relationship between the provisions of Article 7 and other
provisions of the Convention. Under paragraph 6, where business profits include items of income
that are dealt with separately under other articles of the Convention, the provisions of those
articles will take precedence over the provisions of Article 7 except where those articles provide
otherwise. Thus, for example, the taxation of interest will be determined by the rules of Article
11 (Interest), and not by Article 7, except where, as provided in paragraph 5 of Article 11, the
interest is attributable to a permanent establishment, in which case the provisions of Article 7

apply.



Paragraph 7 defines the term "business profits" as used in the Convention to mean
income derived from any trade or business including income from services other than "fees for
included services' as defined in Article 12 (Royalties and Fees for Included Services) and
including income from the rental of tangible personal property other than income from the rental
of property described in paragraph 3(b) of Article 12. Thus, service income (other than fees for
included services) is subject to tax in a Contracting State to the extent provided under Article 7,
subject to the principle of paragraph 6, described above. Also, rental income from tangible
personal property (other than payments received for the use of, or the right to use, any industrial,
commercial, or scientific equipment) is subject to tax in a Contracting State to the extent
provided under Article 7. The comparable provision in the U.S. Model provides a generd
definition which says that the term "business profits’ means income derived from any trade or
business. The definition in the Convention specifically identifies the residual categories of
income from services and tangible personal property as business profitsin order to clarify the
interaction of Articles 7 and 12. The exclusion from the term "business profits' of feesfor
included services defined in Article 12 and rental of property described in paragraph 3(b) of
Article 12 isintended to apply only in cases where paragraph 6 of Article 12 isinapplicable to
such income items. In other words, where such income items are attributable to a permanent
establishment in a Contracting State, such items shall be considered business profits to which
Article 7 applies.

This Article is subject to the saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 of the Convention.
Thus, if, for example, acitizen of the United States who is aresident of India derives business
profits from the United States which is not attributable to a permanent establishment in the
United States, the United States may tax those profits as part of the worldwide income of the
citizen, notwithstanding the provisions of this Article under which such income derived by a
resident of Indiais exempt from U.S. tax.

ARTICLE 8
Shipping and Air Transport

This Article provides the rules which govern the taxation of profits from the operation of
ships and aircraft in international traffic. The term "international traffic” is defined in paragraph
1(j) of Article 3 (General Definitions) to mean any transport by ship or aircraft operated by an
enterprise of a Contracting State, except when the ship or aircraft is operated solely between
places within the other Contracting State.

Paragraph 1 provides that profits derived by an enterprise of a Contracting State from the
operation in international traffic of ships or aircraft shall be taxable only in that Contracting
State. By virtue of paragraph 6 of Article 7 (Business Profits), profits of an enterprise of a
Contracting State that are exempt in the other Contracting State under this paragraph remain
exempt even if the enterprise has a permanent establishment in that other Contracting State.

Paragraph 2 defines profits from the operation of ships or aircraft in international traffic
as profits derived by an enterprise described in paragraph 1 from the transportation by sea or air



respectively of passengers, mail, livestock or goods carried on by the owners or lessees or
charterers of ships or aircraft. Such transportation includes the sale of tickets for such
transportation on behalf of other enterprises, other activity directly connected with such
transportation, and rental of ships or aircraft incidental to any activity directly connected with
such transportation. Thus, income of an enterprise from the rental of ships or aircraft constitutes
profits from the operation of ships or aircraft in international traffic only if it isincidental to the
operation by the enterprise of ships or aircraft in international traffic. For example, under the
Convention only bareboat leasing that isincidental to the operation by the enterprise of shipsin
international traffic is within the scope of Article 8. This provision is narrower than the provision
inthe U.S. Model, which covers not only rental profits that are incidental to transportation
activities of the lessor but also any rental profits derived from the operation of shipsor aircraft in
international traffic by the lessee.

Paragraph 3 provides that the profits of an enterprise of a Contracting State described in
paragraph 1 from the use, maintenance or rental of containers (including equipment for their
transport) which are used for the transport of goods in international traffic will be exempt from
tax in the other Contracting State. Thus, in order to qualify for the exemption, the recipient of the
income must be engaged in the operation of ships or aircraft in international traffic and the
container or related equipment must be used for the transport of goods in international traffic.
The comparable provisionin the U.S. Mode (Article 8, paragraph 3) is not limited to situations
in which the lessor is engaged in the operation of ships or aircraft in international traffic.

Paragraph 4 clarifies that the provisions of the preceding paragraphs apply equally to
profits derived by an enterprise of a Contracting State from participation in a pool, joint business
or international operating agency. As with any benefit of the Convention, the enterprise claiming
the benefit must be entitled to the benefit under the provisions of Article 24 (Limitation on
Benefits).

Paragraph 5 provides that interest on funds connected with the operation of ships or
aircraft in international traffic are considered profits derived from the operation of ships or
aircraft and that the provisions of Article 11 (Interest) will not apply in relation to such interest.
This provision, which is not included in the U.S. Model, provides an exemption from tax in the
source State for interest income derived from the working capital of the enterprise needed for the
operation of shipsor aircraft in international traffic.

Paragraph 6 provides that gains derived by an enterprise of a Contracting State described
in paragraph 1 from the aienation of ships, aircraft and containers are taxable only in that State if
the ships, aircraft and containers are owned and operated by the enterprise and the income from
them istaxable only in that State. This provision is narrower than the comparable provision in
the U.S. Model (paragraph 4 of Article 13 (Gains)) because the U.S. Model covers al gainsfrom
the alienation of ships, aircraft, or containers operated in international traffic.

This Article is subject to the saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 of the Convention.
The United States, therefore, may tax the shipping or air transport profits of aresident of Indiaif
that Indian resident is a citizen of the United States.



ARTICLE9
Associated Enterprises

This Article incorporates into the Convention the general principles of section 482 of the
Code. It provides that when related persons engage in transactions that are not at arm's length,
the Contracting States may make appropriate adjustments to the taxable income and tax liability
of such related persons to reflect what the income or tax of these persons with respect to such
transactions would have been had there been an arm’ s length relationship between the persons.

Paragraph 1 deals with the circumstance where an enterprise of a Contracting Stateis
related to an enterprise of the other Contracting State, and those related persons make
arrangements or impose conditions between themselvesin their commercia or financial relations
which are different from those that would be made between independent persons dealing at arm's
length. Paragraph 1 provides that, under those circumstances, the Contracting States may adjust
the income (or loss) of the enterprise to reflect the income which would have been taken into
account in the absence of such arelationship. The paragraph specifies what the term "related
persons’ means in this context. An enterprise of one Contracting State is related to an enterprise
of the other Contracting State if either participates directly or indirectly in the management,
control, or capital of the other. The two enterprises are also related if any third person or persons
participate directly or indirectly in the management, control, or capital of both. The term
"control" includes any kind of control, whether or not legally enforceable and however exercised
or exercisable.

Paragraph 2 provides that, where a Contracting State has made an adjustment that is
consistent with the provisions of paragraph 1 and the other Contracting State agrees that the
adjustment was appropriate to reflect arm’s length conditions, that other Contracting State is
obligated to make a corresponding adjustment to the tax liability of the related person in that
other Contracting State. The Contracting State making such an adjustment will take the other
provisions of the Convention, where relevant, into account. Thus, for example, if the effect of a
correlative adjustment isto treat an Indian corporation as having made a distribution of profits to
its U.S. parent corporation, the provisions of Article 10 (Dividends) will apply, and India may
impose a 15 percent withholding tax on the dividend. The competent authorities are authorized,
if necessary, to consult to resolve any differencesin the application of these provisions. For
example, there may be a disagreement over whether an adjustment made by a Contracting State
under paragraph 1 was appropriate.

If acorrelative adjustment is made under paragraph 2, it isto be implemented, pursuant
to paragraph 2 of Article 27 (Mutual Agreement Procedure), notwithstanding any time limits or
other procedural limitations in the law of the Contracting State making the adjustment. The
saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) does not apply to paragraph 2 of
Article 9 (see the exceptions to the saving clause in subparagraph (a) of paragraph 4 of Article
1). Thus, even if the statute of limitations has run, or there is a closing agreement between the
Internal Revenue Service and the taxpayer, arefund of tax can be made in order to implement a
correl ative adjustment. Statutory or procedural limitations, however, cannot be overridden to
impose additional tax, because, under subparagraph (a) of paragraph 2 of Article 1 of the



Convention, the Convention cannot restrict any statutory benefit.

Paragraph 3 of Article 9 of the U.S. Model is not included in the Convention. That
paragraph of the U.S. Model preserves the rights of the Contracting States to apply internal law
provisions relating to adjustments between related parties when necessary in order to prevent
evasion of taxes or clearly to reflect the income of any of such persons. That paragraph is
intended merely to clarify that internal law arm’s length provisions, such as the rules and
procedures under section 482 of the Code, may be applied whether or not explicitly provided for
in paragraph 1. The absence of paragraph 3 of the U.S. Model in the Convention, therefore, can
not be viewed as casting doubt on the applicability of these statutory provisions.

It is understood that the "commensurate with income" standard for determining
appropriate transfer prices for intangibles, added to Code section 482 by the Tax Reform Act of
1986, does not represent a departurein U.S. practice or policy from the arm’ s length standard. It
merely suggests aternative approaches, beyond those spelled out in current regulations, for
achieving appropriate transfer prices. It is anticipated, therefore, that the application of this
standard by the Internal Revenue Service will be in accordance with the general principles of
paragraph 1 of Article 9 of the Convention.

ARTICLE 10
Dividends

Article 10 provides rules for source, and in some cases residence, country taxation of
dividends and similar amounts paid by a company resident in one Contracting State to a resident
of the other Contracting State. Generally, the article limits the source country's right to tax
dividends and amounts treated as dividends.

Paragraph 1 preserves the residence country's general right to tax dividends arising in the
source country by permitting a Contracting State to tax its residents on dividends paid by a
company that is aresident of the other Contracting State.

Paragraph 2 grants the source country the right to tax dividends paid by a company that is
aresident of that country if the beneficial owner of the dividend is aresident of the other
Contracting State. The source country tax, however, is limited to 15 percent of the gross amount
of the dividend if the beneficial owner isa company that holds at |east 10 percent of the voting
shares of the company paying the dividend and 25 percent of the gross amount of the dividend in
all other cases. The term "beneficial owner” is not defined in the Convention; it is, instead,
defined by domestic law of the Contracting States. A nominee or agent which isaresident of a
Contracting State may not claim the benefits of this Article if the dividend is received on behalf
of aperson who is not aresident of that Contracting State. However, dividends received by a
nominee for the benefit of aresident would qualify for the benefits of this Article.

The second and third sentences of paragraph 2 relax the limitations on source country
taxation for dividends paid by U.S. Regulated Investment Companies and Real Estate Investment
Trusts. Dividends paid by Regulated Investment Companies are denied the 15 percent direct



dividend rate and subjected to the 25 percent portfolio dividend rate regardless of the percentage
of voting shares held by the recipient of the dividend. Generally, the reduction of the dividend
rate to 15 percent isintended to relieve multiple levels of corporate taxation in cases where the
recipient of the dividend holds a substantial interest in the payer. Because Regulated Investment
Companies and Real Estate Investment Trusts do not themselves generally pay corporate tax
with respect to amounts distributed, the rate reduction from 25 to 15 percent cannot be justified
by the "relief from multiple levels of corporate taxation” rationale. Further, although amounts
received by a Regulated Investment Company may have been subject to U.S. corporate tax (e.g.,
dividends paid by a publicly traded U.S. company to a Regulated Investment Company), itis
unlikely that a 10 percent shareholding in a Regulated Investment Company by an Indian
resident will correspond to a 10 percent shareholding in the entity that has paid U.S. corporate
tax (e.g., the publicly traded U.S. company). Thus, in the case of dividends received by a
Regulated Investment Company and paid out to its shareholders the requirement of a substantial
shareholding in the entity paying the corporate tax is generaly lacking.

The third sentence of paragraph 2 further limits the avail ability of the 25 percent portfolio
dividend rate in the case of dividends paid by Real Estate Investment Trusts. The 25 percent rate
isavailable only to individual residents of India holding aless than 10 percent interest in the
Real Estate Investment Trust. The exclusion of corporate shareholders and 10 percent or greater
individual shareholders from the 25 percent portfolio rate isintended to prevent indirect
investment in U.S. real property through a Real Estate Investment Trust from being treated more
favorably than investment directly in such real property. Dividends paid by a Real Estate
Investment Trust (other than amounts subject to tax as effectively connected income under
section 897(h) of the Code) that are not entitled to the 25 percent portfolio rate are subject to the
U.S. statutory rate of 30 percent.

Paragraph 2 does not affect the taxation of the profits out of which the dividends are paid.

Paragraph 3 defines the term dividends as used in Article 10 to mean the following:
income from shares or other rights, not being debt-claims, participating in profits; income from
other corporate rights which are subjected to the sane taxation treatment as income from shares
by the laws of the Contracting State of which the company making the distribution is a resident;
and income from arrangements, including debt obligations, carrying the right to participate in
profits, to the extent so characterized under the laws of the source State.

Paragraph 4 provides that the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 10 shall not
apply if the beneficial owner of the dividends, aresident of a Contracting State, carries on
businessin the other Contracting State, of which the company paying the dividendsis aresident,
through a permanent establishment situated there, or performsin that other State independent
personal services from afixed base situated there, and the dividends are attributable to such
permanent establishment or fixed base. Paragraph 4 provides that, in such case, the provisions of
Article 7 (Business Profits) or Article 15 (Independent Personal Services), as the case may be,

shall apply.

Paragraph 4 excludes dividends paid with respect to holdings that form part of the
business property of a permanent establishment or fixed base from the general source country



limitations. Such dividends will be taxed on a net basis using the rates and rules of taxation
generally applicable to residents of the State in which the permanent establishment or fixed base
islocated, as modified by this article and Articles 7 (Business Profits) and 15 (Independent
Personal Services).

Paragraph |11 of the Protocol elaborates on paragraph 4 of Article 10 by incorporating the
principle of Code section 864(c)(6) into the Convention. Like the Code section on whichiitis
based, Paragraph 111 of the Protocol provides that any income or gain attributable to a permanent
establishment or fixed base during its existence is taxable in the Contracting State where the
permanent establishment (or fixed base) is situated even if the permanent establishment or fixed
base no longer exists.

Paragraph 5 bars one Contracting State from imposing any tax on dividends paid by a
company resident in the other Contracting State except insofar as such dividends are otherwise
subject to net basis taxation in the first-mentioned Contracting State because such dividends are
paid to aresident of such first mentioned Contracting State or the holding in respect of which the
dividends are paid forms part of the business property of a permanent establishment or fixed base
situated in such first-mentioned State.

Notwithstanding the foregoing limitations on source country taxation of dividends, the
saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 of the Convention (General Scope) permits the United
States to tax dividends received by its residents and citizens as if the Convention had not come
into effect.

ARTICLE 11
Interest

Article 11 provides rules for source and residence country taxation of interest.

Paragraph 1 grants to the residence State the right to tax interest derived and beneficially
owned by its residents.

Paragraph 2 grants to the source State the right to tax the interest payment. However, if
the beneficial owner of the interest isaresident of the other Contracting State, the amount of the
tax islimited to:

(a) 10 percent of the gross amount of the interest that is paid on aloan granted by
abank carrying on a bona fide banking business or by a similar financial institution
(including an insurance company); and

(b) 15 percent of the gross amount of the interest in all other cases.

The term "beneficial owner" is not defined in the Convention; it is, instead, defined by
domestic law of the Contracting States. A nominee or agent which is aresident of a Contracting
State may not claim the benefits of this Article if the interest is received on behalf of a person
who is not aresident of that Contracting State. However, interest received by a nominee for the
benefit of aresident would qualify for the benefits of this Article.



Paragraph 2 differs from the comparable provision in the U.S. Model, which provides
that only the residence State may tax interest derived and beneficially owned by aresident of a
Contracting State, unless the interest is attributable to a permanent establishment or fixed base of
the beneficial owner in the other Contracting State.

Paragraph 3 provides exceptions from the rule of paragraph 2 that allows a source
country to tax. The exceptions apply to interest that isincluded in any of three categories. The
first category of interest that is exempt from tax in the source State is interest that is derived and
beneficially owned by the Government of the other Contracting State, a political subdivision or
local authority thereof, the Reserve Bank of India, or the Federal Reserve Banks of the United
States, as the case may be, and such other institutions of either Contracting State as the
competent authorities may agree pursuant to Article 27 (Mutual Agreement procedure). The
second category of interest that is exempt from tax in the source State is interest with respect to
loans or credits extended or endorsed by the Export-Import Bank of the United States when the
interest arisesin India and by the EXIM Bank of Indiawhen the interest arisesin India.

Thethird category of interest that is exempt from tax in the source State is interest
derived and beneficially owned by aresident of the other Contracting State other than a person
referred to in the first or second category if the transaction giving rise to the debt-claim has been
approved in this behalf by the Government of the source State. The Indian delegation explained
that alender may apply to the Government of Indiafor approval of the tax exemption. This
category of interest is exempt under the Indian tax statute.

Paragraph 4 defines the term "interest” as used in Article 11 to include, inter alia, income
from debt claims of every kind, whether or not secured by a mortgage, and whether or not
carrying aright to participate in the debtor's profits, and in particular, income from government
securities, and income from bonds or debentures, including premiums or prizes attaching to such
securities, bonds, or debentures.

Penalty charges for |ate payment are excluded from the definition of interest. Income
dealt within Article 10 (Dividends) is also excluded from the definition of interest. Thus, for
example, income from a debt obligation carrying the right to participate in profitsis not covered
by Article 11 to the extent characterized as a dividend under the laws of the Contracting State in
which the income arises. The definition of interest in the Convention differs from the definition
of interest in the U.S. Model only as to the exclusion of amounts characterized as dividends
under Article 10.

Paragraph 5 limits the right of one Contracting State to impose a gross bas 5 tax on
interest payments where the beneficial owner of the interest is a person that is aresident of the
other Contracting State. A gross basis tax may not be imposed if

(1) the person carries on abusiness in the Contracting State in which the interest arises
through a permanent establishment situated there or performsin the Contracting State in which
the interest arises independent personal services from a fixed base situated here and

(2) the interest is attributable to such permanent establishment or fixed base. In such
cases the provisions of Article 7 (Business Profits) or Article 15 (Independent Personal Services)



will apply.

Paragraph |11 of the Protocol elaborates on paragraph 5 by incorporating the principle of
Code section 864(c)(6) into the Convention. Like the Code section on which it is based,
Paragraph I11 of the Protocol provides that any annual income or gain attributable to a permanent
establishment or fixed base during its existence is taxable in the Contracting State where the
permanent establishment or fixed base is situated even if the payments are deferred until after the
permanent establishment or fixed base no longer exists.

Paragraph 6 provides a source rule for interest. It provides that interest shall be deemed to
arise in a Contracting State when the payer is that State itself or a political subdivision, local
authority, or resident of that State. The exception to the genera rule that interest is sourced in the
State of the payer's residence is the case in which the payer of the interest carries on business
through a permanent establishment in the other State or performs independent personal services
from afixed base situated in the other State and the interest is borne by such permanent
establishment or fixed base.

Thus, under Article 11 the United States may tax interest that is paid by aU.S. trade or
business of aforeign corporation in the United States and attributabl e to the corporation’s
permanent establishment in the United States. As U.S. source interest paid, the interest is subject
to tax at the rate provided in paragraph 2 when the beneficial owner isaresident of India. The
tax allowed under the Convention on the excess interest of a corporation resident in Indiais not
considered interest paid. The tax on excessinterest is described in and subject to limitations of
Article 14 (Permanent Establishment Tax).

Paragraph 7 provides that, in the case of interest paid by a person with a special
relationship to the beneficial owner of the interest, Article 11 applies only to interest payments
that would have been made absent such special relationship (i.e., an arm’s length interest
payment). Any excess amount of interest paid remains taxable according to the laws of the
United States and India, respectively, with due regard to the other provisions of the Convention.
Thus, for example, if the excess amount would be treated as a distribution of profits, such
amount could be taxed as a dividend rather than as interest, but the tax would be subject to the
rate l[imitations of paragraph 2 of Article 10 (Dividends).

Notwithstanding the limitations under Article 11 on source country taxation of interest,
the saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) permits the United States to tax its
residents and citizens asif the Convention had not come into force.

ARTICLE 12
Rovyalties and Fees for Included Services

Article 12 provides rules for source and residence country taxation of royalties and fees
for included services.

Paragraph 1 grants to the residence State the right to tax royalties and fees for included



services paid to its residents.

Paragraph 2 aso grants to the source State the right to tax royalties and fees for included
services according to its laws. However, if the beneficial owner of the royalties or fees or
included servicesis aresident of the other Contracting State, the source State shall not impose a
tax that exceeds certain limitations. Different limitations apply to payments of royalties and
service fees depending the category to which the payments belong.

Thefirst category of royalties and service fees consists of royalties defined in
subparagraph (a) of paragraph 3 and fees for included services defined in paragraph 4, other than
fees described in subparagraph (b) of paragraph 2. Subparagraph (a) of paragraph 2 limits the
source State's right to tax such payments as follows. During the first five taxable years for which
the Convention has effect, the source State's tax on the first category of royalties and fees may
not exceed 15 percent of the gross amount of such royalties and feesif the payer of the royalties
or feesis the Government, or a political subdivision or a public sector company, of a Contracting
State. Otherwise the source State's tax is limited to 20 percent of the gross amount of such
royalties or fees. During subsequent years, the source State's tax on the first category of royalties
and fees may not exceed 15 percent.

The second category of royalties and service fees consists of royalties defined in
subparagraph (b) of paragraph 3 (generaly relating to payments for the use of, or the right to use,
any industrial, commercial, or scientific equipment) and those fees for included services defined
in paragraph 4 which are ancillary and subsidiary to the enjoyment of the property described in
paragraph 3(b). Subparagraph (b) of paragraph 2 limits the source State's right to tax such
payments to 10 percent of the gross amount during all years for which the Convention has effect.

Subparagraph (a) of paragraph 3 defines the term "royalties” asused in Article 12 to
mean payments of any kind received as a consideration for the use of, or the right to use, any
copyright of aliterary, artistic, or scientific work, including cinematographic films or work on
film, tape or other means of reproduction for use in connection with radio or television
broadcasting, any patent, trademark, design or model, plan, secret formula or process, or for
information concerning industrial, commercial, or scientific experience. The term "information
concerning industrial, commercial, or scientific experience" alludes to the concept of know-how
and means information that is not publicly available and that cannot be known from mere
examination of a product and mere knowledge of the progress of technique. As provided in the
Commentaries on the Articles of the OECD Model Convention (paragraph 12 of the Art. 12
Comm.): "In the know-how contract, one of the parties agrees to impart to the other, so that he
can use them for his own account, his special knowledge and experience which remain
unrevealed to the public".

The royalty definition under subparagraph (a) of paragraph 3 also appliesto gains from
the alienation of aright or property of the type described in that subparagraph only if the
proceeds are contingent on the productivity, use, or further alienation thereof. Thus, a
noncontingent payment for all rights to property described in subparagraph (a) is not aroyalty.

The royalty definition in subparagraph (a) of paragraph 3 of the Convention differs from



the comparable provision in the U.S. Model in two respects. First, the Convention's royalty
definition includes payments received in connection with the use or right to use cinematographic
films or films or tapes used for radio or television broadcasting. Such payments are excluded
from the royalty definition in the U.S. Model. Second, the Convention's royalty definition does
not include "other like right or property" at the end of itslisting of the types of rights for which a
use payment is considered to be aroyalty.

Subparagraph (b) of paragraph 3 includes within the definition of royalties payments of
any kind received as consideration for the use of, or the right to use, any industrial, commercial,
or scientific equipment, other than payments derived by an enterprise described in paragraph 1 of
Article 8 (Shipping and Air Transport) from activities described in paragraph 2(c) or 3 of Article
8. The exclusion under Article 8 relates

(1) to income of an enterprise engaged in the operation of ships or aircraft in international
traffic to the extent the income is from the operation by that enterprise of ships or aircraft in
international traffic or to the extent the income isincidental to such an activity and

(2) to profits of an enterprise engaged in the operation of ships or aircraft in international
traffic from the use, maintenance, or rental of containers and container equipment in connection
with the operation of ships or aircraft in international traffic.

Paragraph 4 of Article 12 defines fees for included services to mean payments of any
kind to any person in consideration for the rendering of any technical or consultancy services
(including through the provision of services of technical or other personnel) if such services
either

(a) areancillary and subsidiary to the application or enjoyment of the right,
property or information for which a payment described in paragraph 3 is received; or

(b) make available technical knowledge, experience, skill, know-how, or
processes, or consist of the development and transfer of atechnical plan or technical
design.

Paragraph 5 of Article 12 excludes from the definition of included services any amount
described in any of the following categories:

(a) for servicesthat are ancillary and subsidiary, as well as inextricably and
essentially linked, to the sale of property other than a sale described in paragraph 3(a);

(b) for servicesthat are ancillary and subsidiary to the rental of ships, aircraft,
containers or other equipment used in connection with the operation of shipsor aircraft in
international traffic;

(c) for teaching in or by educational institutions,

(d) for services for the personal use of the individual or individuals making the
payment; or

(e) to an employee of the person making the payments or to any individual or firm
of individuals (other than a company) for professional services as defined in Article 15
(Independent Personal Services).

Thus, the relationship between Article 12 and Article 15 (Independent Personal Services)
isclear. A payment to an individual or firm of individuals, such as a partnership, for professional
servicesis not subject to tax under Article 12.



With respect to service fees that are described in paragraph 4 and not excluded under
paragraph 5 ("included services"), Article 12 permits the source State to impose tax in an amount
not to exceed the rate of tax on the gross amount under paragraph 2, if the fees are not
attributable to a permanent establishment or fixed base in the other State. All services
attributable to a permanent establishment or a fixed base (whether or not falling within the
defined category of "included services") and al services other than those within the defined
category of included services" are considered to be business profits, which are taxable in the
source State only to the extent provided in Article 7 (Business Profits). The treatment of service
fees provided under Article 12 is a departure from the domestic law of both Contracting States.
Under Indian statutory law, a broad range of service fees (fees for technical, managerial or
consultancy services performed anywhere) is subject to a 30 percent gross basis tax. Under U.S.
statutory law, fees for services performed inside the United States are subject to tax on a net
basisif effectively connected with a U.S. trade or business of a nonresident alien or foreign
corporation or on a gross basis (30 percent) only if not effectively connected. Paragraph IV of
the Protocol (Ad Article 12) clarifies that, where fees for included services may be taxed by the
United States under Article 12 but are subject to net basis taxation under internal U.S. law, the
level of that net basis taxation (or, where applicable, the sum of that net basis tax and the amount
of the tax allowable under paragraph 1 of Article 14 (Permanent Establishment Tax) with respect
to those fees) shall not exceed the gross basis tax limitations imposed by paragraph 2 of Article
12. The term "fees for included services' is new under the Convention and is defined in the
Convention rather than in the domestic law of either Contracting State.

As explained in the Diplomatic Note Relating to the Memorandum of Understanding on
Article 12, amemorandum of understanding was developed by the negotiators indicating how
the provisions of the Article relating to the scope of "included services" are to be understood
both by the competent authorities and by taxpayers in the Contracting States. As further
explained in the Diplomatic Note, this memorandum of understanding represents the views of the
Governments of both Contracting States when the Convention was signed. Both Governments
anticipated that, as the competent authorities and taxpayers gain more experience with the
concept of fees for included services, further guidance would be developed and made public.

The memorandum of understanding describesin some detail the category of services
defined in paragraph 4 of Article 12 (Royalties and Fees for Included Services). It also provides
examples of services intended to be covered within the definition of included services and those
intended to be excluded, either because they do not satisfy the tests of paragraph 4, or because,
notwithstanding the fact that they meet the tests of paragraph 4, they are dealt with under
paragraph 5. The examplesin either case are not intended as an exhaustive list but rather as
illustrating afew typical cases. For ease of understanding, the examplesin the Memorandum
describe U.S. persons providing services to Indian persons, but the rules of Article 12 are
reciprocal in application.

The memorandum of understanding first defines the terms "technical services" and
"consultancy services', which are the only types of servicesthat are considered "included
services" if they are described in subparagraph (a) or (b) of paragraph 4 and are not excluded
under paragraph 5. A technical service means a service requiring expertise in atechnology. A



consultancy service means an advisory service. These two categories are to some extent
overlapping because a consultancy service could also be atechnical service. However, the
category of consultancy services also includes an advisory service, whether or not expertisein a
technology is required to performit.

The memorandum of understanding next explains the conditions, either of which must
exist before a service can be considered described in paragraph 4.

Under paragraph 4, technical and consultancy services are considered included services
only to the following extent:

(1) asdescribed in paragraph 4(a), if they are ancillary and subsidiary to the application
or enjoyment of aright, property or information for which aroyalty payment is made; or

(2) as described in paragraph 4(b), if they make available technical knowledge,
experience, skill, know-how, or processes, or consist of the devel opment and transfer of a
technical plan or technical design. Thus, under paragraph 4(b), consultancy services which are
not of atechnical nature cannot be included services.

Paragraph 4(a) of Article 12 refersto technical or consultancy services that are ancillary
and subsidiary to the application or enjoyment of any right, property1 or information for which a
payment described in paragraph 3(a) or (b) isreceived. Thus, paragraph 4(a) includes technical
and consultancy services that are ancillary and subsidiary to the application or enjoyment of an
intangible for which aroyalty isreceived under alicense or sale as described in paragraph 3(a),
rather than as aroyalty payment6 and the tax imposed on the dividend payment would be subject
to the rate limitations of paragraph 2 of Article 10 (Dividends).

Notwithstanding the foregoing limitations on source country taxation of royalties,
paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) permits the United States to tax its citizens and
residents as if the Convention had not come into effect.

ARTICLE 13
Gains

Article 13 provides that, except as provided in Article 8 (Shipping and Air Transport),
each Contracting State may tax capital gainsin accordance with the provisions of its domestic
law.

The sole exception to the general rule relates to the taxation of gains of an enterprise
operated by aresident of a Contracting State where the gains are derived from the aienation of
ships, aircraft, or containers owned and operated by the enterprise, the income from which is
taxable only in that State (i.e., income from the operation of such ships, aircraft, or containersin
international traffic). Such gains shall be taxable only in the Contracting State in which the
profits of the enterprise deriving such income are taxable according to Article 8. Article 8
exempts such income from source country taxation.

Thereis nothing in this article that precludes the imposition of any tax in force under U.S.



domestic law or enacted in the future except the exemption of gains described in Article 8. Thus,
for example, the United States preserves its right to impose the tax under section 897 of the Code
on gains derived by foreign persons from the disposition of United States real property interests,
the tax under section 871(a)(2) on capital gains of aliens present in the United States 183 days or
more, the tax under section 872 or 882 on capital gain of anonresident alien or foreign
corporation that is effectively connected ‘with the conduct of aU.S. trade or business, the
withholding tax on aforeign partner's allocable portion of effectively connected taxable income
consisting of gain.

Notwithstanding the foregoing limitations on source country taxation of certain gains,
paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) permits the United States to tax its citizens and
residents asif the Convention had not come into effect.

ARTICLE 14
Permanent Establishment Tax

Article 14 provides for the imposition by the Contracting States of a permanent
establishment or branch tax. Paragraph 1 of Article 14 confirmsthe right of the United States to
impose a tax on the deemed distribution of certain profits of an Indian resident corporation with a
U.S. trade or business and on the excess interest of such a corporation. Paragraphs 2 and 3, as
well as those ancillary and subsidiary to the application or enjoyment of industrial, commercial,
or scientific equipment for which aroyalty isreceived under alease as described in paragraph
3(b).

It is understood that, in order for a service fee to be considered “ancillary and subsidiary”
to the application or enjoyment of some right, property, or information for which a payment
described in paragraph 3(a) or (b) isreceived, the service must be related to the application or
enjoyment of the right, property, or information. In addition, the clearly predominant purpose of
the arrangement under which the payment of the service fee and such other payment are made
must be the application or enjoyment of the right, property, or information described in
paragraph 3. The question of whether the service isrelated to the application or enjoyment of the
right, property, or information described in paragraph 3 and whether the clearly predominant
purpose of the arrangement is such application or enjoyment must be determined by reference to
the facts and circumstances of each case. Factors which may be relevant to such determination
(although not necessarily controlling) include:

1. the extent to which the services in question facilitate the effective application or
enjoyment of the right, property, or information described in paragraph 3;

2. the extent to which such services are customarily provided in the ordinary course of
business arrangements involving royalties described in paragraph 3;

3. whether the amount paid for the services (or which would be paid by parties operating
at arm's length) is an insubstantial portion of the combined payments for the services and the
right, property, or information described paragraph 3;

4. whether the payment made for the services and the royalty described in paragraph 3 are
made under a single contract (or a set of related contracts); and

5. whether the person performing the services is the same person as, or arelated person



to, the person receiving the royalties described in paragraph 3 (for this purpose, persons are
considered related if their relationship is described in Article 9 (Associated Enterprises) or if the
person providing the service is doing so in connection with an overall arrangement which
includes the payer and recipient of the royalties).

To the extent that services are not considered ancillary and subsidiary to the application
or enjoyment of some right, property, or information for which a royalty payment under
paragraph 3 is made, such services shall be considered "included services' only to the extent that
they are described in paragraph 4(b).

The memorandum of understanding presented two examples of the application of
paragraph 4(a). The first exampleillustrates services that are "included services

Example (1)

Facts: U.S. manufacturer grants rights to an Indian company to use manufacturing
processes in which the transferor has exclusive rights by virtue of process patents
or the protection otherwise extended by law to the owner of a process. As part of
the contractual arrangement, the U.S. manufacturer agrees to provide certain
consultancy services to the Indian company in order to improve the effectiveness
of the latter's use of the processes. Such servicesinclude, for example, the
provision of information and advice on sources of supply for materials needed in
the manufacturing process, and on the development of sales and service literature
for the manufactured product. The payments allocable to such services do not
form a substantial part of the total consideration payable under the contractual
arrangement. Are the payments for these services fees for "included services'?

Anaysis: The payments are fees for included services. The services described in this
example are ancillary and subsidiary to the use of a manufacturing process
protected by law as described in paragraph 3(a) of Article 12 because the services
are related to the application or enjoyment of the intangible and the granting of
the right to use the intangible is the clearly predominant purpose of the
arrangement. Because the services are ancillary and subsidiary to the use of the
manufacturing process, the fees for these services are considered fees for included
services under paragraph 4(a) of Article 12, regardless of whether the services are
described in paragraph 4(b).

Example 1 illustrates the application of paragraph 4(a) using services that are not also
described in paragraph 4(b). These services are not described in section 4(b) because they do not
make available technical knowledge, experience, skill, know-how, or processes, or consist of the
development and transfer of atechnical plan or technical design. The services described in
Example 1 are limited to the provision of procurement and marketing information.

The second example illustrates services which are not "included services'.

Example (2)



Facts: An Indian manufacturing company produces a product that must be manufactured
under sterile conditions using machinery that must be kept completely free of
bacterial or other harmful deposits. A U.S. company has developed a special
cleaning process for removing such deposits from that type of machinery. The
U.S. company entersinto a contract with the Indian company under which the
former will clean the latter's machinery on aregular basis. As part of the
arrangement, the U.S. company |eases to the Indian company a piece of
equipment which allows the Indian company to measure the level of bacterial
deposits on its machinery in order for it to know when cleaning is required. Are
the payments for the services fees for included services?

Anaysis: In this example, the provision of cleaning services by the U.S. company and the
rental of the monitoring equipment are related to each other. However, the clearly
predominant purpose of the arrangement is the provision of cleaning services.
Thus, athough the cleaning services might be considered technical services, they
arenot "ancillary and subsidiary” to the rental of the monitoring equipment.
Accordingly, the cleaning services are not "included services within the meaning

of paragraph 4(a).

Example 2 illustrates the treatment of a service that could be considered technical in
nature but that is not described in paragraph 4(b) because it does not make available (as
described below) to the purchaser technical knowledge or atechnical plan, design or process.
Because the service described in Example 2 is not "included services" within the meaning of
example 4(a) or (b), it isnot subject to tax under Article 12. The service s, therefore, taxablein
India only to the extent provided under Article 7 (Business Profits) or Article 15 (Independent
Personal Services).

Paragraph 4(b) of Article 12 refersto technical or consultancy services that make
available to the person acquiring the service technical knowledge, experience, skill, know-how,
or processes, or consist of the development and transfer of atechnical plan or technical designto
such person. The memorandum of understanding explains that, for this purpose, the person
acquiring the service shall be deemed to include an agent, nominee, or transferee of such person.
The category described in paragraph 4(b) is narrower than the category described in paragraph
4(a) because it excludes any service that does not make technology available to the person
acquiring the service.

The memorandum of understanding states that generally technology will be considered
"made available" when the person acquiring the service is enabled to apply the technology. The
fact that the provision of the service may require technical input by the person providing the
service does not per se mean that technical knowledge, skills, etc. are made available to the
person purchasing the service, within the meaning of paragraph 4(b). Similarly, the use of a
product which embodies technology shall not per se be considered to make the technology
available.

As described in the memorandum of understanding, typical categories of services that



generaly involve either the development and transfer of technical plans or technical designs, or
making technology available as described in paragraph 4(b), include:

1. engineering services (including the subcategories of bioengineering and aeronautical,
agricultural, ceramics, chemical, civil, electrical, mechanical, metallurgical, and industrial
engineering);

2. architectural services; and

3. computer software development.

As explained in the memorandum of understanding, technical and consultancy services
could make technology availablein avariety of settings, activities and industries. Such services
may, for example, relate to any of the following areas:

1. bio-technical services;

2. food processing;

3. environmental and ecological services,

4. communication through satellite or otherwise;

5. energy conservation;

6. exploration or exploitation of mineral oil or natural gas;

7. geological surveys,

8. scientific services; and

9. technical training.

The memorandum of understanding provides examples (Examples 3 - 12) in order to
indicate the scope of the conditionsin paragraph 4(b):

Example (3)

Facts: A U.S. manufacturer has experience in the use of a process for manufacturing
wallboard for interior walls of houses which is more durable than the standard
products of itstype. An Indian builder wishes to produce this product for its own
use. It rents a plant and contracts with the U.S. company to send expertsto India
to show engineersin the Indian company how to produce the extra-strong
wallboard. The U.S. contractors work with the techniciansin the Indian firm for a
few months. Are the payments to the U.S. firm considered to be payments for
"included services'?

Anaysis: The payments would be fees for included services. The services are of atechnical
or consultancy nature; in the example they have elements of both types of
services. The services make available to the Indian company technical knowledge,
skill, and processes.

Example (4)

Facts: A U.S. manufacturer operates a wallboard fabrication plant outside India. An

Indian builder hires the U.S. company to produce wallboard at that plant for afee.
The Indian company provides the raw materials, and the U.S. manufacturer
fabricates the wallboard in its plant, using advanced technology. Arc the feesin



Analysis:

Example (5)

Facts:

Anaysis:

Example (6)

Facts:

Analysis:

Example (7)

Facts:

Anaysis:

this example payments for included services?

The fees would not be for included services. Although the U.S. company is
clearly performing atechnical service, no technical knowledge, skills, etc., are
made available to the Indian company, nor is there any development and transfer
of atechnical plan or design. The U.S. company is merely performing a contract
manufacturing service.

An Indian firm owns inventory control software for use in its chain of retail
outlets throughout India. It expands its sales operation by employing a team of
traveling salesmen to travel around the countryside selling the company's wares.
The company wants to modify its software to permit the salesmen to access the
company's central computers for information on what products are available in
inventory and when they can be delivered. The Indian firm hires aU.S. computer-
programming firm to modify its software for this purpose. Are the fees which the
Indian firm pays treated as fees for included services?

The fees are for included services. The U.S. company clearly performs a technical
service for the Indian company, and it transfers to the Indian company the
technical plan (i.e., the computer program) which it has developed.

An Indian vegetable oil manufacturing company wants to produce a cholesterol-
free oil from a plant which produces oil normally containing cholesterol. An
American company has developed a process for refining the cholesterol out of the
oil. The Indian company contracts with the U.S. company to modify the formulas
which it uses so as to eliminate the cholesterol, and to train the employees of the
Indian company in applying the new formulas. Are the fees paid by the Indian
company for included services?

The fees are for included services. The services are technical, and the technical
knowledge is made available to the Indian company.

The Indian vegetable oil manufacturing firm has mastered the science of
producing cholesterol-free oil and wishes to market the product worldwide. It
hires an American marketing consulting firm to do a computer simulation of the
world market for such oil advise it on marketing strategies. Aretheto the U.S.
company for included services?

The fees would not be for included services. The American company is providing



a consultancy service which involves the use of substantial technical skill and
expertise. It is not, however, making available to the Indian company any
technical experience, knowledge or skill, etc., nor isit transferring a technical
plan or design. What is transferred to the Indian company through the service
contract is commercial information. The fact that technical skills were required by
the performer of the service in order to perform the commercial information
service does not make the service atechnical service within the meaning of 4(b).

Examples 3, 5 and 6 illustrate services that would be described in paragraph 4(b).
Example 3 refersto services that could be considered typical of the type of service that is
described in that paragraph because the Indian builder is paying to have atechnical process made
available to it. Examples 5 and 6 illustrate other services, each of which istechnical in nature
under circumstances in which atechnical processis made available to the purchaser.

Examples 4 and 7, however, do not illustrate a service that is described in paragraph 4(b)
because, although performing each service requires technical knowledge and skill, no technical
knowledge, plan, design or processis made available to the purchaser. In Example 4, the
technical knowledge used in making wallboard is retained by the U.S. company acting as a
contract manufacturer in the transaction. The Indian purchaser is paying for the manufacture of a
product by the U.S. company -- atype of commercial service. Similarly, in Example 7, the
technical knowledge required to complete a computer survey of the world market for a product is
retained by the marketing consultant. The Indian purchaser is paying for acommercial service.

Under subparagraphs (a) through (e), paragraph 5 of Article 12 describes severa
categories of services which are not intended to be treated as included services even if they
otherwise satisfy the tests of paragraph 4. The memorandum of understanding provides examples
of cases where fees would be included under paragraph 4, but are excluded because of the
application of one of the conditions of paragraph 5.

Example (8)

Facts: An Indian company purchases a computer from a U.S. computer manufacturer. As
part of the purchase agreement, the manufacturer agrees to assist the Indian
company in setting up the computer and installing the operating system, and to
ensure that the staff of the Indian company is able to operate the computer. Also
as part of the purchase agreement, the seller agreesto provide, for a period of ten
years, any updates to the operating system and any training necessary to apply the
update. Both of these service elements to the contract would qualify under
paragraph 4(b) as an included service. Would either or both be excluded from the
category of included services, under paragraph 5(a), because they are ancillary
and subsidiary, as well as inextricably and essentially linked, to the sale of the
computer?

Anaysis: The installation assistance and initial training are ancillary and subsidiary to the
sale of the computer, and they are also inextricably and essentially linked to the
sale. The computer would be of little value to the Indian purchaser without these



Example (9)

Facts:

Analysis:

Example (10)

Facts:

services, which are most readily and usefully provided by the seller. The fees for
installation assistance and initia training, therefore, are not fees for included
services, since these services are not the predominant purpose of the arrangement.

The services of updating the operating system and providing associated necessary
training may well be ancillary and subsidiary to the sale of the computer but they
are not inextricably and essentially linked to the sale Without the upgrades, the
computer will continue to operate as it did when purchased, and will continue to
accomplish the same functions. Acquiring the updates cannot, therefore, be said to
be inextricably and essentially linked to the sale of the computer.

An Indian hospital purchases an X-ray machine from aU.S. manufacturer. As part
of the purchase agreement, the manufacturer agreesto install the machine, to
perform aninitial inspection of the machinein India, to train hospital staff in the
use of the machine, and to service the machine periodically during the usual
warranty period (2 years). Under an optional service contract purchased by the
hospital, the manufacturer also agrees to perform certain other services
throughout the life of the machine, including periodic inspections and repair
services, advising the hospital about developmentsin X-ray film or techniques
which could improve the effectiveness of the machine, and training hospital staff
in the application of those new developments. The cost of theinitial installation,
inspection, training, and warranty service is relatively minor as compared with the
cost of the X-ray machine. Is any of the service described here ancillary and
subsidiary, as well asinextricably and essentially linked, to the sale of the x-ray
machine?

Theinitial installation, inspection, and training services in India and the periodic
service during the warranty period are ancillary and subsidiary, aswell as
inextricably and essentially linked, to the sale of the X-ray machine because the
usefulness of the machine to the hospital depends on this service, the
manufacturer has full responsibility during this period, and the cost of the services
isarelatively minor component of the contract. Therefore, under paragraph 5(a)
these fees are not fees for included services, regardiess of whether they otherwise
would fall within paragraph 4(b).

Neither the post-warranty period inspection and repair services, nor the advisory
and training services relating to new developments are "inextricably and
essentially linked" to theinitial purchase of the X-ray machine. Accordingly, fees
for these services may be treated as fees for included services if they meet the
tests of paragraph 4(b).

An Indian automobile manufacturer decides to expand into the manufacture of
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helicopters. It sends a group of engineers from its design staff to a course of study
conducted by MIT for two years to study aeronautical engineering. The Indian
firm pays tuition feesto MIT on behalf of the firm's employees. Isthe tuition feea
fee for an included service within the meaning of Article 12?

Thetuition feeis clearly intended to acquire atechnical service for the firm.
However, the fee paid is for teaching by an educational institution, and is,
therefore, under paragraph 5(c), not an included service. It isirrelevant for this
purpose whether MIT conducts the course on its campus or at some other
location.

Asin Example (10), the automobile manufacturer wishes to expand into the
manufacture of helicopters. It approaches an Indian university about establishing
acourse of study in aeronautical engineering. The university contracts with aU.S.
helicopter manufacturer to send an engineer to be a visiting professor of
aeronautical engineering on its faculty for ayear. Are the amounts paid by the
university for these teaching services fees for included services?

The fees are for teaching in an educational institution. As such, pursuant to
paragraph 5(c), they are not fees for included services.

An Indian wishes to install a computerized system in his home to control lighting,
heating and air conditioning, a stereo sound system and a burglar and fire dlarm
system. He hires an American electrical engineering firm to design the necessary
wiring system, adapt standard software, and provide instructions for installation.
Are the fees paid to the American firm by the Indian individual feesfor included
services?

The servicesin respect of which the fees are paid are of the type which would
generally be treated as fees for included services under paragraph 4(b). However,
because the services are for the persona use of the individual making the
payment, under paragraph 5(d) the payments would not be fees for included
services.

Paragraph 6 of Article 12 provides an exception from the applicability of paragraphs 1
and 2. This exception applies where the beneficial owner of the royalties carries on business
through a permanent establishment in the source State or performs independent personal services
from afixed base situated in the source State and the royalties or fees for included services are
attributable to such permanent establishment or fixed base. In such cases the provisions of
Article 7 (Business profits) or Article 15 (Independent personal Services) will apply and the
source State will generaly retain the right to tax such royalties on a net basis rather than a gross

basis.



Paragraph |11 of the Protocol elaborates on paragraph 6 by incorporating into the
Convention the principle of Code section 864(c)(6). Like the Code section on which it is based,
Paragraph |11 of the Protocol provides that any income or gain attributable to a permanent
establishment or fixed base during its existence is taxable in the Contracting State where the
permanent establishment or fixed base is situated even if the payments are deferred until after the
permanent establishment or fixed base no longer exists.

Paragraph 7 of Article 12 provides source rules for royalties and fees for included
services. Under subparagraph (a), royalties and fees for included services will be deemed to arise
in acontracting State when the payer is that State itself, a political subdivision, alocal authority,
or aresident of that State. Where the payer is a nonresident of a Contracting State that has a
permanent establishment or fixed base in the Contracting State in connection with which the
liability to pay the royalties and fees for related services, was incurred and the amounts are borne
by the permanent establishment or fixed base, then the royalties and fees will be deemed to arise
in the Contracting State in which the permanent establishment or fixed base is situated. Thus a
royalty payment by aresident of Indiais sourced in India unless the payer has a permanent
establishment or fixed base in the United States and the payment is both in satisfaction of a
liability incurred in connection with the permanent establishment or fixed base and borne by the
permanent establishment or fixed base.

Under subparagraph (b), aroyalty that does not arise in one of the Contracting States
under subparagraph (a) and that relates to the use of, or the right to use, aright or property in one
of the Contracting States will be deemed to arise in that State. Similarly, afee for included
services that does not arise in one of the Contracting States under subparagraph (a) and that
relates to services performed in one of the Contracting States will be deemed to arisein that
State. Thus, for example, aroyalty that is paid by an individual who is an Indian citizen and
German resident will be deemed to arisein Indiaif the payment is for the use of aright in India,
even if the German resident has no permanent establishment or fixed basein India. Such a
royalty will be deemed to arise in the United Statesiif it is for the use of aright in the United
States.

Paragraph 8 provides that, in cases involving specia relationships between the payer and
beneficial owner of aroyalty, Article 12 applies only to the extent of royalty payments that
would have been made absent such special relationships (i.e., an arm’s length royalty payment).
Any excess amount of royalties paid remains taxable according to the laws of the United States
and India, respectively, with due regard to the other provisions of the Convention. Thus, for
example, if the excess amount is treated as a distribution of profits under national law, such
excess amount will be taxed as adividend respectively, of Article 14 confirm the right of Indiato
subject aU.S. company to tax in India at arate higher than that applicable to Indian companies
and to tax the Interest paid to a banking company's head office by a permanent establishment in
India of the U.S. bank.

The base of the U.S. permanent establishment tax described in subparagraph (a)(i) of
paragraph 1 isthe "dividend equivalent amount”. The Convention does not define this term,
which is defined under section 884(b) of the Code and the regul ations thereunder. Generally the



dividend equivalent amount is the earnings and profits of the foreign corporation that are
effectively connected with the conduct of its trade or business in the United States after payment
of the corporate income tax, decreased by any increase during the taxable year in the
corporation's U.S. assets ("U.S. net equity") or increased by any decrease in its U.S. net equity.

Under the Convention, the dividend equivaent amount is roughly the amount that would
be distributed as a dividend if the permanent establishment were operating as alocally
incorporated subsidiary, subject to several adjustments. The dividend equivalent amount is
determined taking into account not only effectively connected profits (or profits that are deemed
to be effectively connected) that are attributable to a permanent establishment in the United
States but also profits from the disposition or operation of real estate which are subject to net
basis income taxation in the United States under Article 6 (Income from Immovable Property
(Real Property)) or Article 13 (Gains), as well as fees for included servicesif the United Statesis
permitted to tax them under Article 12 (Royalties and Fees for Included Services).

Paragraph V of the Protocol (Ad Article 14) emphasizes that such profits described in
Articles 6, 12, 13, are only taken into account in paragraph 1 to the extent to which the profits are
subject to U.S. tax based on net income (i.e., by virtue of being effectively connected, or being
treated as effectively connected, with the conduct of atrade or businessin the United States).
Any income which is subject to tax under those Articles based on grossincome is not subject to
tax under Article 14.

Determining the dividend equivaent amount taking into account fees for included
services that are not attributable to a permanent establishment of an Indian company in the
United states is appropriate because Indiaimposes a high gross basis tax on such feespaid to a
U.S. company to the extent the fees are not attributable to a permanent establishment of the
company in India. The total U.S. tax imposed with respect to fees for such included services may
not exceed the limitation provided under paragraph 2 of Article 12.

Thus, for example, the United States may impose a permanent establishment tax under
subparagraph (a)(i) of paragraph 1 on the business profits of an Indian company attributable to a
permanent establishment in the United States. In addition. the United States may impose this tax
on income of an Indian corporation that is, in accordance with the Convention, subject to
taxation under internal U.S. law on a net basis either because the Indian corporation has el ected
under Code section 882(d) to treat income from real property not otherwise taxed on anet basis
as effectively connected income or because the income is gain which is taxable on a net basis,
such as gain that arises from the disposition of a United States Real Property Interest (although
not including, under current U.S. law, an interest in a United States corporation). Finally, the
United States may impose this tax on income from services that are subject to U.S. tax under
Article 12. The United States may not impose its branch tax on the business profits of an Indian
corporation that are effectively connected with a U.S. trade or business but that are not included
within any of the above-described categories.

The rationale for the net equity adjustment to the permanent establishment tax provided
in subparagraph (a)(i) of paragraph 1 isthat the corporation decreases the amount of earnings
available to the home office to the extent it increasesits U.S. net equity (i.e., to the extent it



reinvestsits U.S. earningsin its U.S. business). Conversely, the corporation increases the amount
of earnings available to the home office to the extent it decreasesits U.S. net equity (i.e., to the
extent it withdraws from the United States its previously reinvested earnings).

Subparagraph (a)(ii) of paragraph 1 provides for the imposition of the U.S. tax on excess
interest. Under section 884(f)(1)(B) of the Code, excessinterest is the excess of the total amount
allowable as a deduction in computing the U.S. effectively connected income of aforeign
corporation over the total interest paid by the foreign corporation's U.S. trade or business. Under
the Convention, the tax on excess interest applies only to the excess of interest which is
deductible

(1) in computing the U.S. tax on net profits that are attributable to a permanent
establishment of an Indian corporation in the United States and

(2) in computing the U.S. tax on net income or gain from real property (although not
including, under current U.S. law, gain on shares in a domestic corporation) and fees for
included services, over the interest paid by the foreign corporation's U.S. permanent
establishment or U.S. trade or business.

It is understood that interest paid is determined without regard to capitalized interest. The excess
interest tax can be viewed as a withholding tax on deemed interest payments from the U.S.
branch of aforeign corporation to its head office.

Subparagraph (c)(i) of paragraph 1 provides that the rate applicable to the permanent
establishment tax described in subparagraph (a)(i) shall not exceed the rate provided in
paragraph 2(a) of Article 10 (Dividends). Thus, the rate shall not exceed 15 percent of the
dividend equivaent amount.

Subparagraph (c)(ii) of paragraph 1 provides that the rate applicable to the excess interest
tax described in subparagraph (a)(ii) shall not exceed the rate specified in paragraph 2(a) or (b)
of Article 11 (Interest). Thus, the rate shall not exceed 10 percent if imposed on abank carrying
on abonafide banking business or asimilar financia institution (including an insurance
company) ; the rate shall not exceed 15 percent in all other cases.

In the case of India, paragraph 2 provides that a company which is aresident of the
United States may be subject to tax in India at arate higher than that applicable to Indian
companies. The maximum difference between the tax rate imposed on aU.S. and an Indian
company shall not, however, exceed the difference of 15 percentage points that existed at the
time the treaty was signed.

Under paragraph 3, Indiamay impose atax on interest considered under Indian law to be
paid by a permanent establishment in India of a banking company that isa U.S. resident to the
head office of such company. However, the rate shall not exceed the rate specified in paragraph
2(a) of Article 11 (Interest). Thus, the rate shall not exceed 10 percent. Such interest is
deductible in determining the profits of the banking company's permanent establishment in India
under Indian law and paragraph 3 of Article 7 (Business Profits).



ARTICLE 15
I ndependent Personal Services

The Convention deals in separate articles with different classes of income from personal
services. Article 15 deals with the general class of income from independent personal services,
and Article 16 (Dependent Personal Services) deals with the general class of dependent personal
service income. Exceptions or additions to these general rules are found in Articles 16 through
20 for directors fees (Article 17); income earned by entertainers and athletes (Article 18);
remunerations and pensions in respect of government service (Article 19); private pensions,
annuities, alimony, and child support payments (Article 20); payments received by students and
apprentices (Article 21); and payments received by professors, teachers, and research scholars
(Article 22).

Article 15 provides the rule that an individual or firm of individuals (other than a
company) who isaresident of a Contracting State and who derives income from the performance
of professional services or other independent activities of asimilar character will be exempt from
tax in respect of that income by the other Contracting State unless certain conditions are
satisfied. The income may be taxed in the other Contracting State if the person has afixed base
regularly available to him in the other Contracting State for the purpose of performing his
activities and the income is attributabl e to that fixed base or if the person stays in the other
Contracting State for a period or periods amounting to or exceeding in the aggregate 90 daysin
the relevant taxable year.

If, however, the individual is an Indian resident who performs independent personal
servicesin the United States, and heisaso aU.S. citizen, the United States may, by virtue of the
saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) tax hisincome without regard to the
restrictions of this Article.

Amounts described in this Article are not subject to tax under Article 12 (Royalties and
Fees for Included Services).

The term "fixed base" is not defined in the Convention, but its meaning is understood to
be analogous to that of the term "permanent establishment”, as defined in Article S (Permanent
Establishment). Similarly, some rules of Article 7 (Business profits) for attributing income and
expenses to a permanent establishment are relevant for attributing income to a fixed base.
However, the taxing right conferred by this Article with respect to income from independent
personal servicesis somewhat more limited than that provided in Article 7 for the taxation of
business profits. Both Articles 7 and 15 provide that a Contracting State may tax certain income
of aresident of the other Contracting State which is attributable to a permanent establishment or
fixed base in thefirst State. In Article 15, however the income must be attributable to services
performed in the first State, while Article 7 does not require that all of the income-generating
activities be performed in the State where the permanent establishment is located.

Paragraph 2 notes that the term "professional services' includes independent scientific,
literary, artistic, educational or teaching activities as well as the independent activities of
physicians, lawyers, engineers, architects, dentists, and accountants. Other independent activities



of asimilar character are also covered by this Article. Article 15 appliesto al such services
performed by an individual for his own account or by afirm of individuals, where the individual
or firm of individuals receives the income and bears the risk of loss arising from the services.
The taxation of income of an individual from those types of independent services which are
covered by Articles 17 through 22 is governed by the provisions of those Articles.

Paragraph I11 of the protocol (Ad Articles 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 23) refersto Article 15.
With regard to this Article, Paragraph 111 of the protocol states the understanding of the
Contracting States that income which is attributable to afixed base, but is deferred and received
after the fixed base no longer exists, may, nevertheless, be taxed by the State in which the fixed
base was located. It permits the United States to apply Code 864(c)(6)

ARTICLE 16
Dependent Personal Services

This Article deals with the taxation of remuneration derived by aresident of a
Contracting State as an employee.

Under paragraph 1, remuneration derived by an individual who is aresident of a
Contracting State as an employee may be taxed by his State of residence. To the extent his
remuneration is derived from an employment exercised in the other Contracting State, the
remuneration may also be taxed by that other Contracting State, subject to the conditions
specified in paragraph 2. Consistent with the general rule of construction that the more specific
rule takes precedence over the more general, income dealt within Articles 17 (Directors' Fees),
18 (Income earned by Entertainers and Athletes), 19 (Remuneration and Pensions in Respect of
Government Service), 20 (Private Pensions, Annuities, Alimony and Child Support), 21
(Payments received by Students and Apprentices) and 22 (Payments Received by Professors,
Teachers and Research Scholars) is governed by the provisions of those Articles rather than this
Article.

Under paragraph 2, even where the remuneration of aresident of a Contracting State
(described in paragraph 1) is derived from sources within the other Contracting State (i.e., the
services are performed there), that other State may not tax the remuneration if three conditions
are satisfied:

(1) theindividual is present in the other Contracting State for a period or periods not
exceeding in the aggregate 183 days in the relevant taxable year;

(2) the remuneration is paid by, or on behalf of, an employer who is not aresident of that
other Contracting State; and

(3) the remuneration is not borne by a permanent establishment or fixed base that the
employer has in that other State.

If aforeign employer pays the salary of an employee, but a host country corporation or
permanent establishment reimburses the foreign employer in a deductible payment which can be
identified as a reimbursement, neither condition (2) nor (3), as the case may be, will be
considered to have been fulfilled. Conditions (2) and (3) are intended to ensure that a Contracting



State will not be required both to allow a deduction to the payer for the amount paid and to
exempt the employee on the amount received. In order for the remuneration to be exempt from
tax in the source State, all three conditions must be satisfied.

Paragraph 3 contains a special rule applicable to remuneration for services performed by
an individual who is aresident of a Contracting State as an employee aboard a ship or aircraft
operated in international traffic. Such remuneration may be taxed only in the Contracting State of
residence of the person carrying on the enterprise. This paragraph does not apply to the
performance of services by an employee of an enterprise other than the enterprise operating the
ship or aircraft in international traffic, such as an insurance salesman who is employed by an
insurance company to sell insurance aboard a ship or aircraft.

This paragraph does not grant an exclusive taxing right. In this respect, it differs from the
comparable provision in the U.S. Model and is like the comparable provision in the OECD
Model. The comparable paragraph in the OECD Model provides adifferent rule in one respect,
however. Under paragraph 3 in the OECD Model such income may be taxed on a non-exclusive
basis in the Contracting State in which the place of effective management of the employing
enterprise is situated. The United States does not use thisrule in its Model, because under U.S.
law, ataxing right over an employee of an enterprise managed in the United States (or an
employee of a U.S. resident) cannot be exercised with respect to non-U.S. source income unless
the employeeisalso aU.S. citizen or resident.

If aU.S. citizen who isresident in India performs dependent servicesin the United States
and meets the conditions of paragraph 2, and would, therefore, be exempt from U.S. tax were he
not aU.S. citizen, heis, nevertheless, subject to U.S. tax on his remuneration by virtue of the
saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) of the Convention.

ARTICLE 17
Directors Fees

This Article provides that a Contracting State may tax the fees paid by a company which
isaresident of that State for services performed by an individual resident of the other
Contracting State in his capacity as a director of the company. Thisruleis an exception to the
more general rules of Article 15 (Independent Personal Services) and Article 16 (Dependent
Personal Services). Thus, for example, in determining whether a non-employee director'sfeeis
subject to tax in the country of residence of the corporation, whether the feeis attributable to a
fixed base is not relevant.

The U.S. Model has no comparable provision. The preferred U.S. policy isto treat a
corporate director in the same manner as any other individual performing personal services --
outside directors would be subject to the provisions of Article 15 (Independent Personal
Services) and inside directors would be subject to the provisions of Article 16 (Dependent
Personal Services). The preferred Indian position, on the other hand, is that reflected in the
OECD Model, in which aresident of one Contracting State who is adirector of a corporation
which isresident in the other Contracting State is subject to tax in that other State in respect of



his directors fees regardless of where the services are performed. The provision in Article 17 of
the Convention represents the Indian position.

This Article does not grant an exclusive taxing right, nor doesit limit the effect of the
saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) of the Convention. Thus, if aU.S.
citizen isadirector of an Indian corporation, the United States may tax his full remuneration,
subject, of course, to any foreign tax credit that may be available under the limits of domestic
law.

ARTICLE 18
Income Earned by Entertainers And Athletes

This Article deals with the taxation in a Contracting State of performing artists,
entertainers and athletes resident in the other Contracting State from the performance of their
services as such. The Article applies both to the income of an entertainer or athlete who performs
services on his own behalf and one who performs his services on behalf of another person, either
as an employee of that person, or pursuant to any other arrangement. The rules of this Article
take precedence over those of Articles 15 (Independent Personal Services) and 16 (Dependent
Personal Services). This Article applies, however, only with respect to the income of performing
artists, entertainers and athletes. Othersinvolved in a performance or athletic event, such as
producers, directors, technicians, managers, coaches, etc., remain subject to the provisions of
Articles 15 and 16.

Paragraph 1 describes the circumstances in which a Contracting State may tax the
performance income of an entertainer or athlete who is aresident of the other Contracting State.
Under the paragraph, income derived by aresident of a Contracting State from his personal
activities as an entertainer, such as a theatre motion picture, radio or television artiste, or a
musician, or as an athlete exercised in the other Contracting State may be taxed in that other
State if the amount of the net income derived by the individual (after deduction of all expense
incurred by him in connection with his visit and performance) exceeds $1,500 (or its equivalent
in Indian Rupees) for the taxable year. If the net income exceeds $1,500, the full amount, not just
the excess, may be taxed in the State of performance.

The OECD Model provides for taxation by the country of performance of the
remuneration of entertainers or athletes with no dollar or time threshold. The United States
introduces the dollar threshold test in its treaties to distinguish between two groups of
entertainers and athletes -- those who are paid very large sums of money for very short periods of
service, and who would, therefore, normally be exempt from host country tax under the standard
personal servicesincome rules, and those who earn only modest amounts and are, therefore, not
clearly distinguishable from those who earn other types of persona service income.

Paragraph 1 applies notwithstanding the provisions of Articles 7 (Business Profits), 15
(Independent Personal Services) or 16 (Dependent Personal Services). Thus, if an individual
would otherwise be exempt from tax under those Articles, but is subject to tax under this Article,
he may be taxed. An entertainer or athlete who receives less than the $1,500 threshold amount,



and who is, therefore, not affected by this Article, may, nevertheless, be subject to tax in the host
country under Articles 15 or 16 if the tests for taxability under those Articles are met. For
example, if an entertainer who is an independent contractor earns only $1,400 of income for the
calendar year, but theincome is attributable to a fixed base regularly available to him in the State
of performance, that State may tax hisincome under Article 15.

Sinceit is frequently not possible to know until year end whether the income an
entertainer or athlete derived from performance in a Contracting State will exceed $1,500,
nothing in the Convention precludes that Contracting State from withholding tax during the year
and refunding after the close of the year if the taxability threshold has not been met. If, at the end
of the year, it is determined that the entertainer or athlete is not subject to tax in that Contracting
State under the provisions of paragraph 1 of Article 18, that State is obligated to refund the tax
withheld only upon application at the end of the taxable year concerned.

Income derived from a Contracting State by an entertainer or athlete who is aresident of
the other Contracting State in connection with his activities as such, but from other than actual
performance, such as royalties from record sales and payments for product endorsements, is not
covered by this Article, but by other articles of the Convention, as appropriate, such as Article 12
(Royalties and Fees for Included Services) or Article 15 (Independent Personal Services). For
example, if an entertainer receives royalty income from the sale of recordings of a concert given
in a State, the royalty income would be subject to the provisions of Article 12. Thus, the royalty
income would be subject to a gross basis withholding tax by the source State (provided the
royalties are not attributable to a fixed base of the entertainer in that State), even if the
remuneration from the concert itself may have been covered by Article 18.

Paragraph 2 isintended to deal with the potential for abuse when income from a
performance by an entertainer or athlete does not accrue to the performer himself, but to another
person. Foreign entertainers commonly perform in the United States as employees of, or under
contract with, a company or other person. The relationship may truly be one of employee and
employer, with no abuse of the tax system either intended or realized. On the other hand, the
"employer" may, for example, be a company established and owned by the performer, which is
merely acting as the nominal income recipient in respect of the remuneration for the entertainer's
performance. The entertainer may be acting as an "employee", receiving a modest salary, and
arranging to receive the remainder of the income from his performance in another form or at a
later time. In such case, absent the provisions of paragraph 2, the company providing the
entertainers services can escape host country tax because it earns business profits but has no
permanent establishment in that country. The entertainer may largely or entirely escape host
country tax by receiving only asmall salary in the year the services are performed, perhaps small
enough to place him below the dollar threshold in paragraph 1. He would arrange to receive
further paymentsin alater year, when he is not subject to host country tax, perhaps as salary
payments, dividends or liquidating distributions.

Paragraph 2 seeks to prevent this type of abuse while at the same time protecting the
taxpayers' rights to the benefits of the Convention when there is a legitimate employee-employer
relationship between the performer and the person providing his services. Under paragraph 2,
when the income accrues to a person other than the performer, and the performer (or persons



related to him) participate, directly or indirectly, in the profits of that other person, the income
nay be taxed in the Contracting State where the performer’s services are exercised, without
regard to the provisions of the Convention concerning business profits (Article 7) or independent
personal services (Article 15). Thus, even if the "employer” has no permanent establishment or
fixed base in the host country, itsincome may be subject to tax there under the provisions of
paragraph:2. Taxation under paragraph 2 is on the person providing the services of the
entertainer or athlete. This paragraph does not affect the rules of paragraph 1, which apply to the
entertainer or athlete himself. To the extent of salary payments to the performer, which are
treated under paragraph 1, the income taxable by virtue of paragraph 2 to the person providing
his servicesis reduced.

For purposes of paragraph 2, income is deemed to accrue to another person (i.e., the
person providing the services of the entertainer or athlete), if that other person has control over,
or the right to receive, grossincome in respect of the services of the entertainer or athlete. Direct
or indirect participation in the profits of aperson is defined to include, but is not limited to, the
accrual or receipt of deferred remuneration, bonuses, fees, dividends, partnership income or other
income or distributions.

The paragraph 2 override of the protection of Articles 7 (Business Profits) and 15
(Independent Personal Services) does not apply if it is established that neither the entertainer or
athlete, nor any persons related to the entertainer or athlete, participate directly or indirectly in
the profits of the person providing the services of the entertainer or athlete. Thus, for example, if
atheatrical company owned by a U.S. corporation performsin New Delhi, the Indian promoters
of the performance pay the theatrical company, which, in turn, pays salaries to the actors. The
theater company has no permanent establishment in India. Since the actors do not participate in
the profits of the company, but merely receive their salaries out of the theatrical company's gross
receipts, the theatrical company is protected by Article 7 and itsincome is not subject to Indian
tax. Whether the actors are subject to Indian tax depends on whether they exceed the $1,500
threshold in paragraph 1. This exception for non-abusive cases to the paragraph 2 override of the
Articles 7 and 15 protection of persons providing the services of entertainers and athletes is not
found in the OECD Model. The policy reflected in this exception is, however, consistent with the
stated intent of Article 17 of that Model, asindicated in its Commentaries. The Commentaries to
Article 17 state that paragraph 2 isintended to counteract certain tax avoidance devices, in which
income is diverted from the performer to another person in order to minimize the total tax on the
remuneration. It is, therefore, consistent not to apply these rules in non-abusive cases.

Paragraph 3 of the Articleis not found in the U.S. or OECD Models. It provides an
exception to therules in paragraphs 1 and 2 in the case of avisit to a Contracting State by an
entertainer or athlete who is aresident of the other Contracting Stete, if the visit iswholly or
substantially supported from the public funds of his State of residence or of a political
subdivision or local authority of that State. In the circumstances described, only the Contracting
State of residence of the entertainer or athlete may tax hisincome from the performances so
supported in the other State.

Paragraph 4 of the Articleisaso not found in the U.S. or OECD Models. It provides that
the competent authorities of the Contracting States may, by mutual agreement, increase the



dollar amounts referred to in paragraph 1 to reflect economic or monetary developments. It is
intended that this provision be used to ensure that the threshold for taxation under this Articleis
not effectively eliminated through inflation.

This article is subject to the provisions of the saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1
(General Scope). Thus, if an entertainer or athlete who isresident in Indiais a citizen of the
United States, the United States may tax all of hisincome from performances in the United
States without regard to the provisions of this Article.

ARTICLE 19
Remuneration and Pensions in Respect of Government Service

Subparagraphs (a) and (b) of paragraph 1 deal with the taxation of government
compensation (other than a pension). Subparagraph (@) provides that wages, salaries, and similar
compensation paid by a Contracting State or by its political subdivisions or local authoritiesto
any individual are exempt from tax by the other Contracting State. Under subparagraph (b), such
payments shall, however, be taxable in the other Contracting State, and only in that State, if the
services are rendered in that other State and the individual is aresident of that State who is either
anational of that State or a person who did not become resident of that State solely for purposes
of rendering the services.

Paragraph 2 deals with the taxation of a pension paid by, or out of funds created by, a
Contracting State or apolitical subdivision or alocal authority thereof to an individual in respect
of services rendered to that state or subdivision or authority. Subparagraph (a) provides that such
apension shall be taxable only in that State. Subparagraph (b) provides an exception under
which such a pension shall be taxable only in the other Contracting State if the individual isa
resident of, and a national of, that other State. Pensions paid to retired civilian and military
employees of a government of either Contracting State are intended to be covered under
paragraph 2. Social security and similar benefits paid by a Contracting State in respect of
services rendered to that State or a subdivision or authority are also intended to be covered.

Paragraphs 1 and 2 are similar to paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 19 (Government Service)
of the OECD and the U.N. Model Treaties. These paragraphs differ from Article 19 of the U.S.
Model under which such remuneration, including a pension, is taxable only in the Contracting
State that paysit.

Paragraph 3 provides that the provisions of Articles 16 (Dependent Personal Services), 17
(Directors' Fees), 18 (Income Earned by Entertainers and Athletes) and 20 (Private Pensions,
Annuities, Alimony and Child Support) shall apply to remuneration and pensions in respect of
services rendered in connection with a business carried on by a Contracting State or a political
subdivision or alocal authority thereof. This treatment is consistent with the U.S., OECD and
U.N. Modé Treaties, all of which exclude payments in respect of services rendered in
connection with a business carried on by the governmental entity paying the compensation or
pension.



Under paragraph 4 (b) of Article 1 (General Scope), the saving clause (paragraph 3 of
Article 1) does not apply to the benefits conferred under Article 19 if the recipient of the benefits
isneither aU.S. citizen nor hasimmigrant status in the United States. Thus, for example, an
Indian resident who receives a pension paid by Indiain respect of services rendered to India shall
be taxable on this pension only in India unless the individual isaU.S. citizen or acquires
immigrant status in the United States.

ARTICLE 20
Private Pensions, Annuities, Alimony and Child Support

This Article deals with the taxation of private (i.e., non-government) pensions, annuities,
alimony payments, and child support payments. The rules of this Article do not apply to items of
income which are dealt within Article 19 (Remuneration and Pensions in Respect of Government
Service), including pensions or social security benefitsin respect of government service.

Paragraph 1 provides that private pensions and any annuities derived by aresident of a
Contracting State from sources within the other Contracting State are taxable only in the State of
residence of the recipient.

Paragraph 2 provides a different rule for socia security benefits and other public
pensions (other than those which are dealt within Article 19) paid by a Contracting State to a
resident of the other Contracting State or a citizen of the United States. Such payments are
taxable only in the Contracting State that pays them.

Paragraph 3 defines the term "pension” for purposes of mean a periodic payment made in
consideration of or by way of compensation for injuries received in performance of services.
Thus, the definition the pension definition a single lump-sum payment.

Paragraph 4 defines the term "annuity" for purposes of Article 20 to mean stated sums
payable periodicaly at stated times during life or during a specified or ascertainable number of
years, under an obligation to make the paymentsin return for adequate and full consideration in
money or money's worth (but not for services rendered).

Paragraph 5 deals with alimony payments. It provides that alimony paid to aresident of a
Contracting State shall be taxable only in that State. The term "alimony” as used in this
paragraph means periodic payments made pursuant to a written separation agreement or a decree
of divorce, separate maintenance, or compulsory support, which payments are taxable to the
recipient under the laws of the State of which heisaresident. Under U.S. law, aimony is
generally deductible to the payer and taxable in the hands of the recipient. Such payments made
by Indian residents, therefore, fall within the terms of paragraph 5, and are taxable only in the
United States.

Paragraph 6 deals with periodic payments for the support of a minor child made pursuant
to awritten separation agreement or a decree of divorce, separate maintenance or compulsory
support. Paragraph 6 provides that such child support payments paid to aresident of a



Contracting State by aresident of the other Contracting State shall be taxable only in the State of
the payer's residence.

This Article 20 isidentical to Article 20 of the U.S. Model except that this Article 20
contains a definition of the term "pension”; under this definition, a payment must be, among
other things, a periodic payment in order to qualify. Thus, al payments under this Article
(pensions, annuities, aimony and child support) must be periodic payments, and a single lump-
sum payment does not qualify. A pension under the U.S. Model is considered to include asingle
lump-sum payment. A single lump-sum payment received under a pension plan would be treated
as other income under Article 23. Thus, such a payment would be taxable only in the Contracting
3tate of which the income recipient is aresident unless the income arises in the other Contracting
State. Income that arises in the other State may also be taxed by that other State.

Paragraphs 2 (concerning social security benefits and other public pensions) and 6
(concerning child support payments) of Article 20 are not subject to the saving clause of
paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) of the Convention. The benefits of these paragraphs,
therefore, are not overridden by any contrary provisions of the Code. Thus, if, for example, a
U.S. citizen who isresident in the United States receives a social security benefit payment from
the Indian Government or a child support payment from an Indian resident, that payment is
exempt from U.S. tax under paragraph 3 of Article 1, notwithstanding the existence of atax
liability under the Code.

ARTICLE 21
Payments Received by Students and Apprentices

Paragraph 1 deals with a student or business apprentice who is or was aresident of one of
the Contracting States immediately before visiting the other Contracting State and who is present
in that other State principally for the purpose of his education or training. In this case, the student
or business apprentice shall be exempt from tax in that other State on payments which arise
outside that other State for purposes of his maintenance, education or training.

By "payments which arise outside that other State", we mean payments other than those
borne by a permanent establishment in the United States or paid by a U.S. citizen or resident
(including, for this purpose, the Government of the United States or any of its political
subdivisions or local authorities, or any agency or instrumentality of such Government).
Paragraph 1 does not cover a deductible payment by a U.S. company to an Indian business
apprentice who is present in the United States principally for the purpose of training.

Paragraph 2 provides that, in regard to grants, scholarships and remuneration from
employment not covered by paragraph 1, a student or business apprentice described in paragraph
1 shall also be entitled during such education or training to the sane exemptions, reliefs or
reductions in respect of taxes available to residents of the State which heisvisiting. Thus, the
Indian business apprentice in the example above is entitled to the same exemptions, reliefs or
reductions from U.S. tax that are available to U.S. residents with regard to a similar payment.
Paragraph 2 is not found in the comparable provision of the U.S. Model Treaty. It conformsto



paragraph 2 of Article 20 (Payments received by students and apprentices) of the U.N. Model.

If astudent who is resident in a Contracting State remains in the other State for a period
of time exceeding the period during which he is present principally for the purpose of his
education or training, the Contracting State which he is visiting may tax the individual under its
national law, but only for the period after the purpose of the student's visit has changed.

Paragraph 3 provides that the benefits of this article shall extend only for such period of
time as may be reasonable or customarily required to complete the education or training
undertaken. This paragraph is not found in either the U.S. or the U.N. model. It wasincluded in
the Convention to ensure that the benefits of Article 21 are received only where the educational
or training program is not unusually prolonged. In such a case, the principal purpose of the
student's or apprentice's presence in a Contracting State would not be his education or training.

Paragraph 4 provides that, for purposes of this Article, an individual shall be deemed to
be aresident of a Contracting State if he isresident in that Contracting State in the taxable year
in which he visits the other Contracting State or in the immediately preceding taxable year. Thus,
a student visiting the United States from Indiais considered to be aresident of Indiaif heisso
resident in the year he arrives in the United States or in the year immediately preceding his
arrival in the United States.

By virtue of the exception to the saving clause in paragraph 4)(b) of Article 1 (General
Scope) of the Convention, the saving clause does not apply with respect to a person entitled to
U.S. benefits under the provisions of this Articleif that person is neither aU.S. citizen nor has
immigrant status in the United States. Thus, for example, an Indian resident who visits the
United States as a student and becomes a U.S. resident according to the Code, other than by
virtue of acquiring a green card, would continue to be exempt from U.S. tax in accordance with
this Article so long as heis not aU.S. citizen and does not acquire immigrant status in the United
States. The saving clause does apply to U.S. citizens and immigrants.

ARTICLE 22
Payments Received by Professors, Teachers, and Research Scholars

Paragraph 1 provides an exemption from tax in a Contracting State for an individual who
visits that State for a period not exceeding two years for the purpose of teaching or engaging in
research at auniversity, college or other recognized educationa institution in that State if the
individual isaresident of the other Contracting State immediately before his visit begins. The
exemption applies to any remuneration for such teaching or research. The exemption from tax
applies for a period not exceeding two years from the date he first visits the Contracting State
(the "host State™) for the purpose of teaching or engaging in research at a university, college or
other recognized educational institution there.

The host State exemption will apply if the teaching or research is carried on at an
accredited university, college, school or other recognized educational institution.



Paragraph 2 provides that Article 22 shall apply to income from research only if such
research is undertaken by the individual in the public interest and not primarily for the benefit of
some other private person or persons.

If aprofessor or teacher remains in the host State for more than the specified two-year
period, he may be subject to tax in that State, under its law, for the entire period of his presence.

Thereisno provision in the U.S., U.N., or OECD Model dealing with professors or
teachers. It isnot standard U.S. treaty policy to provide benefits to visiting teachers by treaty.
When, however, the treaty partner wishes to include such a provision, the United States will
frequently agree, particularly, asin this case, when the treaty partner is a developing country.

By virtue of the exception to the saving clause in paragraph 4)(b) of Article 1 (General
Scope) of the Convention, the saving clause does not apply with respect to a person entitled to
U.S. benefits under the provisions of this Articleif that person is neither aU.S. citizen nor has
immigrant status in the United States. Thus, for example, am Indian resident who visits the
United States as a professor and becomes a U.S. resident according to the Code, other than by
virtue of acquiring a green card, would continue to be exempt from U.S. tax in accordance with
thisarticle so long as heis not aU.S. citizen and does not acquire immigrant status in the United
States. The saving clause does apply to U.S. citizens and immigrants.

ARTICLE 23
Other Income

This Article provides the rules for the taxation of items of income not dealt within the
other Articles of the Convention. An item of income is "dealt with" in an Article when itemsin
the same category are addressed or defined in the Article, whether or not any treaty benefit is
granted to that item of income. This Article deals both with types of income which are not dealt
with elsewhere, such as, for example, lottery winnings, and also with income of atype dealt with
elsewhere in the Convention, but from sources in third States, and, therefore, not covered by the
other Articles.

Paragraph 1 contains the general rule that such items of income derived by aresident of a
Contracting State will be taxable only in the State of residence. This exclusive right of taxation
appliesirrespective of whether the residence State exercisesits right to tax the income covered
by the Article. The rule of this paragraph, granting exclusive taxation rights to the residence
State, is modified by paragraphs 2 and 3.

Paragraph 2 contains an exception to the general rule of paragraph 1 for income, other
than income from real property, which is attributable to a permanent establishment or fixed base
maintained in a Contracting State by aresident of the other Contracting State. The taxation of
such income is governed by the provisions of Articles 7 (Business Profits) or 15 (Independent
Personal Services). Thus, In general, third-country income which is attributable to a permanent
establishment maintained in the United States by aresident of Indiawould be taxable by the
United States. Thereis an exception to this rule for income from real property, as defined in



paragraph 2 of Article 6 (Income from Immovable Property (Real Property)). If an Indian
resident derivesincome from real property located in athird State which is attributable to the
resident's permanent establishment or fixed base in the United States, only India and not the
United States may tax that income. (See the explanation above, of Article 7 (Business Profits) for
adiscussion of Paragraph |11 of the Protocol asit appliesto paragraph 2 of this Article.)

Paragraph 3 modifies the exclusive residence State taxation right to tax "other income"
granted by paragraph 1, and the rules of paragraph 2 relating to the taxation of "other income"
attributable to a permanent establishment or fixed base. Under this paragraph, "other income"
which arises in a Contracting State may be taxed by that State evenif it isreceived by aresident
of the other Contracting State. Thisis not an exclusive taxing right; the residence State may
continue to tax. Any resulting double taxation is taken care of by the provisions of Article 25
(Relief from Double Taxation). Thisrule istaken from the U.N. Model, and is consistent with
the rules of several other U.S. treaties.

This Article is subject to the saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) of
the Convention. Thus, the United States may tax the income of aresident of Indianot dealt with
elsewhere in the Convention, if that Indian resident is a citizen of the United States.

ARTICLE 24
Limitation on Benefits

Article 24 ensures that source basis tax benefits granted by a Contracting State pursuant
to the Convention are limited to the intended beneficiaries -- residents of the other Contracting
State -- and are not extended indirectly to residents of third States not having a substantial
businessin, or business nexus with, the other Contracting State. For example, aresident of a
third State might establish an entity resident in a Contracting State for the purpose of deriving
income from the other Contracting State and claiming source State benefits with respect to that
income. Absent Article 24, the entity would generally be entitled to benefits as aresident of a
Contracting State, subject, however, to such limitations (e.g., business purpose, substance-over-
form, step transaction or conduit principles) as may be applicable to the transaction or
arrangement under the domestic law of the source State.

Paragraph 1 provides a two-part test, the so-called ownership and base erosion tests, both
of which must be met by a person (other than an individual) if that person isto be entitled to
benefits under this paragraph. If aperson fails to qualify under this paragraph, benefits may still
be granted if the person qualifies under the provisions of paragraphs 2 through 4. Under the tests
of paragraph 1, benefits will be granted to aresident of a Contracting State, such asa
corporation, partnership or trust, if both

(1) more than 50 percent of the beneficial interest in the person (or in the case of a
corporation, more than 50 percent of each class of its shares) isowned, directly or indirectly, by
individuals who are subject to tax in one of the Contracting States on worldwide income, or by
one of the Contracting States, its political subdivisions or local authorities, and

(2) the person’'sincome is not used in substantial part, directly or indirectly, to meet
liabilities (including liabilities for interest or royalties) in the form of deductible payments to



persons, other than persons who are residents of a Contracting State, U.S. citizens, or a
Contracting State, political subdivision or local authority.

The first test would be satisfied if a corporation claiming benefits is owned by another
corporation which itself isowned (either directly or through additional tiers) by individual
residents of a Contracting State, or other qualified owners under subparagraph 1(a). The term
"substantial" is not defined. Deductible payments which are less than 50 percent of the relevant
income, however, will generally not be considered substantial, although in appropriate
circumstances alower percentage of income will be considered substantial. It is understood that
the term "income”, as used in subparagraph (b) isto be interpreted as "gross income” under U.S.
law, as determined without regard to the residence of the income recipient. Thus, in general, the
tern should be understood to mean gross receipts less cost of goods sold.

The rationale for this two-part test is that since treaty benefits can be indirectly enjoyed
not only by equity holders of an entity, but also by that entity's various classes of obligees, such
as lenders, licensors, service providers, insurers and reinsurers, and others, it is not enough, in
order to prevent such benefits from inuring substantially to third-country residents, merely to
require substantial ownership of the entity by treaty country residents or their equivalent. Itis
also necessary to require that the entity's deductible payments be made in substantial part to such
treaty country residents or their equivalents. For example, athird-country resident could lend
funds to an Indian-owned Indian corporation to be reloaned to the United States. The U.S. source
interest income of the Indian corporation would be subject to reduced U.S. withholding tax under
Article 11 (Interest) of the Convention. While the Indian corporation would be subject to Indian
corporation income tax, its taxable income could be reduced to near zero by the deductible
interest paid to the third-country resident. If, under a Convention between India and the third
country, that interest is subject to reduced Indian tax, a substantial portion of the U.S. treaty
benefit with respect to the U.S. source interest income will have flowed to the third-country
resident.

Under paragraph 1, individuals who are residents of a Contracting State are, without
further testing, entitled to benefits. It is most unlikely that an individual would be used to derive
treaty-benefited income, as the beneficial owner of the income, on behalf of athird-country
person. If an individual is receiving income as a nominee on behalf of a third-country resident,
benefits will be denied with respect to those items of income under the articles of the Convention
which grant the benefit, because of the requirementsin those articles that the beneficial owner of
the income be aresident of a Contracting State.

Paragraph 2 provides atest for eligibility for benefits which looks not solely at objective
characteristics of the person deriving the income, but at the nature of the activity engaged in by
that person and the connection between the income and that activity. Under the paragraph, a
resident of a Contracting State deriving income from the other Contracting State is entitled to
benefits, regardless of the income recipient's ownership, if the recipient is engaged in an active
trade or business in its State of residence, and the item of income in question is derived in
connection with, or isincidental to, that trade or business. The U.S. tax authorities can be
expected to interpret this provision with some flexibility. Thus, for example, if an Indian parent
corporation derives income from aU.S. subsidiary, and theincome is derived in connection with



activitiesin India carried on by an Indian subsidiary of the parent, the business connection would
be deemed to be present. Income which is derived in connection with, or isincidental to, the
business of making or managing investments will not qualify for benefits under this provision,
unless the businessis abank or insurance company engaged in banking or insurance activities.

In general, it is expected that if a person qualifies for benefits under paragraphs 1 or 3, no
inquiry will be made into whether the person qualifies for benefits under paragraph 2. If any of
the other tests of Article 24 are satisfied, all items of income derived by the beneficial owner
from the other Contracting State are entitled to treaty benefits. Under paragraph 2, however, the
test is applied separately for each item of income.

It isintended that the provisions of paragraph 2 will be self-executing. Unlike the
provisions of paragraph 4, discussed below, claiming benefits under this paragraph does not
reguire advance competent authority ruling or approval. The tax authorities may, of course, on
review, determine that the taxpayer has improperly interpreted the paragraph and is not entitled
to the benefits claimed.

Under paragraph 3, a corporation which is aresident of a Contracting State is entitled to
treaty benefits from the other Contracting State if there is substantial and regular trading in the
corporation’s principal class of shares on-arecognized stock exchange. Benefits are granted to
such a corporation whether or not the ownership and base erosion tests of paragraph 1, or the
business connection tests of paragraph 2, are met. The term recognized stock exchange” is
defined in paragraph 3 of the Article to mean, in the United States, the NASDAQ System and
any stock exchange which isregistered as a national securities exchange with the Securities and
Exchange Commission, and, in India, any stock exchange which is recognized by the Central
Government under the Securities Contracts Regulation Act, 1956. The competent authorities
may, by mutual agreement, recognize additional exchanges for purposes of paragraph 3.

Paragraph 4 provides that aresident of a Contracting State that derives income from the
other Contracting State and is not entitled to the benefits of the Convention under other
provisions of the Article may, nevertheless, be granted benefits at the discretion of the competent
authority of the Contracting State in which the income arises.

The paragraph itself provides no guidance to competent authorities or taxpayers as to
how the discretionary authority isto be exercised. It is understood, however, that in making
determinations under paragraph 2, the competent authorities will take into account all relevant
facts and circumstances. The factua criteria which the competent authorities are expected to take
into account include the existence of aclear business purpose for the structure and location of the
income earning entity in question; the conduct of an active trade or business (as opposed to a
mere investment activity) by such entity; and a valid business nexus between that entity and the
activity giving rise to the income.

It is assumed that, for purposes of implementing paragraph 2, ataxpayer will be
permitted to present his case to the source State's competent authority for an advance
determination based on the facts, and will not be required to wait until the tax authorities of one
of the Contracting States have determined that benefits are denied. In these circumstances, it is



also expected that if the competent authority determines that benefits are to be allowed, they will
be allowed retroactively to the time of entry into force of the relevant treaty provision or the
establishment of the structure in question, whichever is later, provided that the taxpayer is
otherwise entitled to claim such retroactive benefits.

ARTICLE 25
Relief from Double Taxation

This Article describes the manner in which each Contracting States undertakes to relieve
double taxation. Both countries use the foreign tax credit method.

In paragraph 1, the United States agrees to allow to its citizens and residents a credit
against U.S. tax for Income taxes paid or accrued to India. The credit under the Convention is
allowed in accordance with the provisions and subject to the limitations of U.S. law, as that law
may be amended over time, so long as the general principle of this Article, i.e., the allowance of
acredit, isretained. Thus, although the Convention provides for aforeign tax credit, the terms of
the credit are determined by the provisions, at the time a credit is given, of the U.S. statutory
credit.

Paragraph 1 also provides for a deemed-paid credit, consistent with section 902 of the
Code, to aU.S. corporation in respect of dividends received from an Indian corporation in which
the U.S. corporation owns at least 10 percent of the voting shares. This credit isfor the tax paid
by the Indian corporation on the earnings out of which the dividends are considered paid.

The paragraph makes clear that all of the Indian taxes specified in Article 2 (Taxes
Covered) as Indian covered taxes (including those taxes enacted subsequent to signature which
become covered under paragraph 2 of Article 2 by virtue of being identical or substantially
similar to covered taxes) are to be considered as income taxes for purposes of the U.S. foreign
tax credit under the Convention. It isnot U.S. policy to allow credit by treaty for taxes which are
not creditable under the Code, and it was the understanding of the negotiators that all of these
Indian taxes would be creditable taxes under the Code as well.

Asindicated, the U.S. credit under the Convention is subject to the limitations of U.S.
law, which generally limit the credit against U.S. tax to the amount of U.S. tax due with respect
to net foreign source income within the relevant foreign tax credit limitation category (see Code
section 904(a)). Nothing in the Convention prevents the limitation of the U.S. credit from being
applied on a per-country or overall basis or on some variation thereof.

Paragraph 2 of the Article specifies the rules by which India, in imposing tax on its
residents, provides a credit for U.S. taxes. It provides that Indiawill alow acredit against Indian
income tax for U.S. income taxes paid, whether by assessment or withholding at source, up to the
amount of the Indian tax on the income in respect of which U.S. tax has been paid. It further
provides that where the Indian resident claiming the credit is a corporation subject to surtax, the
credit isto be claimed first against the income tax and only the excess can be claimed against the
surtax.



Paragraph 3 provides rules for determining the source of income for purposes of the
treaty foreign tax credit. The general ruleis

(2) that income of aresident of a Contracting State is deemed to arise in the other
Contracting State, if that other State is given the right to tax that income by the Convention, so
long as that taxing right is not solely on the basis of citizenship in accordance with the saving
clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope); and

(2) if aresident of a Contracting State derives income which, in accordance with the
Convention, may not be taxed in the other State, the income is deemed, for purposes of the
credit, to be sourced in the first-mentioned Contracting State.

If, however, the rulesin the laws of a Contracting State for the determination of source of

income for foreign tax credit purposes differ from the general rule stated above, the statutory rule
will apply. This granting of precedence of statutory source rules over the treaty source rule,
however, does not apply to determining the source for credit purposes of royalties and fees for
included services dealt within Article 12 (Royalties and Fees for Included Services). The source
of such income is determined by the general rule stated above, that income of aresident of a
Contracting State is sourced in the other Contracting State if it may be taxed in that other State.
Thus, such income which may be taxed by India under the provisions of Article 12, isto be
treated as from Indian sources for U.S. foreign tax credit purposes even if the activities giving
rise to the income take place in the United States or elsewhere outside of India

The saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) does not apply to this
Article. Thus, the United States must grant the benefits of this Article to its citizens and
residents, notwithstanding any less beneficial Code provisions to the contrary.

ARTICLE 26
Nondiscrimination

This Article ensures that nationals of a Contracting State, in the case of paragraph 1, and
residents of a Contracting State, in the case of paragraphs 2 through 4, will not be subject to
discriminatory taxation in the other Contracting State. For this purpose, nondiscrimination means
providing national treatment.

Paragraph 1 provides that a national of one Contracting State may not be subject to
taxation or connected requirements in the other Contracting State which are different from, or
more burdensome than, the taxes and connected requirements imposed upon a national of that
other State in the same circumstances. A national of a Contracting State is afforded protection
under this paragraph even if the national is not aresident of either Contracting State. Thus, a
U.S. citizen who isresident in athird country is entitled, under this paragraph to the same
treatment in India as an Indian national who isin similar circumstances. The term "national” is
defined in subparagraph | (i) of Article 3 (General Definitions) as an individual possessing the
nationality or citizenship of a Contracting State.

Paragraph 1 does not obligate the United States to apply the same taxing regime to an



Indian national who is not resident in the United States and a U.S. national who is not resident in
the United States. The reason for thisis that paragraph 1 of the Article applies only when the
nationals of the two Contracting States are in the same circumstances. United States citizens who
are not residents of the United States but who are, nevertheless, subject to United States tax on
their worldwide income are not in the same circumstances with respect to United States taxation
as citizens of Indiawho are not United States residents. Thus, for example, Article 26 would not
entitle an Indian national not resident in the United States to the net basis taxation of U.S. source
dividends or other investment income which appliesto aU.S. citizen not resident in the United
States.

Paragraph 2 of the Article provides that a permanent establishment in a Contracting State
of an enterprise of the other Contracting State may not be less favorably taxed in the first-
mentioned Contracting State than an enterprise of the first-mentioned Contracting State which is
carrying on the same activities. This provision, however, does not obligate a Contracting State to
grant to aresident of the other Contracting State any tax allowances, reliefs, etc., which it grants
to its own residents on account of their civil status or family responsibilities. Thus, if an
individual resident in India owns an Indian enterprise which has a permanent establishment in
the United States, in assessing income tax on the profits attributabl e to the permanent
establishment, the United States is not obligated to allow to the Indian resident the personal
exemptions for himself and his family which would be allowed if the permanent establishment
were a sole proprietorship owned and operated by a U.S. resident. Paragraph 2 does not afford
protection with respect to the provisions of paragraph 3 of Article 7 (Business Profits). (For a
discussion of the meaning of this exception, see the explanation, below, of paragraph 5 of this
Article. See the explanation of paragraph 5 also for a discussion of the relationship between
paragraph 2 and the imposition of the branch tax.)

Section 1446 of the Code imposes on any partnership with income which is effectively
connected with a U.S. trade or business the obligation to withhold tax on amounts allocable to a
foreign partner. In the context of the Convention, this obligation applies with respect to an Indian
resident partner's share of the partnership income attributable to a U.S. permanent establishment.
Thereisno similar obligation with respect to the distributive shares of U.S. resident partners. It
is understood, however, that this distinction is not aform of discrimination within the meaning of
paragraph 2 of the Article. No distinction is made between U.S. and Indian partnerships, since
the law requires that partnerships of both domiciles withhold tax in respect of the partnership
shares of non-U.S. partners. In distinguishing between U.S. and Indian partners, the requirement
to withhold on the Indian but not the U.S. partner's share is not discriminatory taxation, but, like
other withholding on nonresident aliens, is merely a reasonable method for the collection of tax
from persons who are not continually present in the United States, and as to whom it may
otherwise be difficult for the United States to enforce its tax jurisdiction. If tax has been
overwithheld, the partner can, asin other cases of over-withholding, file for arefund.

Paragraph 3 prohibits discrimination in the allowance of deductions. When an enterprise
of a contracting State pays interest, royalties or other disbursementsto aresident of the other
contracting State, the first-mentioned contracting State must allow a deduction for those
payments in computing the 'taxable profits of the enterprise under the same conditions asif the
payment had been made to a resident of the first-mentioned Contracting State. An exception to



thisruleis provided for cases where the provisions of paragraph 1 of Article 9 (Associated
Enterprises), paragraph 7 of Article 11 (Interest) or paragraph 8 of Article 12 (Royalties and Fees
for Included Services( apply, because all of these provisions permit the denial of deductionsin
certain circumstances in respect of transactions between related persons. The term other
disbursements is understood to include a reasonable allocation of executive and general
administrative expenses, research and development expenses and other expenses incurred for the
benefit of a group of related persons which includes the person incurring the expense.

Paragraph 4 requires that a Contracting State not impose other or more burdensome
taxation or connected requirements on an enterprise of that State which iswholly or pertly
owned or controlled, directly or indirectly, by one or more residents of the other contracting
State, than the taxation or connected requirements which it imposes on other similar enterprise of
that first-mentioned contracting State.

The 'Tax Reform Act of 1984 ("TRA") introduced section 367(e)(2) of the code which
changed the rules for taxing corporations on distributions they make in liquidation. Under prior
law, corporations were not taxed on distributions of appreciated property in complete liquidation,
although non-liquidating distributions of the same property, with severa exceptions, resulted in
corporate-level tax. In part to eliminate this disparity, the law now generally taxes corporations
on the liquidating distribution of appreciated property. The code provides an exception in the
case of distributions by 80 percent or more controlled subsidiaries to their parent corporations,
on the theory that the built-in gain in the asset will be recognized when the parent sells or
distributes the asset. This exception does not apply to distributions to parent corporations which
are tax-exempt organizations or, except to the extent provided in regulations, foreign
corporations. It is understood that the inapplicability of the exception to the tax on distributions
to foreign parent corporations does not conflict with paragraph 4 of the Article. While a
liquidating distribution to a U.S. parent will not be taxed. and, except to the extent provided in
regulations, aliquidating distribution to aforeign parent will, paragraph 4 merely prohibits
discrimination among corporate taxpayers on the basis of U.S. or foreign stock ownership.
Eligibility for the exception to the tax on liquidating distributions for distributions to non-
exempt, U.S. corporate parentsis not based upon the nationality of the owners of the distributing
corporation, but rather is based upon whether such owners would be subject to corporate tax If
they subsequently sold or distributed the same property. Thus, the exception does not apply to
distributions to persons which would not be so subject -- not only foreign corporations, but also
tax-exempt organizations and individuals. The policy of the legidlation isto collect one
corporate-level tax on the liquidating distribution of appreciated property; if and only if that tax
can be collected on a subsequent sale or distribution does the legislation defer the tax.

For the reasons given above in connection with the discussion of paragraph 2 of the
Article, it is also understood that the provision in section 1446 of the code for withholding of tax
on non-U.S. partners does not violate paragraph 4 of the Article.

It is further understood that the ineligibility of a U.S. corporation with nonresident alien
shareholders to make an election to be an “S’ corporation does not violate paragraph 4 of the
Article. If acorporation electsto be an S corporation (requiring 35 or fewer shareholders), it is
generally not subject to income tax and the shareholders take into account their pro rate shares of



the corporation's items of income, loss, deduction or credit. (The purpose of the provisionisto
allow an individual or small group of individuals to conduct businessin corporate form while
paying taxes at individual rates asif the business were conducted directly.) A nonresident alien
does not pay U.S. tax on anet basis, and, thus, does not generally take into account items of loss,
deduction or credit. Thus, the S corporation provisions do not exclude corporations with
nonresident alien shareholders because such shareholders are foreign, but only because they are
not net basis taxpayers. The provisions also exclude corporations with other types of
shareholders where the purpose of the provisions cannot be fulfilled or their mechanics
implemented. For example, corporations with corporate shareholders are excluded because the
purpose of the provisions to permit individuals to conduct a business in corporate form at
individual tax rates would not be furthered by their inclusion.

Paragraph 5 of the Article specifies that no provision of the Article will prevent either
contracting State from imposing the tax described in Article 14 (Permanent Establishment Tax)
or from applying the limitations described in paragraph 3 of Article 7 (Business Profits). Thus,
even if the U.S. branch tax or the Indian extra tax were judged to violate the provisions of
paragraphs 2 or 3 of the Article, neither Contracting State would be constrained from imposing
the respective tax. Similarly, nothing in Article 26 shall be deemed to prevent Indiafrom
applying itsinternal law limitations referred to in paragraph 3 of Article 7 on the amount of head
office expenses that can be deducted by the Indian permanent establishment of a U.S. enterprise.
Asindicated in the explanation of Article 7, theinternal law limitation referred to in Article 7
cannot be any less generous than that allowable under the Indian Income Tax Act as of
September 12, 1989, the date of signature of the Convention.

Unlike the U.S. Model, the nondiscrimination article of the Convention applies only to
the taxes covered as specified in Article 2 (Taxes Covered), and does not extend to all taxes at all
levels of government.

The saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) does not apply to this
Article, by virtue of the exceptions in subparagraph (a) of paragraph 4. Thus, for example, aU.S.
citizen who isresident in Indiamay claim benefits in the United States under this Article.

ARTICLE 27
Mutual Agreement Procedure

This Article provides for cooperation between the competent authorities of the
Contracting States to resolve disputes which may arise under the Convention and to resolve cases
of double taxation not provided for in the Convention. The competent authorities of the two
Contracting States are identified in subparagraph (h) of paragraph 1 of Article 3 (General
Definitions).

Paragraph 1 provides that where a resident of a Contracting State considers that the
actions of one or both Contracting States will result for him in taxation which isnot in
accordance with the Convention he may present his case to the competent authority of his State
of residence or nationality. It is not necessary for a person first to have exhausted the remedies



provided under the national laws of the Contracting States before presenting a case to the
competent authorities. The paragraph provides that a case must be presented to the competent
authorities no later than three years from the date of the receipt of notification of the assessment
which givesrise to the double taxation or taxation not in accordance with the provisions of the
Convention. Thus, for example, if the Internal Revenue Service makes a section 482 adjustment
on ataxpayer's 1990 return, and, in 1994, sends the statutory notice of assessment which results
in double taxation, the taxpayer has until 1997 to present his case to the competent authority.
When the case results from the combined action of the tax authoritiesin the two Contracting
States, the three-year tine period begins to run when the formal notification of the second action
isgiven. Although it is preferred U.S. policy to provide no time limit for the presentation of a
case to the competent authorities the limit in paragraph 1 of the Convention should not result in
any unreasonable denial of protection or assistance to taxpayers.

Paragraph 2 provides that if the competent authority of the Contracting State to which the
case is presented judges the case to have merit, and cannot reach a unilateral solution, it shall
seek agreement with the competent authority of the other Contracting State such that taxation not
in accordance with the Convention will be avoided. If agreement is reached under this provision,
it isto be implemented even if implementation is otherwise barred by the statute of limitations or
by some other procedural limitation, such as a closing agreement. Because, as specified in
paragraph 2 of Article 1 (General Scope), the Convention cannot operate to increase a taxpayer's
liability, time or other procedura limitations can be overridden only for the purpose of making
refunds and not to impose additional tax.

Paragraph 3 authorizes the competent authorities to seek to resolve difficulties or doubts
that may arise asto the application or interpretation of the Convention. While the paragraph does
not include the list of examples of the kinds of matters about which the competent authorities
may reach agreement which isfound in the U.S. Model, it is understood that the powers of the
competent authorities are generally as broad under the Convention as under the U.S. Model.
Paragraph 3 aso authorizes the competent authorities to consult for the purpose of eliminating
double taxation in cases not provided for in the Convention, but with respect to the taxes covered
by the Convention. An example of such a case might be double taxation arising from a transfer
pricing adjustment between two permanent establishments of a third-country resident, onein the
United States and onein India. Since no resident of a Contracting State is involved in the case,
the Convention does not, by its terms, apply, but the competent authorities may, nevertheless,
use the authority of the Convention to seek to prevent the double taxation.

Paragraph 4 provides that the competent authorities may communicate with each other,
including, where appropriate, in face-to-face meetings of representatives of the competent
authorities, for the purpose of reaching agreement under this Article. The Article confirms the
authority of the competent authorities to develop bilateral and unilateral procedures to implement
the Article.

This Articleis not subject to the saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (Genera
Scope). Thus, for example, rules, definitions, procedures, etc., which are agreed upon by the
competent authorities under this Article, may be applied by the United States with respect to its
citizens and residents even if they differ from the comparable Code provisions. Similarly, as



indicated above, U.S. law may be overridden to provide refunds of tax to aU.S. citizen or
resident under this Article.

ARTICLE 28
Exchange or Information and Administrative Assistance

This Article provides for the exchange of information, including documents, between the
competent authorities of the Contracting States. The information to be exchanged is that
necessary for carrying out the provisions of the Convention or the domestic laws of the United
States or Germany concerning the taxes covered by the Convention. Exchange of information
with respect to domestic law is authorized insofar as the taxation under those domestic lawsis
not contrary to the Convention. Thus, for example, information may be exchanged with respect
to acovered tax, even if the transaction to which the information relates is a purely domestic
transaction in the requesting State and, therefore, the exchange is not made for the purpose of
carrying out the Convention.

Paragraph 1 states that information exchange is not restricted by Article 1 (General
Scope). This means that information may be requested and provided under this Article with
respect to persons who are not residents of either Contracting State. For example, if athird-
country resident has a permanent establishment in India which engagesin transactions with a
U.S. enterprise, the United States could request information with respect to that permanent
establishment, even though it is not aresident of either Contracting State. Similarly, if athird-
country resident maintains a bank account in India and the Internal Revenue Service has reason
to believe that fundsin that account should have been reported for U.S. tax purposes but have not
been so reported, information can be requested from India with respect to that person’s account.

Paragraph 1 also provides assurances that any information exchanged will be treated as
secret, subject to the same disclosure constraints as information obtained under the laws of the
regquesting State. Information received may be disclosed only to persons, including courts and
administrative bodies, concerned with the assessment, collection, enforcement or prosecution in
respect of the taxes to which the information relates, or to persons concerned with the
administration of these taxes. The information must be used by these persons in connection with
these designated functions. Persons concerned with the administration of taxes, in the United
States, include legidlative bodies, such as the tax-writing committees of Congress and the
Genera Accounting Office. Information received by these bodiesis for use in the performance
of their role in overseeing the administration of U.S. tax laws. Information received may be
disclosed in public court proceedings or in judicial decisions. The paragraph confirms the right
of the competent authorities to develop procedures for the exchange of information, including,
where appropriate, the exchange of information regarding tax avoidance.

Paragraph 2 specifies that the Contracting States will utilize Article 26 to exchange
information on aroutine basis, on request in relation to a specific case, or on other bases (e.g.,
spontaneously). The classes of information to be exchanged on a routine basis are to be
determined, from time to time, by the competent authorities.



Paragraph 3 explains that the obligations undertaken in paragraph 1 to exchange
information do not require a Contracting State to carry out administrative measures which are at
variance with the laws or administrative practice of either State. Nor does that paragraph require
a Contracting State to supply information not obtainable under the laws or administrative
practice of either State, or to disclose trade secrets or other information, the disclosure of which
would be contrary to public policy. Either Contracting State may, however, at its discretion,
subject to the limitations of the paragraph and itsinternal law, provide information which it is
not obligated to provide under the provisions of this paragraph.

Paragraph 4 provides that when information is requested by a Contracting State in
accordance with this Article, the other Contracting State is obligated to obtain the requested
information as if the tax in question were the tax of the requested State, even if that State has no
direct tax interest in the case to which the request relates. The paragraph further provides that the
reguesting State may specify the form in which information isto be provided (e.g., depositions of
witnesses and authenticated copies of original documents) so that the information can be usable
in the judicial proceedings of the requesting State. The requested State should, if possible,
provide the information in the form requested to the same extent that it can obtain information in
that form under its own laws and administrative practices with respect to its own taxes.

Paragraph 5 specifies the taxes in respect of which information may be exchanged. Asin
the U.S. Model, the category of taxes covered for exchange of information purposesis broader
than the category of taxes covered for other purposes of the Convention, as specified in Article 2
(Taxes Covered). Article 28 applies, in the united States, to all taxes imposed under Title 26 of
the U.S. Code (i.e., taxesimposed by the Internal Revenue Code). In India, the Article appliesto
the income tax, the wealth tax and the gift tax.

ARTICLE 29
Diplomatic Agents and Consular Officers

This Article provides that any fiscal privileges to which diplomatic or consular officials
are entitled under general provisions of international law or under special agreements will apply
notwithstanding any provisions to the contrary in the Convention.

The saving clause of paragraph 3 of Article 1 (General Scope) does not apply to override
any benefits of this Article available to an individual who is neither a citizen of the United States
nor has immigrant status there.

ARTICLE 30
Entry into Force

This Article provides the rules for bringing the Convention into force and giving effect to
its provisions. Paragraph 1 provides for the notification through diplomatic channels by each
Contracting State of the other that the legal procedures to bring the Convention into force have
been completed. In the United States, thisis the signing of the ratification document by the



President, on the advice and consent of the Senate.

Paragraph 2 provides that the Convention will enter into force on the date of the latter of
such notifications. It further provides the rules for the effective dates of the provisions of the
Convention. Subparagraph 2(a) contains the effective dates for the United States. In the United
States, Convention will have effect with respect to taxes withheld at source for amounts paid or
credited on or after January 1 next following the date on which the Convention entersinto force.
For all other taxes, the Convention will have effect for any taxable period beginning on or after
January 1 next following date on which the Convention enters into force.

Subparagraph 2(b) provides that in Indiathe Convention will have effect in respect of
income arising in any taxable year which begins on or after April 1 of the year next following the
calendar year in which the Convention entersinto force.

ARTICLE 31
Termination

The Convention isto remain in effect indefinitely, unless terminated by one of the
Contracting States in accordance with the provisions of Article 31. Either Contracting State may
give the other Contracting State through diplomatic channels written notice of termination at any
time on or before June 30 in any calendar year which begins after the expiration of a period of
five years from the date of the Convention's entry into force. Thus, if, for example, the
Convention entersinto force on May 1, 1990, either State may give notice of termination during
the period beginning January 1 and ending June 30 in any calendar year after 1995. If noticeis
given on or before June 30 of any calendar year beginning after the expiration of the five-year
period, the termination will have effect as follows:

(1) In the United States, with respect to taxes withheld at source, the Convention will
cease to have effect for amounts paid or credited on or after January 1 of the calendar year
following the year in which the notice is given. With respect to other taxes, the Convention will
cease to have effect for taxable periods beginning on or after January 1 of the calendar year
following the year in which noticeis given.

(2) In India, the Convention will cease to have effect for income arising in any taxable
year beginning on or after April 1 of the year next following the calendar year in which the
notice of termination is given.

Nothing in Article 31, which relates to unilateral termination by a Contracting State of
the Convention, should be construed as preventing the Contracting States from entering into a
new bilateral agreement that supersedes, amends or terminates provisions of the Convention
either prior to the expiration of the five-year period or without the notification period.

PROTOCOL

A Protocol accompanies and forms part of the Convention. The provisions of paragraphs
| through V of the Protocol are discussed above in connection with Articles 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15,



and 23 of the Convention.

DIPLOMATIC NOTES

In diplomatic notes exchanged at the time the rest of the Convention was signed, the two
governments confirmed their understandings with respect to several points. First, with respect to
the United States position on tax sparing credits, it was agreed that, if the United States amends
its laws to authorize such credits or grants such a credit in atax treaty with another country, the
Convention will be amended to incorporate such a credit The amended Convention would be
subject to ratification. Second, as discussed above in connection with paragraph 4(c) of Article 5
(Permanent Establishment), the two governments confirmed their understandings with respect to
the circumstances in which a person shall be considered to secure ordersin a Contracting State
wholly, or ailmost whoally, for an enterprise. Finally, as discussed above in connection with
Article 12 (Royalties and Fees for Included Services), the two governments confirmed their
understanding of the purpose of the memorandum of understanding devel oped and agreed upon
by the negotiators, relating to the scope of included services under Article 12.

June 14, 1990



