To: Eric T. Schneiderman{nysag@ag.ny.govj

Cc: Pruitt, Scott[Pruitt.Scotti@epa.govl; Amanda Hopper[ahopper@co.sutter.ca.us};
piu@doj.ca.govipiu@doj.ca.govl]; Martinez Michael C. (ENRD)[michael.c.martinez@usdoj.gov},; Erica
ZiliolifErica.Zilioli@usdoj.gov}; brian.leahy@cdpr.ca.govlbrian.leahy@cdpr.ca.govl;
sectyrodriquez@calepa.ca.gov[sectyrodriquez@calepa.ca.gov};
secretary@resources.ca.govisecretary@resources.ca.govl; Ron Sullenger|rsullenger@co.sutter.ca.us];
Assemblymember Gallagher{assemblymember.gallagher@assembly.ca.govl;
laura.nicholson@sen.ca.govilaura.nicholson@sen.ca.gov}, Harold
Kruger[hkruger@appealdemocrat.com}; Steve Miller[smiller@appealdemocrat.com}; Judicialwatch
Info[info@judicialwatch.orgl; Sutter Buttes Tea Party[sbtp@syix.com}; Jim
Whiteaker{jwhiteaker@co.sutter.ca.us}; Larry Munger{imunger@co.sutter.ca.us}; Judicial
Watch[jw@pr.judicialwatch.org]; Lou Binningerfloubinninger@gmail.com]; State of
Californiajsenator.nielsen@outreach.senate.ca.gov]; Bowles, Jack[Bowles.Jack@epa.gov}; Davis,
Patrick[davis.patrick@epa.gov]; Hope, Brian[Hope.Brian@epa.govl]; Minoli, Kevin[Minoli.Kevin@epa.govl;
Estrada, Fabiola[Estrada.Fabiola@epa.gov}, Rodriguez, Roberto[Rodriguez.Roberto@epa.gov];
Richardson, RobinH[Richardson.RobinH@epa.govl; Wagner, Kenneth[wagner.kenneth@epa.govy;
Jackson, Ryanfjackson.ryan@epa.gov]; britt@nasda.org[britt@nasda.org}; Dudley
Hoskins[dudley@nasda.org}; amanda@nasda.org[amanda@nasda.org]; Sherman Bill
(ATG)[bill.sherman@atg.wa.govl; Nick Persampieri[nick.persampieri@vermont.gov]; Watson Laura
(ATG)[lauraw2@atg.wa.govl]; andrea.baker@maryland.gov[andrea.baker@maryland.gov}; Goldberg Andy
(AGO)[andy.goldberg@state.ma.us}]; efernandez@ufwfoundation.org{efernandez@ufwfoundation.org];
Christine Hall[christine.hall@cei.org]; mebell@cei.orgimebell@cei.orgl; Ty
Cobbjty.cobb@hoganiovelis.com]; Contact[contact@aclj.org]; Chuck and Pat
Miller[chucknpat@comcast.net]; headquarters@earthjustice.orgfheadquarters@earthjustice.org];
radcock@croplifeamerica.org[radcock@croplifeamerica.orgl; willr@fb.orgwillr@fb.org}; Tom
Stenzel[tstenzel@unitedfresh.orgl; Paul Towers{ptowers@panna.org};
pests@pesticidereform.org[pests@pesticidereform.org}

From: will rogers

Sent: Fri ©/1/2017 2:20:52 PM

Subject: Requesting Investigation of PG&E Listed on NYSE

BrownsDirtyHands .pdf

ltrpuc-aes06-23-17 Brown-China Trip.pdf

JW-y-EPA-Clean-Power-win-01217.pdf

35percentfullreport PG&E Taxes.pdf

PG&E Corporate Tax Dodgers.pdf

Immigration Global Warming.pdf

Dear AG Schneirderman,

I am respectfully requesting a investigation in activities that PG&E has been participating in with former
President Obama , Gov. Brown, Gov. Brown staff who have ties to PG&E, California State Agencies /
Regulators and the Democrat Party which may be impacting PG&E stock prices at the New York Stock
Exchange in New York State.

PG&E participated in the Paris Climate Conference / Agreement as part of Gov. Brown delegation and
encouraged President Trump to participate in it after it was signed into effect using false / misleading data /
material from NOAA.

Basically Paris Climate Agreement is nothing more than a business contract (fraudulent contract, deception,
scam, crony capitalism) based on faise / misleading material which is designed to defraud the US
Government and US Taxpayers and benefit / profit PG&E which may of had a impact on their stock at the
NYSE.

So it should be investigated if the Paris Climate Conference and Agreement signing had any impact on PG&E
stock prices.

It similar to the Obama Administration lying about the Clean Power Act (fraudulent contract, deception, scam,
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crony capitalism) would prevent thousands of deaths by cutting CO2 emissions and using the false /
misleading material to get public support for the Clean Power Act which appears was supported /
congratulated by PG&E because it would have a positive impact on their stock prices at the NYSE.

So it should be investigated if the Clean Power Act had any impact on the PG&E stock prices.
Please see- Judicial Watch v EPA Clean Power-win.
Please read the attached report: "Brown's Dirty Hands" by Consumer Watchdog.

The report list out the corruption / fraud involving Gov. Brown, his staff, the State of California, the Democrat
Party, PG&E and other corporations which some appear to be listed on the NYSE.

This kind of high level corruption / fraud between investor owned companies on the NYSE, Gov. Brown, his
staff, his family, state agencies / regulators and the Democrat Party which you belong to would obviously have
a impact on the stock prices of PG&E and the other corporations listed on the NYSE in your state.

If Global Warming / Climate Change is caused by CO2 emission then why is Gov. Brown and the Democrat
Party helping to increase CO2 levels which this type of fraud / corruption and actions ?

It appears that PG&E may have received funds for clean / green energy projects while being accused by
Democrats / Liberals of being corporate tax dodgers who pay a -17% rate while giving large campaign
donations to the Democrat Party which you belong to so may be the Democrat Party should be included in the
investigation which becomes evident from the attached report.

Receiving millions of taxpayers dollars for clean / green energy projects, while paying a -17% tax rate while
giving millions of dollars campaign donations to Gov. Brown / the Democrat Party would obviously have a
positive impact on PG&E stock prices at the NYSE.

With Gov. Brown, the State of California and Democrat Party being involved in this kind of corruption and fraud
then | do see how they could have any credibility in a lawsuit against the EPA regarding Chlorpyrifos.

If you ignore this kind of fraud / corruption which is linked to NY and the Democrat Party then | don't see how
you can have any credibility in any civil and/or law enforcement action.

Also read attached report: "Immigration to the United States and Worldwide Greenhouse Gas Emissions" By
Center for Immigration Studies.

Partially States: " Immigration to the United States produces estimated four times more CO2 in the United
States as they would have in their countries of origin."

| totally believe this to be true because | have traveled the world, visited approximately 15 countries and lived in
approximately 5 including India which has been greatly increasing CO2 emissions while participating in the
Paris Climate Conference and Agreement and encouraging or basically demanding that the United States
decrease theirs.

Have you been one of the ones stating that Global Warming / Climate Change is a National Security Issue
because if you are then you are helping create National Security Risks with your Sanctuary State and City
policies which means that you lack credibility and especially integrity including with any law enforcement
activities / investigation and those that you may participate in especially if you ignore corruption linked to Gov.
Brown and the Democrat Party ?

How can you claim to be law and order on one hand while being lawless and disorder on the other !

Sincerely- Will Rogers
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The Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (I TEP) hasengaged in tax
policy research for over thirty years. | TEP is best known for its unique
microsimulation tax model, an important tool that produces critical analyses to help
the public and federal, state and local lawmakers understand how current and
proposed tax laws affect taxpayers at different income levels.

Since the 1980s, I TEP and its sister organization Citizens for Tax Justice (CTJ) have
collaborated on a series of studies about the taxes paid or not paid by America’s largest
and most profitable corporations. Those eye-opening reports played an important role
in educating lawmakers about the tax issues that were ultimately addressed in the Tax
Reform Act of 1986. That path-breaking federal legislation curbed tax shelters for
corporations and the well-off and cut taxes on low- and middle-income families. The
Weshirgion Rost callled the reports a “key turning point” in the tax reform debate that,
“had the effect of touching a spark to ki ndling,” and “helped to raise public ire
against corporate tax evaders.” TheWall Srest bumal said  that the studies, “helped propel
the tax-overhaul effort,” and the Associated Press reported that they, “assured that
something would be done . . . to make profitable companies pay their share.” More
recently these reports have brought the issue of offsnore tax avoidance to the forefront of
the public debate.

This new report providesa detailed examination of what has happened to corporate
taxation in recent years. It is intendecko provide context about the current state of
corporatetaxesas lawmakers consider another major overhaul of the tax code in the
ooming yeer.

The authors thank Kayla Kitson, Aaron Mendelson, Kelsey Kober, Grace Smith,
Traci Xu, and J.P.Martinez for helping to gather the data behind this report.

1616PStreet, NWWSLiite 200 | Weshington, DC20036
202.299.1066 [www.itep.org

Qpyright ©by the Istitute on Tarationand EonamicRolioy, Merch 2017
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PEUTMESUMVIARY

Profiteble corporationsaresubject toa 35 percent federal income tax rateon their U S profits But many
corporationspey far less, or nothingat all, because of the meny tax loopholesand special bregks theyenjoy.
Thisreport documents just how suocessful meny Fortune 500 corporatio ns havebeenat using loopholes
andspecial breks over the pasteight years. As lawnmekers look to reform the corporate tax code, this
reportshows that the focus of any overnaul should be on closing loopholes rather than on cutting tax rates.

It'simportant to noteakey piece of this report'smethodology. The report only includes corporations
that were consistently profitable over the eight-year period from 2008 to 2015. In other words, ifafirm
hadalossineven one year, it isexcluded from this report. By leaving out corporations that had losses
(which means they wouldn't pay any tax), this report provides astraightforward picture of average
effective tax rates paid by our nation’s biggest and consistently profitable compenies. Two hundred and
fifty-eight Fortune 500 companieswere consistently profitable in each of theeight yearsbetween 2008
and 2015. Most of these compenieswere included in our February2014 report, TheSorry Saeof
Comporae Taxes which looked at the years 2008 through 2012. Thereare new compeaniesin the report,
including Netflix which entered the Fortune 500 after 2013. Inaddition, some companieswere
excluded from the study because they lost money in 2013,2014 or 2015.

SomeKey Findings:

« Asagroup, the 258 corporations paid an effective federal income fax rate of 21.2 percent over
theeight-year period, slightly over half thestatutory 35 percent faxrate.

« Eighteen of the corporations, including General Electric, Intermational Paper, Priceline.comand
PG&Epaid no federal income taxat all over theeight-year period. A fifth of the corporations (48)
paidaneffective tax rateof less then 10 percent over that period.

« Of those corporationsin our samplewith significant offshore profits more then half paid higher
corporate tax ratesto foreign governmentswhere they operate then they paid in the UnitedStateson
their US profits.

Thesefindings refute the prevailing view inside the Beltway that Americalscorporate income taxismore
burdensome than the corporate income taxes levied by other countries, and that thispurported (but
false) excess burden somehowmekes the USS. “uncompetitive”

OtherFindiings:

+ One hundred of the 258 compenies (39 percentof them) paid zero or less in federal income
taxesinat lesst one year from 2008 t0 2015.

i Irstituteon Taxationand EconomicPolicy | March 2017
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« Thesectorswith the lowest effective corporate tax ratesover theeight-year period were Utilities, Gas
andElectric (3.1 percent),Industrial Machinery (11.4percent ), Telecommunications (11.5 peraent),
Oil, Gas andPipelines (11.6 percent),and IntemetServicesand Retailing (156 percent) Each of
these industries paid, asagroup, less then half the statutory 35 percent tax rate over thiseight-year
period.

« The tax bregksclaimed by these companiesarehighly concentratedin the hands ofafewvery large
corporations.Just 25 companiesclaimed $286 billion in tax bregks over theeight yearsbetween
2008 and 2015. That'smore then half the $527 billion in taxsubsidiesclaimed by all of the 258

compeaniesin oursample,

* Fve compenies — AT&T, WelsFargo JP. Morgen Chease, Verizon,and IBM —enjoyed more then
$130 billion in tax bresks during the eight-year period.

Recommenchations forReforme

+ Congressshould repesal the rule allowing American multinational corporations to indefinitely “defer”
UStaxeson their offshoreprofits. This reformwouldeffectively remove the tax incentive toshift
profitsand jobsoversees.

« Limit theability of techand other compenies to useexecutivestock options to reduce their taxes by
generating phentom “costs” these companies never incur.

« Havingset “bonus depreciation”onapath towardexpirationat theend of 2019, Congressshould
take the next step and repeal the rest of accelerated depreciation, too. Ataminimum, lavmekers
should resist calls toexpand these tax bregks by allowing for the immediateexpensing of capital
investiments

+ Reinstateastrong corporate Alternative Minimum Taxthat does the job it wes originally
Cesigned todo.

« Increase transparency by requiring country-by-country public disclosure of compeny finencia

informetion, including corporate income and tax payments, through filings to the Securitiesand
Bxchange Commission.

The 35Percent Corporate TaxMyth i
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INTRCDUCTION

For the first time in more than three decades, comprehensive corporate tax restructuring isaserious
possibility in Washington. Republican leadersin Congressand Presicent Donald Trump heveeach put
forward corporate tax plans that would cut the corporate tax rate by ss much as hallf. Thismisguided
conensusis largely the result of along-termaggressive push by corporate lobbyistson Capitol Hill to
reduce the federal comporate income tax rate, besed on the claim that our corporate tax is uncompetitive
and high compared to other developed nations

Thisstudy takesa hard look at federal income taxes paid or not paid by 258 of America’slargestand most
profitablecorporationsin theeight years between 2008 and 2015 — and comparesthose tax payments
to the foreign taxes thatamultinational subset of these same compeanies pay on their activities in the rest
of theworld. The compeniesin our reportareall fromFortune’sannual list of America’'s500 largest
corporations, andall of themwere profiteble in the UnitedStatesin each of theeight yearsanalyzed. Over
eight years, the 258 compeniesin our suney reported total pretax US profitsof more than $3 8 trillion.

While the federal corporate tax law cstensibly requires big corporationsto paya 35 percent corporate
income tax rate, the 258 corporationsin our study on average paid slightly more than half thatamount:
212 percent over the 2008 to 2015 period. Manycompenies paid far less, including 18 that paid
nothingatall over theentireeight-year period.

Wealso find that for most of the multinationalsin our sunvey — compenies thatengege insignificant
business both in the UnitedStatesand abroad — the U S tax rates these compenies paidare lower then
the ratesthey faced abroad. More then half of the multinationals in our sunvey enjoyed lower US. fax
rateson their US profitsthen the foreign tax ratesthey paid on their foreign profits.

Thereiswide variation in tax rates paid by the compeniessunveyed. A quarter of the companiesin this
study paideffective federal income tax rateson their US profits close to the full 35 percent official
corporate fax rate. But almost one-fifth paid less then 10 percent. One hundred of these profitsble
companiesfound waystozeroout every lest dinme of their federal income tax inat leest one year during

theeight-year period.

Thereisplenty of blame toshare for today'ssad situation. Corporateapologists will correctly point out
that loopholesand tax breeks that allow corporationsto minimize or eliminate their income taxes

1 Irstituteon Taxationand EconomicPolicy | March 2017
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aregenerally legal, and stem from laws pessed over the years by Congressand signed by various
presidents. But that does not mean that low-taxcorporationsbear no responsibility. The tax lanswere
notenacted inavacuum,; they wereadopted in response to relentless corporate lobbying, threatsand

campeaignsupport.

Thegood newsis that the corporate income taxcan
be repaired. The paradeof industry-specificand
even company-specific fax bresks thet weaken the
corporatetax can —andshould — be repesled.
Thisincludes taxgiveawaysasnarrowasthe
NASCAR depreciation taxbreskand ssbroadas
the menufacturing deduction. High-profile
multinational corporations thet haveshifted
hundreds of billions of their US.income into tax
havensfor tax purposes, withoutengeging inany
meeningful activity in those tiny countries, will
stop doingso if Congressacts toend indefinite
deferral of US taxes on their offshoreprofits As
Congress considers these steps, lavmakersand the
Seauritiesand Exchange Commissionshouldact
toensure thet they,and the public, haveaozess to
besic infometion about how much big companies
arepaying in taxesand which tax bregks they're
claiming

Thisstudy is the latest in aseries of comprehensive
corporatetax reportsby Citizensfor TaxJustice
and the Instituteon Taxationand EconomicPolicy,
beginningin 1984. Our most recent prior report,
issued in 2014, covered corporate taxes in 2008
through 2012 Themethodological gppendixat
theend of the study explains in more detail howwe
chose the companies and calculated their effective
tax rates The notesonspecificcompanies
beginning on pege 56 add more details.

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA
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Coparake Texpayasax Copoae Tax Dodprs
(CTJ& ITEP2011)

TheSorry Slaeaf Conporae Texes
(CTJ& ITEP2014)
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WHO'S PAYINGOORPORATE TAXES — ANDWHO'SNOT

On paper at lesst, federal tax law requires comporations to pay 35 percent of their profits in federal
inoome taxes. In fact, while some of the 258 comorations in thisstudy did pay close to the 35 percent
official tax rate, the vest mgjority paid considerably less And some paid nothingat all. Over theeight
years covered by thisstudy, the average effective tax rate (thet is, the percentage of US. pretax profits
peid in federal corporate income taxes) forall 258 companieswas only 21.2 percent.

Omrview;

The tableon this pegesummerizeswhat the 258 compeniespaid (ordidn’tpay) ineffective US income
tex rateson their pretax U S profits

- 30compeniespaid effectiveeight-year tax rates betweenzeroand 10 percent Theiraverage
effective tax ratewas 6.9 peraent.

- Bvenworse is that 18 companiespeid less then O percent over theeight-year period. Their
effective tax rateaveraged 4 percent.

« 66 compeanies (aboutaquarterof the companies in this report ), paid effective eight-year tax rates of
morethan 30 percent. Their averageeffective tax ratewas 336 percent.

Simmary of eight-year tax rates for 258 companies, 2008-2015

Hfective tax #of  %of 2008-15 ($-hillion) Ave. 8yrprofit ($mill.)
rategroLp as. OB Profis Tax Are.Rate Pedax  Afterfax
Less hen 17.8% 8 % $12742 $1075 84% $1532  $14067
1784 030% 109 4£2% 162712 387 242% 14929 11,317

More then 30% o D% aLv2 3IB7  BO% 13,775 9,143

48 Ultra-low taxcompanies:

Zeroorless 18 ™ $1780 $-72 -4.0% $980  $1020

0% t010% 0 1% 5340 405 6%% 19467 18,117
Amporedetailediook:

During the 2008-2015 period, eight-yearefiective tax ratesfor the 258 companiesranged fromalow of

-27 9 percent for FEPCO Holdingstoahigh of 47.3 percent for Molina Heelthcare Herearesome
startling statistics:

3 Irstituteon Taxationand BconamicPolicy | March 2017

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA ED_001523_00000854-00008



; : ; - 100 of the 258 compeniespaid zero or
18 Corporations Paying No Total Income Tax in 2008-2015
lessin federal income taxes inat lesst

Compary ($milliors)  08-15Profit 0815 Tax 0815 Rate S
FepooHoldings $3022 $—843 279, One yearfrom2008 {02015, Fifty-eight
RSRECOD. 10,843 —1569 —145%  of thesecompaniesenjoyed multiple no-
WisconsinEnergy 58% 52 —100%  tax years bringing the total number of
NiSource 4,399 —352 —80%
Intemationel Paper 5010 3% 7% gﬁoyiearsto 23 Itrggsthey
FirstEnergy 8842 —465 —53% noome sl
Priceline.com 698 _31 _a49, Oompeniesearmed $336 billion in pretax
AtmosEnergy 28% 114 -40% USprofits But instead of paying$118
GereralBectric 40,057 —1,369 —34%  billion in federal income taxes, as the 35
ArmericanBlectricPower 17,170 —464 27%  eroen -
RycerSystem 2045 55 —27% tgorporatetax raterequires, these
DukeEnergy 19767 42 o1y COMPENIESGENEIAEO SO MENy EXCEss teX
NexEraEnergy 21518 313 —15, bresksthatthey reported negetive taxes
Xcel Erergy 10291 —111 -11%  (often receiving tax rebate checks from
Ameren 7,243 —48 —07%  theUS Treesury ) totaling$32.1 billion.
QVBEnergy 4,666 26 —06% o ok :
SempraEnergy 7,000 —34 —05% Thesscompenies' negalive iax rates
FuersourceEnengy 6,703 11 _oz, Meentatiney medemoreatter texes
TOAL $177.995 $—7.205 a0, henbeforetaesin those no-tax years'

- 18 of these corporationspaid less then nothing in aggregatefederal income taxes over the 2008-
15 period. These companies,whose pretax U S profits totaled $178 billion over theeight years,
included: Pepco Holdings (27 9%), PG&E (—14.5%), International Paper (-7.7%), Pricelinecom
(—44%), General Electric (—34%),and Ryder System (—2.7%).

- 1n2015, 29 compeniesipaid no federal income tax, and received $1.46 billion in tax rebates.In
2014, 28 compeniespaid no income tax, and received $1 billion in rebates. In 2013, 32 compenies
paid no income tax, and got $3.9 billion in rebetes. (Sse Appendices with year-by-yearresults.)

- 83 of the 258 compeaniesaid less than half the 35 percentstatutory corporate tax ratefor the
eight-year period. And more than two-thirds of the companies, 181 of the 258, paid effective tax
rates of less then half the 35 percent statutory corporate income tax rate in at lesst one of theeight

years.

" Corporations can receive outright rebatesby “carrying beck” exoess tax bresks toearlier years, and thereby gettingacash refund fromthe IRSfor
taxes paid in the pest. Inaddition, companiessometimes obtainfavorablessttiementsof ex disputeswith the IRS covering pest years. Compenies
then recognize tax breaks that they did not discloss in their prior financial reports toshareholders because they expected that the IRSwould not
allowthemtokesp themoney. These settlementscan producewhat areessentially tax rebates as the sppendixon pege 29 explairs. Inreporting their
“current’income taxes paid, compeniesdo not distinguish between the two types of taxbregks.

The 35Fercent Corporate TaxMyth 4
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ine.com
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100G peniedPayingZerolaxorl.essinatl eastOneYear,2008-2015

h\oFxdears #ofzo InNo TeYears #ofzro
Covpany($imitliors) Pofit Tax Rate taxyeasCompany$millios) Pofit  Tx Rate taxyears
FGREDID. $10843 $-150 —-UB% 8 AGR=uss & -0 M8 2
Repad-bidings 261 82 -2 7 Crselaiobans 12 -1 166 2
Wixrsithegy 545 681 —130% 7 Domiar 180 21 09% 2
NSure 330 3% 9% 7 FftihicBaop 186 -1 8P 2
Dueeny 18D 4R 266 7 PRoiGnvcEepiSop 4483 0 3 8% 2
FirsBergy 5016 -&1 —13%9% 6 Suthweshirlines 88 - 8% 2
Atmosergy 228 12 5% 6 PidpeFredd 1% 1B 78 2
NedErey BBl 3% 2% 6 Deobeyy 521 3 I3% 2
Pricdlireaom 2 -8 9% 5 MURsuss 677 5 5% 2
228 338 24 68 5 Fakx 394 73 4&% 2
Aveen 436 B 5% 5 ANFravdRvieSop TR 37 40k 2
Being 78 @1 4% 5 APcdoRCenas 1@ 31 2% 2
RdaSetan 125 0 4% 5 Sedrdheyy 128 2 2% 2
SarpréErey 454 B 38 5 Tmdhare 666 10 —15%% 2
Qe 38 B A% 5 Satghh 101 4 A% 2
Rinua@opofeia 1983 26 U0 4 HiyFoter 2 24 A%6%% 1
AvericaBectridoner 751 86 —10&6 4 Fhillis\Vaheen K] -4 A0P% 1
InepubliGoup 120 83 -50%6 4 Hilily a8 -R% 1
Grsolicktefidian 6801 -2 38 4 Snidutotie 27 U S10% 1
XeeFrergy 5583 1% 3% 4 EsreGend e 82 402 1
DominiofResources 708 1B 25 4 IrsgEtepriss 15 -5 X% 1
ChlevsioSsas 121 11 0% 4 Teasturets 21 81 52 1
Gomirg 267 U 0% 4 Haltht K] 8 A% 1
InematiordPper 139 14 -640% 3 YurBas e 0 B% 1
GreraBectric 10460 -47% 4636 3 PireBowes 3B 8 2™ 1
Faoebook 102 40 404 3 QoplAuootie 5 N 02% 1
StaiStrestp. 284 -1 312% 3 Vdam A4 3%7 1886 1
TrinitylncLstries 98 Y 1386 3 QdraSxop 484 801 1646 1
RRDoTellegSrs w3 B 0% 3 Tadk@s 120 191 1556 1
\emGmnictios 2731 <158 6% 3 DacaRstuats 91 B 1466 1
DEreyy 310 -1 6% 3 CrmunitHtSses 28 20 PP 1
Qek 1 -8B 3P 3 Avbsrs K] -4 PP 1
Quelcm 9731 ™ 306 3 CypitDdravd 120 12 2% 1
V\éstrock 146 B 23% 3 DRt ¥ -0 MB% 1
BersouaEnengy 346 4B —12% 3 JPMogaQessO. 048 149 N 1
Williars 405 B 086 3 Msic 23 5 N2% 1
Pacar 8 A% 9% 2 Sam 53 47 88 1
BoorVibil 266 0% -B8% 2 Tnmarebe 230 18 8% 1
Windstream 4 15 %% 2 RlianSesBAuminm 1% B T 1
Hrewmelneretiod 2088 510 <1726 2 Mkesm 1153 &5 T&% 1
Fntergy 387 481 U6Hp 2 W3 29 15 6% 1
Netflix % 37 UL 2 HADdnes 318 - B 1
@& 202 316 U0 2 IneretodBsredEhines 587 0 -1 536 1
Critinuednnedoace)
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nNo-faxYeas

QperiePayineroTaor esinatl eesine'eer,2008- 2015t

InNb-TaxYears Holzxc

Sonpery ($milliors) Pofit Tax _ Rate @mm{m Pofit Tax __ Rate @@
GantunLink ® D 4% 000 =7 2%
Suthem 3 T 4% 1 m 118 T 2% 1
Caey/GrereBlores W 7 43 1 AleciSses 156 3 22 1
Rucknelutometion 5 6 4% 1 AtuGigher 19 3 8 1
Pair g0 -3 4% 1 Mk 5% % 106 1
DS-Network a3 B 3P 1 AMndsres 81 0 03% 1
ATRT N 42 3% 1 Dee o7 4 0P 1
Totalsthese100ompanics_$3%6277 $-R12 084 46

25 Compenies with the Largest TOTAL

TaxSubsidies,2008-15 ($ -millions)

Company 2008-15Taxbreaks
ATRT 33803
W\Ells Fargo 31428
JP.MorgenChese & Q. 2213
\erizon Crmmunications 21130
IntemationaBusinessMachines 17,806
General Blectric 15,30
Boon Mabil 1292
Boeing 11,863
ACRrad Svies Goup 880
Procter &Garble 8515
NextEraEnergy 7344
Twenty-FirstCenturyFox 7630
DueBegy 7341
Devon Brergy 7224
Coest 7172
Time Wamer 6,720
Southem 6539
Arrericen BectricPoner 6473
Lhion Padific 6333
Lhited Technologies 6,001
Qealcom 5934
Belon 588
TimeWamerGCable 562
Intel 5521

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

THESIZECF THEGCRPCRATE TAXSUBSIDIES

Over the 2008 t0 2015 period, the 258 companieseamed more then
$38trillion in pretax profitsin the UnitedStates Hadall of those profits
been reported to the IRSand taxed at thestatutory 35 percent corporate
tex rate, then the 258 companieswould have paid $1.3 billion in income
taxes over theeight years But instead, the compeniesasagroup paid just
more than 60 peraent of thatamount. Theenomous amount they did
not paywes due to hundreds of billions of dollars in taxsubsidies that

theyenjoyed.

+ Taxsubsidies for the 258 compeniesover theeight years totaleda
stegoering $527 billion, including$50 billion in 2008, $65 billion in
2009, $74 billion in 2010, $79billion in 2011, $65 billion in 2012,
$72billion in 2013, %70 billion in 2014,and $52 billion in 2015.
Theseamountsare the difference betweenwhat the companies
would havepaid if their tax billsequaled 35 percent of their profits
andwhat they actually paid.

+ More then half of the total tax-subsidy dollars over the eight years
— $286 billion — went to just 25 compenies,eechwith more then
$54 billion in taxsubsidies

* AT&T topped the list of corporate tax-subsidy recipients, with
more than $38 billion in taxsubsidies over theeight years.

.+ Other top taxsubsidy recipients included WellsFargo ($314

billion),JP.Morgan Chese ($222hillion), Veerizon ($21.1 billion),
IBM ($17 8billion),and Exxon Mobil ($129billion).

The 35Fercent Corporate TaxMyth 6
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TAXRATES (ANDSUBSIDIES) BY INDUSTRY

Theeffective tax ratesin our study varied widely by industry.From 2008 to 2015, effective industry fax
rates (forour 258 corporations) ranged froma low of 3.1 peraent toahigh of 32.7 percent.

- Gasandelectric utility companiesenjoyed the lowest effective federal tax rateover theeight years,
payinga tax rateof only 3.1 percent. Thisindustry’s taxes declined steadily over theeight years, from
128 percent in 2008 to1.8 percent in 2015. These resuliswerelargely driven by theability of these
compenies to claimancelerated depreciation tax breaks on their capital investments. Norne of the 25
utilities in our sample paid more than half the 35 percentstatutory tax rateduring the 2008 t0 2015

period.

- Other low-tax industries, paying less then half the statutory 35 percent tax rateover theentire
2008 to0 2015 period, included: Industrial Machirery (11.4%), Telecommunications(11.5%), Oll,
Ges & Pipelines (11.6%),and Intemet Services & Retailing (15.6%).

- Only two of the industriessurnveyed peaid an effective tax rateof 30 percent or moreover the full
eight-year period.

Effective tax ratesalso varied widely within industries. Forexample, over theeight-year period, average
tex rateson oil, ges & pipeline compenies ranged from 1.2 percent for Oneok up 10 33.3 percentfor CVR
Energy. Amongaerospaceand defense compenies, eight-year effective tax ratesranged fromallow of 54
percent for Boeing up toa high of 27 percent for General Dynemics. Phamraceutical giant Eli Lilly paid
only 17 percent, while itscompetitor Biogen Idec paid 35.3 peraent. Infact as the detailed industry t2ble
startingon pege 36 of this report illustrates, effective tax rateswerewidely divergent inalmostevery
industry.

Thedifference in tax rates between companies, even within the same industry, demonstrateshow
loopholes in our tax code can create huge economic distortions by giving some compeaniesa tax
adventage over their competitors.

SeEfective Comporate Tax Raeor Campenisshy Inolstry an Next Pace
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Ffective Gaporate TaxRates for 258Cmoratiars by Ind stry, 200815

$-millions
Industry
Utilities, ges and elecfric
IndustrialViechinery
Telecommunications
O, ges &pipdlines
IntemetServices&Retailing
Rublshing, printing
| Aercspece&deferse
Frercil
Transportation
Computers,officeequip,software, dath
(Chemicals
Household &persorel prodiets
Misoellaneousservices
Miscellaneousrenufecturing
Frerciel cota seviess
Prameceuticals &medical products
Food &baeraes &idbaom
Engineering &aonstnction
Retail&wholesaletrade
Heelthcare

ALL INDUSTRIES

Hght-Year Totals

$ 269,367
91,179
334,261
17,722
15,486
1,611
200,483
632,651
105,032
244,399
76,800
83,255
298,589
123,173
97,962
69,858
192,203
10,274
643,990
202,285

$3,810.577 $806,942

$8,217
10,429
38,578
13,635
2,409
290
36,698
125,807
21,255
49,608
15,730
18,304
68,503
28,494
26,398
19,324
54,167
2,964
199,925
66,206

2008-2012
Profit Profit Tax Profit Tax
$30%4 $706 18  $37104 $50 $31,9%5 $150 $160944 $5420
6817 380 4% 14350 242%6 16,106 264 53908 2288
80512 1140 ¥ 0465 6830 4734 640 17597 13642
4672 412 o 1976 19290 15346 16% 77850 9857
2831 1478 Yo 41 51 3236 a5 4428 n
226 113 ek 6 %0 &6 —15 1314 143
2072 6282 AT 2086 58% 26841 4838 117674 19714
10050 5715 D6 1264 210% P50 1B 336,808 6396
17976 464 5%% 17364 384 15156 364 54565 9073
27910 5111 18y IR 7810 2080 648 1286 30190
1060 2280 214% 12464 3104 1,34 20561 2333 826
9843 2077 A% 10940 282 11,1% 2137 51,307 11,288
2701 107/ DI 4695 9337 2083 1049 166,870 38147
062 5247 54% 19,7%%6 5315 1827 336 64,458 14626
18183 5246 288 20007 5815 121% 3617 47612 "z
6648 242 BT 19070 836 8218 1467 3B 6950
2685/ 9930 IFe 26 7931 2686 6936 1159% 2370
1411 417 el 78 136 435 142 50 5924 1611
BA77 091 RFo R 020 8516 2571 36804 100,145
2683 1273  Bfe 2002 10713 25813 8267 14737 A4
$551698 $141281 254% $584.814 $134.763 $524.346 $111.138 $2149.719 $419,759
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Rate

34%
42%
78%
124%
1%
109%
168%
190%
168%
197
198%
20%
2%
2%
248%
193%
B3%
X 2%
X7
0%
19.5%
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2008-15 Effective Tax Rates & Total Tax Subsidies, by Incustr yJRE-STe= =201 g0 121374
$-millions

Industry &Company TaxRate Subsidies SubsidiesUS. Profits
Finencial 199 9560 182  166%
Utilities, gasandelectric 31% 86,062 16.3% 7.1%
Telecommunications 115 78413 14.%% 88%
Miscellaneousservices 2% 36003 6.8% 7.8%
Computers, officcequip, software,data 203% 35932 6.8% 64%
Aerospae & defense 183 33471 6.4% 53%
Qil, gas&pipelines 116% 27568 5% 3.1%
Retail &wholesaletrade NCF 25471 48% 16%%
Industrial Mechinery 114% 21484 4.1% 24%
Transportation 02 15506 2%% 28%
Miscelleneousmanufacturing 2B1% 14616 28% 3%
Food &beverages& tobaomo 8% 13104 25% 50%
Chemicals 205% 11,190 21% 20%
Household & personal products 206 108%6 21% 2%
Finencial dataservices 265 7,888 15% 26%
Prammeceuticals&medicalproducts 27.7% 5126 1.0% 18%
Healthcare R27% 454 0% 53%
IntemetSarvices&Retailing 15.6% 3,011 06% 04%
Engineering&construction 288% 632 0.1% 0.3%
Publishing, printing 180% 273 0.1% 0%
AL INDUSIRES 2126 $526760 100% 100%
Financial, Utilities,
Telecommuinications 1086 287663 546% 355%

andQil,gas & pipelines

Effective TotalTax %oftotal %oftotal \\ealso lookedat thesize of the fotal

tax subsidies received by each
industry for the 258 compeniesin
our study.Among the notable
findings:

« 55 percent of the total tax subsidies
went tojust four industries: financial,
utilities, telecommunications,and
oil, ges & pipelines—even though
these compeniesonlyenjoyed 355
percentof the US profitsin our
sample.

* Other industriesreceivea
digproportionatelysmall shereof
texsubsidies. Companies
engeoed in retailand wholesale
trade, forexample, represented
17 percent of theeight-year US.
profits in our sample, but
enjoyed less then 5 percent of
the taxsubsidies.

ltsserms rather odd, not to mention highly westeful, thet the industrieswith the largest subsidiesare ones
that would ssem to need them lesst. Regulated utilities, forexample, meke investment decisionsin
concertwith their regulatorsbesed on nesds of communities they senve. Oil and ges compeniesareso
profiteble that even President George VW.Bush said they did not need tax bresks. He could havesaid the
sameabout telecommunications companies. Financial compenies get so much federal support that
adding huge tax bregkson top of thet ssems unnecessary.
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HISTCRICAL GOVIPARISONSCF TAXRATESAND TAXSUBSIDIES

How do our results for 2008 to 2015 compeare to corporate tax ratesin earlier years? Theanswer illustrates
how corporationshavemaneged to get around some of the corporate tax reformsenected
in 1986, and how tax avoidancehassurged with the help of our political leaders.

By 1986, PresidentRonald Reagen fully repudiatedhisearlier policy of showering tax breekson
corporations. Reagan's TaxReform Act of 1986 closed tensof billions of dollars in corporate loopholes,
so that by 1988, our suney of large corporations (published in 1989) found that the overall effective
corporate tax ratewasup t026.5 percent, compared toonly 14.1 percentin 1981-832 Thet
improvementoccurred even though thestatutory corporate tex ratewas cut from46 percent to 34
percentaspart of the 1986 reforms?

In the 1990s, however, meny corporationsbegan to find waysaround the 1986 refors, aboetted by
chengss in the tax lans as well as by tax-avoidancesthemes devised by major accounting firms. Asa result,
inour 1996 to1998surnvey of 250 compenies, we found that theiraverageeffective corporate tex rate had
fallen to only 21.7 percent. Our September 2004 study found that corporate tax cutsadopted in 2002
hed driven theeffective rate down to only 17 2 percent in 2002and 2003. Theeight-year average rate
found in the currentstudy isonly slightly higher, at 21.2 percent.

Asashare of GDP, overall federal corporate tax collectionsin fiscal 2002and 2003 fell toonly 124
peraent. At the time, that wes their lowest sustained level asashare of theeconomy since\World\Wear 11
Comoratetaxes asashare of GDP recoveredsomewhat in the mid-2000safter the 2002-enacted tax
bregksexpired, averaging2.3 percentof GDP fromfiscal 2004 through fiscal 2008.But over the pest five
fiscal years (2011 t02015) that thisstudy examines, total corporate income tax paymentsfell back to

only 1.6 peroent of GDPonaverage.

Corporatetaxes paid for more thenaquarter of federal outlaysin the 1950sandafifth in the 1960s.
They began todeclineduring the Nixonadministrationand remained low in the Resganera By
fiscal year 2015, corporate taxes paid fora mere 106 percent of the federal government'sexpensss.

Inthiscontext, it sserms odd that anyonewould insist that corporate tax reformshould be “revenue
neutral.” fwearegoing toget our nation’sfiscal house back in order, incressing corporate income fax
revenuesshould playan important role.

2The 1986 TaxReforn Act wesexpected to incressecorporate tax paymentsby sbouta third. Itmay hevedoneeven better then thet.
3 Thestatutory ratewas increesed to 35 percent iPresident Bill Clinton's1903 deficit reductionact.
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U.S.CCRACRAIE INDOVE TAES VS, FOREIN INIOVE TAXES

Corporate lobbyists relentlessly tell Congressthat compeniesneed taxsubsidies from thegovemiment to
besuccessful. They promise more jobs if they get thesubsidies, and threateneconomic hammif they are
denied them. A central claim in the lobbyists’ arsendl is theassertion that their clients need still more tax
subsidies to “compete’because U S.comorate taxesarealegedly much higher then foreign corporate
tewes. But the figures that maost of these comporations report to their shareholders indicate theexect
oppasite, that they pay higher corporate income taxes in the other countrieswhere they do business
then they payhereinthe US.

US Profits &US Federal Incore Taves veraus Foreign Profits &Foreign Inoome Taxes, 2008-15 for
anpanieswith significant foreign profits, $million

UBprofits & feckral imore taaes Foreign profits & for. inoare taxes Brate
UBprofit Biax WBrate | Forpofit  Fortx Forake | -Forate
64with lonerl Brate (60%) $/M™30 $130312 1736| $9853 $1B517 %% 048/

LBwith lonerforeignrate (40%) 82 (A 23513 8% 420 A22 213% +9.5%
Totals for107campenies $15/6404 $38385 UF6| $1010763 $21620 y..1 8 -0.0%

% that average foreigneffective tax rate eoseds averagelB taxrate (107ccs.): o

Weexamined the 107 compeanies in our sunvey that had significant pretax foreign profits (ie,equal to at
kesst 10 percent of their total worldwide pretaxprofits),and compared their 2008-15 US. (federal & state)
effective tax ratesto the foreign effective tax ratesthey paid. Here iswhat we found:

- About 60 percent of these US.compenies peid higher foreign tax rateson their foreign profits then they
paid in US faxes on their US profits.

- Overall, theeffective foreign tax rate on the 107 compenieswes roughly equal to their U Seffective tax
rate.
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17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA ED_001523_00000854-00016



A tebleshowing U Sand foreign tax ratesfor each of the 107 compeaniesbegins on pege 53.

Howdo these figuressquare with the well-known practice of corporations shifting their profitsto
oountrieslike the Caymen Islands where they are not taxed at all? The figureshereshowwhat
corporations report to their shareholdersas US profitsand foreign profits and thereforeare likely to
reflect profits genuinelyeamed in the US.and thosegenuinelyearmed offshore, respectively. But meny of
these comporationsare likely to report something very different to the IRS by using various legal but
arcaneacoounting meneunvers Some of the profitscorrectly reported toshareholdersas US profitsare
likely tobereported to the IRSas profitseamed in tax-heven countries like Bermudaor the Caymen
Islands, where they are not taxed at all. Indeed, this partly explains the loweffective US income tax rates
that meny corporations enjoy. This “profit-shifting” problemwill exist so longas our tax lawsallow
cormporationsto “defer” paying U S taxes on their “offshoreprofits, providing an incentive tormeke US
profitsgopear tobeeamedin offshoretaxhavens

The figures meke clear that most American corporationsare paying higher taxes in other countrieswhere
theyengace in reall business ctivities then they pay in U S taxes on their true U S profits.

Oremight note thet paying higher foreign taxes to do business in foreign countries rather then in the
United States hes not stopped Arrerican corporations fromshifting operationsand jobs overseesover the
pest several decades. But this is just moreevidence that corporate income tax levels are usually not a
significant determinent of what compenies do. Instead, compenies heveshifted jols oversees foravariety
of non-tax reesons, such as low weges and weeker labor and environmental regulations in some countries,

adesire tosene growing foreign merkets, and the development of vastly chegper costs for shippinggoods
fromone country toanother than used tobe the case.
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HONGOVIPANEES PAYLONTAXBILLS

Why dowe find suich low fax rates on so many compeniesand industries? The company-by-compeny
notesstarting on page 56 detail, whereavailable, reesonswhy particular corporationspeid

low taxes. Here isasummary of several of the majortaxlowering items that are revesled in the compenies’
annual reports— plussome thataren'tdisclosed.

Offshore tax sheltering. Thehigh-profilecongressional hearingson tax-dodgingstrategiesof Apple
and other techcompeniesover the pest couple of years told lavmekersand the general publicwhat some
of ushavebeen pointingout for years: multinational corporationsand their acocounting firms havebecome
incressingly agoressive in seeking ways toshift their U S profits, on peper, to ofishore tax havens toavoid
their US tax obligetions. This typically involvesvariousartificial transactionsbetween U S.corporations
and their foreignsubsidiaries, in which revenuesareshifted to low-or no-tax jurisdictions (where these
corporationsare not actually doingany real business), while deductionsare created in the United States?

Theoast of this tax-gheltering is difficult to determine precisely, but is thought tobeenormous. In
November 2010, the congressional Joint Committeeon Taxationestimeted that intemationalcorporate
tex reforms proposed by Sen. Ron VWyden ( D-Ore. ) would incresse U S.comporate taxes by about $70
billion ayear. Other analysts havepegged the cost of corporate offshore tex sheltering aseven higher then
that. Presumebly theeffects of these offshoreshelters in reducing US taxeson US profitsare reflected in
bottormHine US.comporate texes reported in thisstudy,even though compenies do not directly disclose
them.

Sedly, most Republicans in Congress, along with some Democrats, ssem intent onmaking the problem
of offshore tax shelteringeven worse by replacingour current system, under which US taxes on offshore
profitsare indefinitely “deferred,"with aso-called “territorial”systemin which profits that compeniescan
style as “foreign’are permerentlyexempt rom U S.taxes. Thisterriblegpproach alongwith itscousin,a

“repetriation holicay, would encourage even more ofishore taxavoidance.

4 Theseartificial transactions (oftencalled “transfer pricing” abuses) are particularly availsble to compenieswith valueble “intangible property,"such
a8 brand narmes, secret formulas for sodaor drugs, and so forth, By transierringsuch intangibles tosubsidiariesset up in ofShore taxhavers,
oormpanies can then have those foreign subsidianes “change” the U'S parentsbig fees to use the brand names and so forth, thereby shifting US profits
tothe haversfor tax purposss.

S\VWyden'sinternational tex refonmsare part of a larger tax overhaul bill that he co-sponsoredwith then-Sen. Judd Gregg (R-NH )and laterwith Sen.
Den Ceats (R-IN).
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Accelerated depreciation. The tax lansgeneralyallowcompenies towrite off their capital
investments faster than the assetsactually wear out. This “accelerateddepreciation”is technicallya tax
deferral, but so long asacompany continues to invest, the tax deferral tends to be indefinite. VWhile
acelerated depreciation tax bregks have beenavailable for decades, temporary tex provisions have
increesed their oost in the pesteight years. Inearly 2008, in an attemptat economicstimulus for the
fleggingeconomy, Congressand President George VW.Bush drametticallyexpanded depreciation tax
bresks by creatingasupposedly temporary “50 percent bonus depreciation” provision thatallowed
compeanies toimmediatelywrite offasmuch as 75 percent of the oost of their investmentsin new
equipment right anay® This provision has been repeatedly extended and isset to phesedown and then
expireat theend of 2019. These changes to the depreciation rules, on top of the already far toogenerous
depreciation deductionsallowed under pre-existing law, certainly did reduce taxes for meny of the
compeaniesin this study by tensof billions of dollars. But limited financial reportingmekesit hard to
calculateexectly how muach of the tax bresks we identify are depreciation-related tex bresks.

BEvenwithout bonus depreciation, the tax lawallows compenies to take much bigger acoelerated depreciation
write-offs than iseconomically justified. Thissubsidy distortseconomicbehavior by favoringsome industries
and some investments over others, westes hugeamounts of resources,and heslittlieor noeffect instimulating
investrment. A recent report from the Congressional Research Servics, reviewingeffortsto quentify the impect
of depreciation bregks, found that “thestudies concluded that accelerated depreciation in general isa relatively
ineffective tool for stimulating theeconomy.”

Combinedwith rules allowing corporations to deduct interestexpenses, aocelerated depreciation can result
invery low,oreven negative, tax rateson profitsfrom particuler investments. A corporationcan  borrow
money o purchaseequipment orabuilding, deduct the interestexpenses on the debot and quickly deduct
the oost of the equipment or building thenks toacoelerated depreciation. The total deductions can then
meke the investments more profiteble after-tax then before-tax

Stock options. Mostbigcorporationsgive their executives (andsometimes other employess) optionsto
buy the compeny’'sstock at a favorable price in the future When those optionsareexercised, companies can
takea tax deduction for the difference between what theemployess pay for thestockand what it's worth 2

& Under “bonus depreciation,”in the first full year thatmostequipment is placed inservics, the depreciation write-offs include: a20 percent reguler write-
offfor thefirst half of the year, plus 50 percent bonus depreciation, plus a6 percentwrite-offfor thesscond half of the first full vear.

7 Gary Guenther,"Section 179 and Bonus Depreciation Bxpensing Allowences: Current Law, LegislativeProposals in the 112th Congress,and - Economiic
Effects” Congressional Ressarch Servics, Septermber 10, 2012 http:/ /wwwilssorg/sgp/ ars/misc/RL31852 pdf

8 Brrployess eercising stock options must report the difference between thevalue of thesstockandwhat they pay for it es wageson their personal

incorme taxreturrs.
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Stock optionsarealsoattrective op 25Tax Savings fram Stock Qptions, 2008- 15

becasecompeniesdonthaveto  corpany ($millions) 2015 2014 2013 200842 8ys

reduce the profitsthey reporttotheir - Faosbook $1,721 $1809 $609 $1581  $5780
shareholdersby theamount thatthey  ColdmenSadsGouwp 407 82 B 158 2876
deducted on their tax retums s the JP.Mogen Qe &0, — 407 137 1313 1,857
o : WellsFargo 453 453 271 543 1,720
cost’of thestod<opt|ops ltdoesnot Qualcomm 103 80 %1 - 1,497
mekesense for compenies totreat O=e 124 244 250 857 1,475
stockoptionsincorsistentlyfortax ~ BoonMobil 2 115 48 1,082 1,247
DUM\H'SBMO‘CEF Amezon.com 119 6 78 1,014 1,217
. ook’ : WaltDisney 313 25 04 373 1,445
reportlrlg?r ) purposes. This Nike 281 218 132 3% 965
non-cash “expense”should not be Cormaast o0 67 05 19 953
deductible foreither tax or book HOAHoldings 75 1% 13 251 833
puposes Becaseoftrecomplaints Pepsi®o 133 114 117 450 814
aboutinconsistency,rulesinplace Mdonalds 51 n L 581 796
- - : GereralMills A 75 69 475 713
since 2000 QC)‘\‘Nreqtjlre NS a5 88 243 148 198 677
to lower their “book .proﬁtstotde TimeVamer 151 179 179 116 625
someaooount of options. But the M 154 167 P 203 616
book write-offsarestill usually Intel 159 122 49 23 613
oonsiderably lessthanwhat the United Technologies 4 103 115 324 606
, : Boeing 157 114 128 205 604
oonpmmtdeasﬂdeduc‘qom Nonsentto 44 i, 2 o £57
Thetspecausetheoadly-cesgned yyionpaifc 2 18 7 28 554
ruesrequirethevalueofthestodk  TimeviamerCable e 141 % 148 474
optionsfor book purposss tobe YumBrands 50 42 a4 336 472

calculated—orguessed at—when  These 25campanies $5,339  $6,590  $3658 $14,099 $29636
: ’ All 258 companies $9,233 $10423 $7,233 $24771 $51,660

deductionsrefiect theaciualValle o g res induce both feceral ad st tax savings

when the optionsareexercised.

Because companies low-ball the estimated values for book purposes, they usually end up with bigger tax
deductions then they deduct from the profits they report toshareholders®

Somemembersof Congresshave takenaimat this remaining inconsistency. In February of 2013, Senator
Carl Levin (D-MI) introduced the “Cut Unjustified Loopholes Act,”which includesa provision requiring
compeniesto treatstock options thesame for both book and tax purposes, aswell as makingstock option
compensationsubject to the $1 million cap on corporate tax deductions for topexecutives’ pay.

®The value of thess “exoesstax benefits” from stock options is reported in corporateannual reports, and we take it into account in calaulatingthe
teres that compeniesactually pay.See the Methodology at theend of thisstudy formore details.
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Levin calculatesthat over the pesteight years U'S. companies have consistently taken far higher stock-
option tax write-offs than they reported as book expensss.

199 corporations in the sample disclosad their “excessstock-option tax benefits” for at lesst one year in
the 2008-15 period, which lowered their texes by a total of $51.6 billion over eight years. (Someother
compenies enjoyedstock option benefits, but did not disclosathem fully.) The taxbenefits ranged from
ashighas $5.8 billion for Facebook over theeight years to only tiny amounts for a few compenies. Just
25 companiesenjoyed 57 percent of the total excess tax benefits fromstock options disclosed by all of
our 258 compenies, getting $29.7 billion of the $51.6 billion total.

Industry-specific tax breaks. The federal tax codealso provides tax subsidies to compeniesthet
engee in cerfain ectivities. Forexample: ressarch (very broadly defined); drilling for oil and ges;
providingaltemativesto oil and ges; meking video games; ethanol production; maintaining railroad
tracks; building NASCAR race tracks; meking movies, and awide variety of activities that special
interestshave persuiaded Congress need to besubsidized through the tax code.

Oneof these special interest tax breeks is of particular importance to long-time tax avoider General
Electric. Itis oxymoronically titled the “activefinancingexception” (thejoke is that finencing isgenerally
considered to beaquintessentially pessive activity). This tax bregkallows finencial compenies (GE hesa
mejor financial branch) to pay no taxes on foreign (or ostensibly foreign) lending and lessing, apperently
while deducting theinterestexpenses ofengeginginsuch activities from their US. taxable income. ( This
isanexception to thegeneral rule that US.corporationscan defer their US taxes on offshore profitsonly
if they fake the formof active income rather then pessiveincome.) This tax breskwes repesled in 1986,
which helped put GE back on the tax rolls. Butt the tax breek wes reinstatted, allegedly “temporarily,” in
1997 ,and hasbeen periodically extendedever since, ata current cost of more than $5 billionayear.We
don’'tknow how much of this perticular faxsubsidy goes to GE, but in itsannual report, GE hessingled
out the potentialexpiration of the “activefinancing” loopholeas one of thesignificant “Risk Factors’the
company faes 10

Notably,the “activefinencing” loophole is one of dozens of narromy-targeted temporary tex giveaways
that weremede permanentat theend of 2015. These tax breaks, known collectively as the “extenders,”
have been routinely renewed temporarily for decades. Perhaps the most significant step toward tax

° GE's2012 Annual Report states: “GEssffective tax rateis reduced becauseactive businessincomeeamedand indefinitely reinvested outside the
UnitedStatesis texed at less then the U Srate A significant portion of this reductiondepends upona provision of U S taxlaw that defers the imposition of
US taxon certain active financial servioss income until that income is regettriatedto the UnitedStatesasadividend... . Intheewvent the  provisionis not
extendedafter 2013, . .. weexpect oureffective tax rateto increasesignificantlyafter 2014
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faimess that Congress could take would be to reverse courseand eliminate those texextenders that it
mack permanentandallow the rest of theextenders toexpire onceand forall.

“MANURPACTURING’ DCESNOT MEANWHAT YOU THINKITVEANS

When Congressionaltax writerssignaled their intention to enact a new fax bresk for domestic
menufecturing income in 2004, lobbyists began a feeding frenzy to define both “domestic’and
‘menufecturing’ ssexpansively as possible. Asa result, current beneficiaries of the tax breek includemining
and ail, coffee roesting (aspecial fvor to Starbucks, which lobbied heavily for indusion)andeven
Hollywood film production. The Walt Disney corporatithesdisclosed receiving $1.48 billion in texbregks
from this provision over the pesteight years, presunrebly from  itsfilm production work. World\VWiestling
Entertainment hes disclosed receiving tax bregks for its “‘domesticrmenufacturing” of wrestling-related filns.
And we weresurprised to find that Silicon Valley-besed OpenTablewhich “manufactures”only online
restaurant resenations, hassomehow found awaly to claim this taxbresk.

President Obarma sensibly proposed scaling back the domestic menufacturing deduction to prevent big ol
and ges compenies from claiming it, but a better gpproach would be tosimply repedl this fexbresk. Ata
minimum, Congressand the Trump Administration should takesteps toensure that the compenies
claiming thismisguided giveewayareengeced insomething thet can at leest plausibly be described 28
menufacturing

What about the AM T? The corporateAltemative Minimum Tax(AMT ) wes revised in 1986 to
ensure thet profitable corporations paysome suibstantial amount in income taxes no matter how meny tax
bregks theyenjoyunder the regular corporatetax. Thecorporate AMT (unlike the much-maligned
personal AMT ) wes particulerly designed tocurb lessing tax shelters that had allowed corporationssuch
a8 Gereral Electric toavoidmost or all of their regullar tax ligbilities

But lawsenacted in 1993 and 1997 at the behest of corporate Iobbyists sharply weekened the corporate
AMT and now hardly any compenies pay the tax. In fact, menyaregetting rebatesfor pest AM T payments
In late2001, US. House of Representatives leadersattermptedto repeal the corporate AM T entirelyand
givecompeaniesinstant refunds forany AMT they had paidsince 1986. Public outcry stopped that
outrageousplan, but the AM T remainsasnell of its former self that will requiresustantial reform if it isto
onceggainachieve itsgoal of curbing corporate taxavoidance.
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WHOLCEES FROMIQCRRCRATE TAXAVOIDANCE?

Low-and no-tax companiesmay be happyabout their ability toavoid hugeamounts in taxesevery yeer,
but our current corporate income taxmess is not good for the rest of us. The losersunder this

systeminclude:

The general public. Asasnareoftheeconomy,corporate tax paymentshavefallen dramaticallyover
the lestquarter century.So one obviousgroup of losers fromgrowing corporate taxavoidenceis the
general public, which hasto pay more for —and/or get less in — publicservices, orelse facemounting
national debt burdens that must be paid for in the future.

Disadvantaged companies. Almostasobviousishow thewidevariationin tax ratesamong
industries, andamongcompanieswithin particular industries, gives relatively high-tax companiesand
industriesa legitimatecomplaint that federal tax policy ishelping their competitorsat theirexpense. The
tebleon pege8showed howwidely industry tax ratesvary. The detailed industry tablesstartingon page
36show that discrepancieswithin industriesalso bound. Forexample:

+ Honeywell Internationaland Deereboth produce industrial mechinery.But over the 2008-15
period, Deerepaid 31 percentof itsprofitsin US.corporate income taxes, while Honeywell paida
tex rate of only 14.9 percent.

« Aercspace giant Boeing peid an eight-year federal tax rateof 54 percent, while competitor
General Dynamicspaid 27.0 percent.

- Household products meker Kimberly-Clark peid an eight-year rateof 16.9 percent, while
competitor Clorox paid 28.1 percent.

- Pramnaceutical firm Eli Lilly paid 17 percent of itseight-year U S profitsin federal income
taves, while Biogen IDEC paid 35.3 percent.

- TimeWamer Cablepeid 7.8 peroent over eight years, while its competitor Comeast paid 239
peraent.

The U.S. economy. Besidesbeingunfair, thefact that thegovemment is offering much larger tax
subsidies tosome companiesand industries than others isalso poor economic policy. Such asystem
artificially boocststhe rateof retumn for tax-favored industriesand compeniesand reduces the relative rate
of return for those industriesand compenies thetare less favored. Tobesure, compenies thet push for tax
breeksargue that the “incentives’ will encourage useful activities.
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But the idea that the government should tell businesses what kinds of investments to meke conflicts with
our besiceconomic philosophy that consumer demendand free markeisshould be the test of which
privateinvestmentsmekesense.

Tobesure, most of the time, tax bresks don't have much effect on bushessbehavior. Afterall, companies
don'tlobby to have thegovernment tell themwhat to do.VWhy would they? Instead, they ask for suibsidies
to reward them for doingwhat they would do anyway. Thus toalarge degree, corporate tax subsidiesare

simply aneconomically useless weste of resources.

Indeed, corporateexecutives (asopposed to their lobbyists) often insist that tax subsidies are not the besis
for their investment decisions. Other things, they say, usually matter much more, including dermend for
their products, production costsand so forth.

But not all corporate tax subsidiesare merely useless waste. Making some kinds of investments more
profitablethan others through tax breskswill sometimes shift capital away fromwhat'smost economically
beneficialand into lower-yieldactivities Asa result, the flow of capital isdiverted in favor of those
industries that heve been most aggressive in the political marketplace of VWeshington,D.C.at theexpense
of long-termeconomicgrowth.

State governments and state taxpayers. Theloopholesthet reduce federal corporateincome
taxescut statecorporate income taxes, too,since statecorporate tax systerms generally take federal taxeble
income as their starting point in computing texablecorporate profits ! Thus, when the federal
governmentallows corporationstowrite off their machinery fester then it wearsout or toshift US.
profitsoverseesor toshelter earnings fromoil drilling, most statesautometically doso, too. Itsa
mathematical truismthat lowand decliningstate revenues fromoorporate income texes meanshigher
state taves on other state taxpayers or diminished stateand local publicservicss.

The integrity of the tax system and public trust therein. Ordinary taxpeyershevearight to
besuspiciousandeven outraged about a tax code that seemsso tilted toward politically well-connected
compenies. Inatax system that by necessity must rely heavily on the voluntary compliance of tensof
millions of honest taxpayers, maintaining public trust isessential — and that trust isendangered by the
specter of widespread corporate tax avoidance. The fect that the lawallows Americaisbiggest compenies
toshelter aimost helf of their US profitsfrom tax, while ordinary wege-eamershave to report every penny
of theirearings, hes to undermine public respect for the tax system.

T Over the pest decads, companieshave been extrarmely sggressiveat avoiding state taxes by shifting profits not only ofishore, but also fromstates
thet would tex them into states thet don't. Inaddition, most statesalso provide their ownset of business tex bresks or ebataments beyond the federal
ores, although these often involve taxes other then corporate income taes.
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APLEARCREETTERDIS1O8URE

Determining tax rates paid by the nation'sbiggest and most profitable corporations shouldn't be hard.
Lawmekers, the mediaand the general publicshould all haveastraightforward way of knowing whether our
tax system requires compenies like General Electric to pay their fair share. But infect, it'san incredibly difficult
enterprise. Evenveterananalystsstruggle to understend the often cryptic disclosures in: corporateannual
reports And manyamateurscome up with (and unfortunetely publish) hugely mistekenresults. Thefect that it
took usso much timeandeffort to complete this report illustrates how desirable it would be if compenies
would provide the publicwith clearerand moredetailed informationabout their federal income taxes,

The best way to provide the media, lavmeakersand the public the information they need to meke informed
decisionsabout our nation’s tax code would be to require compenies to publicly disclose key financial dataon
aoountry-by-oountry besis. Ideally, thiswould include the disclosure of total revenues, profit, income tax paid,
tax cash expense, stated capital, accumulated eamings, number of employees ona full-time besis, and book
value of tangibleassats onacountry-by-country besis. For meny compenies that will already have to file
country-by-country reportsto the Intemal Revenue Sarvice (IRS) in the coming years, providing this
information in finencial statementswould represent little to noadditional oost.

Ataminimumweneed astraightforwerd siatement of whet they paid in federal taxes on their US profits,

and the ressonswhy those taxes differed from the statutory 35 percent corporate tex rate. This
informationwould be amegjor help, not only toanalystsbut also to policymekers.

AMinimumBenchmark forCorporate TaxDisclosure inAnnual Financial Reports

1  Pretaxprofits as reported toshareholders US. profits Foreign profits
2  Inoome taxes on those profits— B profits (n foreign profits
(@) Inoretaespaid or payableonretum foryear, includingeffectsof o Tosategvts | Toforigngavs  To Tostaegovs
canbads 9 9 9
(b) Incometaxesdeferred (not yet paidandnot payebleonretumforyear) | BlBgovt  Bystategovs | Byfoeigngovis  BylBgout Bystetegovis
3 Detailsoninoome taxes paid and not paid S profits (n foreign profits
(a) Listofallsignificantitarsreducingor incressing taebleincame {Bfederdl state Foreigngovis (Bfecera UBstate
oompared toprofits reportedabove (withdollar amounts)
(b) Taebleinoome (profits lessitars listedebove) Bfederal state Foeigngovs  UBfeceral (Bstate
(©) Taxpeidorpayebleonretum foryear beforecredits, including the )
efiecisofcanybeds {Bfederal state Foreigngovts (Bfecera {Bstate
(d) Qeditstakenonretum for taebleyear (listingdetailsanddoliar {Bfederal state Foreigngovis (Bfecerdl {Bstale
amounts) including theeffectsofcamybedks
(e) Taxaftercredits(shouidequal line2(@)abowe) WSl State Foreigngovts WSkl LBsiate

Notes: "Significant” mearsany itemthat reduces orincreasss iaeble income by nore then 3 peroent, or in thecase of aredlits redusss tiax before crediits by more then
peroent. Harsnot listed separately because they arenot “significant” shouldbe reported in theaggregate. Tax itars that undercurent reporting arenct listedinthe tax
footrote, forexarple, taxbenefits framstockoptions, should be included in the tax figures reported uncer therulesoutlired doove.
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TAXREFORM (& DEFCRV) CPTIONS

Morethen thirty yearsafter major loophole-closingcorporate tax reformswereenacted under Ronald
Reegan in 1986, meny of the problens thatt thase reforms were designed toaddresshave reemerged —along
witha dizzyingarray of new corporate tax-avoidance techniques. But these problems can be resoved. The
discussion of taxgiveemayselsewherein this report providesaclear readmepto  the types of reforns
lawmekersshould consider

+ Repedling the rule allowing US.corporationsto “cefer” their US taxes on their offshore profits
s0 there would be no tax incentive toshift profits to ofishore tax havens or jobs to lower-tax
countries Relatedly, compeniessnould be required to immediately pay what they owe on their
unrepatriatedeamings

« Limiting theability of techand other companies to use executive stock options to reduce their
taxes by generating phentom “costs’ these compenies never actually incur.

« Havingset “bonus depreciation”onapath towardexpirationat theend of 2019, Congresscould
take the next step and repeal the rest of accelerated depreciation, too. Ataminimum, lavakers
should notexpend these tax bregksby allowing for the immediateexpensing of capital investments.

« Reinstatingastrongoorporate Altlemative Minimum Tax that really does the job it wes
originally designed todo.

« |ncrease transparency by requiring country-by-country public disclosure of company finencial
information, through filings to the Securitiesand BExchange Commission. (ssepege 20)

Sedly, these sensible proposalsbeer little ressmblance to the “reform’”idess put forth by some members
of Congress. Corporate tax legislation now being promoted by many on Capitol Hill ssemsfixated on
the misguided notion thatasagroup, corporationsare now either paying the perfectamount in federal
income taxes or are paying too much. Many members of Congressseem  intent on meking chenges thet
would make it essierand more lucrative for compenies foshift taxable profits,and potentidly jobs,
oversees Lawmekerssnould reject the push toaterr itorial taxsystemor theimplementationof border
adjustrment, both of whichwould likely increese, not decreese, offshore taxavoidance.

Real, revenue-raisingcorporate tax reform iswhat most Americanswent and what our country needs” Our
elected officials should stop kowtowing to the loophole lobbyistsand stand up for the majority of Americans.

2 CTJscomprehensive plan for &ir, revenue-raising tax reform can be found atwwwictj org/ pdf/ texreformadetails pdf
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YEAR-BY-YEARDETAILSONGOVIPANIESPAYINGNO INCOVETAX

29 Coporations Paying No Inoome Tax in2015

Copary (Gmilliars) 2015P0fit 2015Tax  2015Rate Capary ($milliors) 015Pofit  2015Tx  2015Rate
Netflix 7 2B 2B BeonVobil 150 2 A0k
Ancersons 3% 4 —127P% DominionResoures 2746 B 0%
DavorEnengy 1861 2%  —127P% RepooHbldings 43% 3 0%
RGRECO. & -8  -105% SeteStreslCo. 105 6 -0&%
WisoonsinEnergy ® -9 -10.% DiEreny %4 3 0%
CorstellatiorBrands 50 -5  -98% RensuaEopofArenica 48 4 0F%
InfemetioneBUsinesiVichines 5767 -1 53 Areen 6 2 0%
Qo 208 188 -53% BesoucEney 132 2 01%
Gorsolicateddison 170 -8  -49% Amestreny 504 — —
Suthem 36 177 —-48% QVEFreny 1 — —
Spraegy 113 49 -4 Duedeyy 3800 — —
FRL U3 B 28 Nsoure 34 — —
Harris 1001 7 -25% Yectrey 30 — —
XcelEnergy 155 -3 —24% Wiliars 87 — —

AQ Resourcss 566 -1 20% 10

28 Comporations PayingNo Inoome Tax in2014

Cavpay (Gmilios)  2014Profit 204Tax 2014Rate Gavpary (millios) 2014Profit  2014Tax  2014Rate

Phillips\enHeusn % 4 10D ArPodosdenia 548 6 —1.1%
FirsErergy £33 1R 54 Speey A —10 —1.1%
RepaoHbldings 406 137 —337% DominionResoures 1,748 11 —06%
DerderRestaurants 191 -8 —146% TimMamrer 4616 % —06%
0z 3] 170 285 -13.1% ConsolicktedEdison 1,601 9 —06%
Grmunity Heith Setams 28  -® -7 RorSsEm 20 - 0%
Pricliream 73 9 2% Wilars 367 9 0%
WiscorsirEnergy 82 44 -51% Besurdegy 1273 -3 0%
XcelEnergy 1538  -73 —48% StateStreetom. 1,097 1 —0.0%
RGREO. 186 -84 —48% Amoegy 471 — —
Areen 101 & 3P QVBEety 7io¢! — —
Qulomm 3213 -8 -31% Dukefrey 350 — —
InterpublicGroup %5 6 —16% Nexteebneny 3674 — —
DERety 1251 -6 13 Neue 80 — —
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32 Corporations PayingNo Inoome Taxin2013

Corpary Gmilliors) 013Pofit 2013Tx 013Rate Corpary Gmilios)  013Pofit  2013Tx  2013Rate
InfemetionaPaper 480 -6 —1425% Netflix 158 9 5%
Domter % 15 —410% Dukefneryy 3357 23 3%
AL 1% 75 -385% Sectebneny B4 R 34%
RepaoHbldings 48 128 —292% Boeing 596 19 3%
Priceline.com B -9 —2A6% XelFey 1425 46 3%
FirsEreny 50 118 -236% Williams 721 7 24%
RRDorelle83s 6 -5 -233% AmericarBectricFoner 2081 45 2%
RERED. 112 218 —194% Westrock 614 13 2%
Areren 4 118 —147% NSuee 762 6 21%
Windstream 28 -7 —NPh VerrGarmmunications 1228 97 1%
JPMorgarChess8(o. 12486 1420  —114% RoeSstem 20 4 A%
Mossic 23 -5 —112% PrircipalFirercial 1,00 10 0%
Reinsuranasoup ofAmerica 473 52 —110% ChlevisorSstams 197 1 06k
Sarpreny 83 70 7% Qe 427 1 0%
WisorsirEnergy 810 -850  -60% AtresFreny %5 — —
NexErdEnergy 2452 145  —5%% QVERery 720 — —

34 Comporations Paying No Income Tax in 2012

Company ($-millions)
Facebook

Dominion Resources
TexasIrstruments
HealthNet

Principal Finencial
PepooHoldings
NiSource
WisoorsinEnergy
CablevisionSystens
PublicServiceEnterpriseGroup
Firsttnergy
Semprabnergy
MDUResources
Md<esson

RREComp.
SouthwestAirlines
wa

1,062

2012Profit 2012 Tax

2012Rate
—404%
-R2.0%
—25.25%
—24%%
-16.3%
-158%
-15.3%
-14.3%
-12%%
-10.1%
—94%
—8%%
—78%
—74%
—12%
—6.7%
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Company ($milliors) 2012 Profit

Bversourcebrergy
Praxair

Oneok

Entergy
DiSHNetwork
Westrock
AmericanBlectricPower
DukebErergy
RyderSystem
Trinity Industries
Goming
InterpublicGroup
Qualcomm
Corsolidated Edison
Priceline.com

Nexttrabnergy

2012Tax  2012Rate

2 -38 —4.8%
870 -6 —4.1%
571 -2 -3.8%
1,2%6 —48 =3.7%
973 -36 =3.™%
39 -13 -35%
1,787 52 —2%%
1,792 —46 —26%
20 -5 —2.3%
39 -6 -1.™%
495 —4 —08%
363 -3 —08%
3,925 =27 —08%
1,712 -13 —08%
&4 -1 —0.7%
2589 —4 —02%
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Priceline.com

32 Coporations Paying No Inoome Tex in2011

Garpary ($milliors)
WisorsinEnergy
A3 Resources
Windstream
PitreyBowes
Firsttnergy
Travelers.

Boeing
Pricelineaom
IntermationaPper
RRDorelle8Srs
FRBEop.

Oneck
HCAHbldings

FecEx

CentunyLink
Devorrergy

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

75
2%
417
386
1,440
1230
5105
10
83
131
1,146

3,198
2,136

349

201Pofit 2011Tax  2011Rate Gompary Gmillirs)

011Pofit 2011Tax  2011Rate

—319% AirProducts&Chermicals 614 25 —40%
~303% Amosregy 36 1 -3P%
—2B5% ATET 1N 42 3%
—2 7% Areren 834 27 -32%%
—169% NSoure 468 4 3%
~155% NOURSOUIGES 33 8 2%
~126% Dereher 1,183 27 2%%
~106% DukeEnergy 1,759 37 2%
—87% IntepublicGrowp 407 6 1%
7% ReinsurareeEoupofAmenica 453 7 A%
—6% NexEaegy 2441 B &%
—6.1% SpertariNesh 50 0 08
5% DaminionResoures 2153 3 —0&%
—50% CblevisorBstars 401 2 0%
—4.P% Westrock 163 0 0%

02%
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Appendix 1: VETHDOLOGY

Thisstudy isan in-depth look at corporate faxes over the pesteight years. It issimilar toaseries of widely-
citedand influential studies by Citizens for TaxJusticeand the Instituteon Taxationand Economic
Policy,starting in the 1980sand most recently in 2014. The new report covers 258 large Fortune 500
corporations,and analyzes their US profitsand corporate income texes from 2008 t02015. Owver the
eight-year period, these compeniesreported $3.8 trillion in pretax U S profits,and, onaverage, paid tax
on just over half thatamount.

1. Ghoosing theCompanies

Our report is besed on corporateannual reportstoshareholdersand thesimilar 10K foms that
corporationsare required to file with the Securitiesand Exchange Commission. Werelied onelectronic
versions of these reportsfrom the compenies websitesor from the SECweb site.

Aswe pursied our analysis, we gradually eliminated compenies from the study besed on two criteria:
either (1) acompenylost money inany one of theeight years; or (2) acompany'sreport did not provide
sufficient informetion for us toaccurately determine its domestic profits, current federal income taxes or
both. This left uswith the 258 companiesin our report.

Somecompeniesdid not report datafor all of theeight years between 2008 and 2015, either because their
initial public offering oocurred after 2008 or because they werespun off of parent companiesafter 2008.
Weincluded these compenies in thesampleonly if they reported dataforat lesst 6 of the 8 years.

The total net federal income taxes reported by our 258 companiesover theeight yearsamountedto40
percentofall net federal corporate income tax collections in that period.

2 MethodofCalaulation

Conceptually,our method for computingeffective corporate tax rates wes straightforward. First,a
comypeany'sdomestic profitwes determined and then current stateand local taxesweresubtractedtogive
usnet US pretax profits before federal income taxes. (Weexcluded foreign profitssince U S incorme texes
rarely apply to them, because the taxes are indefinitely “deferred’or are offset by credits for taxes paid to
foreign govermnments.) Ve then determined acompany'sfeceral current income taxes. Current texesare
those thatacompany is obligated to pay during the year, they do not include taxes “deferred due to
various federal “tax incentives’ such as ancelerated depreciation. Finally, we divided current US. taxes by
pretax US profits to determineeffective tax rates.”

 Theeftective federal income tax rateswe report in thisstudyshould not be confusad with en item that companiesinclude in their annual reports
with theunfortunatelysimilar neme “effectivetax rate” This latter number isaconglomerationof US, stateand foreign income taxes, including
income taes paidand income taxes not peid (ie, deferred). Itismeaningless for understanding what compenies ectually pay in US tases.
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A. Issues in measuring profits.

Thepretax U S profitsreported in thestudy aregenerally as the compenies disclosed them. In afew casss,
if companiesdid not separate U S, pretaxprofits from foreign, but foreign profitswere obviously sall,
we medeour own geographicallocation, besed onageographic breekdown of operatingprofitsminusa
proratedsnareof any expenses not included therein (eg, overhead or inferest), or we estimeted foreign
profitsbesed on reported foreign taxes or reported foreign revenues asashare of total worldwide profits.

Meany compenies report “nonocontrolling inferest” income, which is usually included in total reported pre-
taxincome. Thisisincome of asubsidiary that is not taxable income of the parentcompany VWhen
substential noncontrolling incomeweas disclosed, wesubtracted it from US and/ or foreign pretax
income.

Wheresignificant, weadjusted reported pretax profits for several iterms to reduce distortions. In the
second half of 2008, the U S financial systemimploded, takingour economy down with it. By the fourth
quarter of 2008, no one knew for sure how the federal government’s financial rescue planwould work.
Many banks predictedbig future loan losses, and took big book write-offs for these pessimisticestimates
Commodity prices for things like oil and gesand metals plummeted,and meny compenies that owned
such assets booked “impaimment charges” for their supposed long-erm decline in value. Compenies
that hed aoquired “goodwill” and other “intengibleassets’ from mergers calculated the estimated future
retumson theseassets and if these were lower than their “carryingvalue” on their books, took big book
“impaimentcharges.”All of these book write-offswere non-cashand had noeffect on either current
income taxes or acompany'scash flow.

Asit tumed out, the finencial rescue plan, supplemented by the best parts of theeconomicstimulus
programadoptedinearly 2008, suctseded inaverting the Depression that manyeconomistshad worried
could have heppened. Commodity prices recovered, the stock merket boomed, and corporateprofits
zoomed upward. But in one of the oddities of book accounting, the impainment chargescould notbe
reversed.

Hereishowwe dealt with thessextraordinary non-cash charges, plus “restructuring charges,” that would
otherwise distort annual reported book profitsand effective fax rates:

1. Smoothing adjustments
Someof ouradjustmentssimply resssign booked expensss fo the yearsthat theexpenses wereactually
incurred. These “amoothing”adjustmentsavoid aberrationsin one year fo thenext.

a ‘Provisiarsfor loen lossss” by financial companies: Rather then using estimatesof future losses we
generally replaced compenies’ projected future loen losses with actual lcen charge-offs kess
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recoveries. Over time, these two approaches converge, but using actual lcen charge-offsismore
aoourateand avoids year-to-year distortions. Typically, financial compeniesprovidesufficient
information toallow thiskind of adjustment to beallocated geographically.

b. Rstructuringchangss”- Sometimes companiesannouncea plan for futurespending (suchas the
cost of laying offemployess over the next few years) and will booka chargefor the totalexpected
cost in the year of the announcement. In cassswhere these restructuring chargesweresignificantand
distorted year-by-year income, we reallocated the costs to the year the money wasspent (allocated
geographically).

2. “Impairments”

Compenies that booked “impainment” charges typically went togreat lengths toassure investorsand
stockanalysts thet these charges hed no real effect on the compenies’ earmnings. Some companiessimply
excluded impaimnent charges from thegeographicallocation of their pretax income. Forexample,
Conoco-Phillipsassigned its 2008 pretax profits to three geographicaress, “UnitedStates,” Foreign,”
and “Goodwill impaimment,” implying that thegoodwill impaimment chargg, if it had any real existence
atall, wes not related toanything on this planet. Inaddition, meny analysts havecriticized these non-
csh impaiment chargesas misleading, andeven “acharade.™ Here is howwe treated “impaimrent
charges™

a Impainmentchargesfor goodwill (andintangibleassats with indefinitelives) do not affect future
book income, since they are not amortizable over time. Veadded these chargesback to reported
profits, allocating themgeographically besed on geographic information that companiessupplied, or
asa last resort by geographic revenue shares

b Impaiment charges toassets (tangible or intangible) that are deprecicble oramortizableon the
bookswill affect future book income somewhat ( by reducing future book write-offs,and thus in-
creesing future book profits). But big impaiment charges still hugely distort current year book profit.
Soasageneral rule, wealso added these badk to reported profits if the chargesweresignificant.

¢ Cavest: Impeimmentsof assets held for sale soon werenot added back

All significant adjustments to profits made in the study are reported in the compeny-by-compeny notes.

4 Orearticle describesgoodwill impeimrent charges s “aludicrous charade” “which everyoneand their brothersandsistersdismiss ss merely the
result of anarbitrary recalculation of anarbitrary calculation.”
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B. Issues in measuring federal income taxes.

The primary source for current federa income taxes wes the compenies’ income tax notesto their
finencial statements. From reported current taxes, we subtracted “excess tax benefits” fromstock
options (if any),which reduced companies’ tax payments but which are not reportedasa reduction
incurrent faxes, but are instead reported separately (typically in compenies' cash-flow statements).
Wedivided the tax benefits fromstock options between federal and state taxes besed on the relative
statutory tax rates (using anationalaveragefor thestates).All of the non-trivial tax benefits from
stock options thatwe foundare reported in the compeny-by-companynotes.

3. Negative taxrates

A “negative’effective tax ratemeans that acompeny enjoyed a tax rebate. Thiscan oocur by carrying
back excess fax deductionsand/ or credits toanearlier year or yearsand receivinga tax refund check
fromthe US Tressury Department. Neggtive tax ratescan also result from recognition of tax benefits
claimed onearlier years' tax returns, but not reported as tax reduction inearlierannual reports
because compenies did notexpect that the IRSwould allow the tax benefits. Ifandwhen these
“Uncertain tax benefits” are recognized, they reducea companies reported current income fax in the
year thet they are recognized. See the appendix on pege 30 for a fuller discussion of “uncertain tax
berefits”

4. Higheffective taxrates

Tenof the compenies in our study reportefiectiveeight-year US federa income tex ratesthatare
slightly higher then the 35 percent official corporate tex rate. Indeed, in particuler years some
compeniesreport effective US fax rates that are much higher then 35 percent. This phenomenon is
wually duetotares thatweredeferred in the pest but thateventually came due. Such “turnarounds”
ofteninvolve accelerated depreciation tax bresks, which usually do not turnaroundso longas
compeniesare continuing to incresse or maintain their investmentsin plantandequipment. But
these tax bregkscan tumaround if new investmentsfall off (forexample, becauseabadeconomy
mekes continued new investments temporarily unprofiteble).

5. Industryclassifications
Becausesome companies do business in multiple industries, our industry classificationsare far from

perfect Wegererally, but notalways, besed themon Forture'sindustry classifications.

The 35Percent Corporate TaxMvih 28

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA ED_001523_00000854-00033



APPENDIX2:

Why the “aurrentfecieral incame taaﬁat\,%?oratmdmcm intheirannual
repQrisare the best (and only) meesureof what corporations really pay (ordon't
pay) infederal inone tax

Somearalystsand jourmalists, alongwith some corporations, havecomplained that the “currentincome
taxes” reported by corporationsunder cath in theirannual reportsare not a true messure of the income
taves that corporations actually pay. This complaint ismostly incorrect. Infact, “currentincome taxes”
withasometimes important downward adjustment that we meke for “exaessstock option tax berefits”
areagood assessmentof companies' taxsituations andare the only available messureof what
corporationspay in income taxes broken down by payments to the federal govemiment state
govemmentsand foreigngovernments.

Our report focuses on the federal income tax that compeniesare currently payingon their US profits.
So we look at the current federd tax expense portion of the income tax provision in the financial
staterments. The “deferred”portion of the tax provision is tax besed on the current year income but not
due vet becauseof the differencesbetween calculating income for finencial statementpurposesand for
tax purposes. When those timing differences turn around, if they ever do, the related taxes will be
reflectedin the current taxexpense ™

Thefederal current taxexpense is just exactly what the companyexpectsitscurrent yeer faxbill tobe
when it files its fax retum. If the calculation of the income tax provision wes done perfectly, the current fax
expense (after adjusting for excessstock option taxdbenefits) would exactly equal the totalamount of tax
shown on the tax return. But the income tax provision is calculated in February as the company is
preparing its 10K for filing with the Securritiesand Exchenge Commission (SEC),and the compeny’stax
retum isn'tusually filed until September While the compeny’stax retum is prepared over those several
months, thingswill be found that weren’taccounted for in the finencial statementincome tax provision,
and numbers thet wereestimated in February will be refined for theactual retum. Thosesmall differences
will be included in the following year's current taxexpense, but the impact on our calculationsis minirel
(especiallybecausewe look at the ratesover aperiod of years). I the differences inany one yearwere
meaterial, acoounting rules would require the compeny fo restate their prior year financials

® Compeniesalsoexplinin their taxfoomnotewhy the income tax provision ism'tesectly 35% (the U Sstatutory rate) in their “rate recorciliation.”
Itmight show, for earmple, that “U S Business Credits” reduced their total worldwideeffective tax rateby 4 £/ or that “Taxon Global Activities”
reduced their totelworldwideeffective tax rate by 19.7% But this disclosureis areconciliationof their worldwideeffective rate, besed on the total of
currentand deferred taxes, and doesn'ttell youmuch, ifanything, aboutwhat they arecurrently paying in US taxes.
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Thecomplaintsthat “curmentincome taxes” are not an accurate messure of taxesactually peid meke two
meain points:

A. Excessstock option tax benefits: Thefirst,essily dismissed complaint is that “current
incometaxes’ do not includesome of the tax benefits that corporationsenjoy whenemployessexercise
stockoptions. Thatiscertainly true. But our study doessubtract those “exaessstock option tax berefits’
fromcurrent income taxes in the tax resuliswe report.

B. Dubious tax benefits: Amoreinteresting, butalso flanedargumentagainst the use of
current income taxes (lessstock option tax benefits) involves the accounting treatment of dubious fax
benefits that companiesclaimon their tax retums but are not allowed to report on their books until
andif these claimed tax benefitsareallowed.

Dubious tax benefits, officially knownas “uncertain tax positions’ and “unrecognized tax benefits"are
tax reductions thet corporationsclaimwhen they file their tax returns but which they expect the IRS (or
other faxing authority) to disallow.

Forexample, supposeacorporationon its 2013 fax retum tellsthe IRS that it owes $700 million in federal
income fax for the year.But the corporation’stax staff believes that onaudit, the corporationwill most
likely oweanadditional $300 million, because $300 million in tax benefits that the company claimed
onitstex returnare unlikely to beapprovedby the IRS. As a result, the corporation’scurrent income tax
for 2013 thet it reporis toshareholders (and that we calculate in our reports) will be $1,000 million, the
amount that the corporationexpectstoactually one in income taxes ™

After that, two things, in general, can happen:

1. More often than not. Suppose that, as the corporation’staxstaff predicted, the IRS in 2015
disallows the $300 million in dubious tax benefits claimed on the compeny’s2013 tax retum. In this
ca, the $1,000million in reported current income tax for 2013 will tum out to havebeen correct.
In2015, when the dubious tax benefitsare disallowed, the compenywill have to pay back the $300
million (plus inferestand perdlties) to the IRS. Reasoneblyenough, the corporationwill not report
that 2015 payback in its 2015 annual report toshareholders since it had alreedy reported itas peid
beckin2013.

'8 Dubious taxbenefitsare not booked sseithera current ora “deferred” tax benefit until and if they lose their dubliousness. Inits 2012annual
report, Amgen offersaconcise elanation of how dubious tax benefits are treated in finencid statements: “Vve recognize the texbenefitfroman
uncertain axpositiononly if it ismorelikely thannot that the tax pasitionwill besustainedonee@minationby the texingauthoritiesbesedon the
technical merits of the position.. .. Theamount of UTBs [unrecognizediaxbenefits] isadjustedes appropriatefor crengssinfectsand
circurstancss, such assignificent amendmentstoexisting tax law, new regulatiors or interpretatiorshby the taxingauthorities new information
obtainedduringataxeemination,or resolutionof aneamination.” Amgen 2015 10K, p.54 (pdf p.56).
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2. Occasionally. Supposeinstead that to thesurprise of the corporation’staxstaf, the IRS in 2015
allowssome or part of the $300 million in dubious tax benefits claimed back in 2013, In this case,
the corporationwill reduce its 2015 “currentincome tax” reported to shareholders by the allowed
amount of the dubious tax benefits previously claimed on the corporation’s 2013 tax retum.

But arguesomeanalysts, isn't the right answer togo backand reassign theeventually allowed dubious
tax benefits to 2013, the year they wereclaimed on the corporation’stax return? Theanswer is no, for
two ressons:

First, booking the corporation'staxwindfall in 2015, the year it was allowed by the IRS, mekeslogical
sense. That'sbecause until the IRSallowed the dubious tax benefits, it wes the judgment of the
compeny'staxexperts thet the companywes probably not legally entitled to those tax benefits. In
esence, the IRSsallowance ofall or part of the dubious tax benefits claimed on the compeny's2013
taxretum is thesameas the corporation receivingan unexpected tax refund in 2015.

It'sas if the company hed initially borrowed the money from the IRS, but expected to pay it back
(with inferest) VWhen and if the IRS “forgives’part or all of the “loan,” then the compeny recognizes
the tax benefit. Likewise, suppose you borrowmoney fromyouemployer with theexpectation that
you'll pay it back But later,youremployer forgives your debt. Youdidn't have to declare the loenas
incomewhen you borrowed the money, but you do haveto declareitas incomewhen theloen is
forgiven.

Second, even if one believed that the 2015 taxwindfall ought tobe reessigned to 2013, thereissimply
noway to doso. That'sbecause corporationsdo not disclosesufficient information in theirannual
reports to mekesuch aretroactive reallocation.”

7 Compeniesdo provideinformationon thegrowth or decline in theamount of dubious taxbenefits they haveoutstanding. Thisinfo isnot provided ona
geographic besis, however. Moreover, it does not distinguish between benefits allowed (which reduces theamount of outstending  dubious taxbergfits)
and berefits notallowed (which also reduced theamount of outstanding dubious taxbenefits) For these two reesons the  currently provided informetion
ondubious taxbenefitsis uselessfor our goal of messuring U S incorme taes paid on U S profits.
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C. Afinal point here, regarding a potentially useful measure called “cash income
taxes paid”: In theirannual reports toshareholders, corporationsalso reportsomethingcalled “casn
income taxes paid” Cash income taxes paid is net of stock option tax benefitsand doesnot include
“deferred” toes ™ Unlike current taxes, however, cash income taves paid subtracts dubious tex benefits
thetarelikely tobe reversed later (andadds those dubious tax benefitsifand when they arelater
reversed).

“Cashincome taxes paid” issometimes interesting, but it is useless for purposes of meesuring the federal
income taxes that US multinationa corporationspay on their US profits. That'sbecause “cashincome
texes paid” are not broken down by taxing jurisdiction. Instead, this messure lumps together US federal
income taxes, U S stateincome taxes, and foreign income taxes Sincemost big corporationsare
multinationals these days and aimost all aresubject to both federal and state income taves, that'sa fatal
defect.”

Even for purely domesticcorporations, “cashincome taxes paid” isa problemeaticmessure. It often fails to
metchincome inagiven yearwith the taxes paid for that year (sincecompaniesdon’tsettle upwith the
IRS until after agiven year isover). The cash payments macke during the year include querterly estimated
tax paymentsfor the current year, balances due on tax retums for prior years,and any refunds or addition-
al taxes dueasa result of tax retumexaminationsor losscarrybacks.

Tokeaue if ‘zeh iIncome Bes paid’were reported by taxing jurisdictionand betterlinked with the
pretaxincome inagiven year, then this messurecould be useful. Butas of now, it is not, except in oneway.
itsupports our use of current taxesasamessureof how much in taxes corporationsare really paying. If
you compareacompany'stotal current taxes (aftersubtracting the excess stock benefits) to cash taxes
paid overaperiod of years, youwill sse thet they aregenerally very close. The differences, ifany,suggest
thet the effective ratecorporationsare payingmay beeven less thenwhat we've calculated.

8 Both curmentand cash income taxes also include refunds of taxes peid in the pest if acormpany “carries back” “tax lossss” toearlier yearsand getsa. refuind
of previously paid texes. Thiscan oocurevenifacompany reports book profits. Current and cash income taes also autormaticaly include paymentsof
taes “defarred’ in the pest in the relatively unusual oocssions when those “defarred” es ectually come dueand arenot offset by additioral taxdeferraks,
(“Deferred taes” are taves thatare not paid in the current vear, but mey or mey not come due in future years).

® Thegood news regardingworldwide “cashincome taxes paid” is that, over tine, they areusually very similar toworldwide “curentincome taxes”  (less
stock option tex berefits). Infact, for the 258 corporationsin our study, the overall difference betweenworldwidecashand current isesover - the2008-15
periodwes lessthan 1 peroent.

For individual compenies, the 8-year current and cash tex figureswere also quitesimilar in most cases. Forhalf of the companies theeightyear worldwide
current and cash effective tax rateswereessentially identical (plus orminus 1 percentegepoint).For 70 percent of thecompanies the - 8year worldwide
currentand casheffective tax rateswere within 3 percentegepoints of each other,and for 84 percent of the companiesthe 8-year worldwide current and cash
effective tax rateswere within 5 percentagepoints of each other. For the hendful of outliers, goingbeckafewmoreyears - usually brings cashand current tees
beckintolinewith oneanother. The relatively amall exceptionsgenerallyssams to involvecompenies that are very eggressive in claiming dubious texbenefits
verr efteryear.Since it tEkes time for the taxauthorities to disallow these dubious taxbenefits, worldwide cash taxes paid over time by such compeniesare
typically sorrewhat lower then “curentincome taes” (less stock option benefits).
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APPENDIX 3:
Hfteennultinetional corporations thet donot provice plaLsible geographic
breskdowrsof their prefax profits PIOAEEP

Noticegbly missing fromour sample of 258 profitablecompaniesaresomewell-known multinational
corporations, such as Appleand Microsoft. They areexcluded becausewe do not believe the geographic
breskdownof their profitsbetween the U S.and foreign countries thet they report toshareholders

Formultinetional compenies weareat the mercy of compeniesaoccuratelyallocating their pretax profits
between US.and foreign in their annual reports. Hardlyanyonebut us cares about thisgeographicbook
allocation, yet fortunately for us, it appears that the great majority of compenies were reesonably honest
about it. BEven companiesthat areshifting U S profits to offshore tax havers generally do not meke the
implausibleclaim to their shareholders that such U S profitswereactually “foreign.”

Somecompenies, howaver, report geographic profit allocations that we find to be obviously ridiculous.
Indicatorsof ridiculousnessinclude:

«  Acompany reportsthetall oreven more than all of its pretax profits were foreign, even though most
of itsrevenuesandassetsarein the United States.

«  Acompeny reports U S taxes thatareavery highshareofwhat it calis its US profits, while its foreign
taesareavery lowshareofwhet it calis itsforeign profits.

«  Acompeny admits thet it hes used tax schemes tomove profits to low- or no-tax jurisdictions

«  Acompeny hesa largeamount of “unrecognized tax benefits” relative to the current income taves it
reports. These “UTBs  are tax reductions that compenies have claimed on their tax retumsbut do not
expect tobeallowed when their retumsareaudited (andare thus not allowed to be reportedas tax
savings to their shareholders). A substantial portion of U TBs involveschemes toshift profitsto tax
havers

Inour previous corporatestudies, we generally left out such suspicious companies. Inafew cases with
grave reservations, we included some potential “liar companies’ that we highly suspected medealot more
in the U Sand less overseas than they reported to their shareholders.

Inour current report, we have done better. \VWehave left out of our main analysis 15 compenieswhose
geographicallocationswe do not trust (and that we highly suspect haveshifted asignificant portion of
their US.profits, on paper, into tax havens).Vehave included in thisappendixsome informetionon
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these 15 compenies. Inatableon this pege, we show the worldwide pretax profits for thesesuspicious
companiesover the 2008-15 period, alongwith their worldwide income taxes and worldwide effective

taxrates.

Herearesome of the specific ressonswhy we aresugpicious of the 15 multinational compenieswe

excluded fromour mainstudy:
15 muitinational corporations that do not provide
plausible geographic breakdowns of their pretax profits
2008-15 Worldwide Worldwide cash

Com pretax profits income tax rate
Broedoom $4.1 33%
We&stem Digital 93 44%
NetApp 43 1.1%
Amgen 435 118%

eBay 236 152%%

Axle X567 165%
Googe 121 165%
Cloere 97 178%

Gleed Sences 31 178%
W\é&stem Union 88 18.1%

BVvC 21 18.1%
Johnson &Johreon 1310 182%%
Abbott Laboratories 384 195%
Micosoft 1883 198%
Os03stes 75 206%

All 15 companies $1,027.6 17.5%

NOTE: "Cash" income faxes differ from "current” income taxes primarly because they are
net of “unrecognized tax benefits” "UTBs" are fax reductions that companies have
clamed on their tax retums (and have reduced their actual tax payments), but are not
alloved fo be repoted as lowering taxes fo their sharcholders because companies
expect that the tax benefits will not be allowed when their retums are audited (eg., by the
IRS). Cash income taxes incude US. federal & stale taxes and foreign taxes. The fotal
"cash" faxes paid by these 15 companies were 11 percent less than the "curent’ faxes

Abbott Laboratoriessays thet only
7 percent of its 2008-15 pretax
profitswereearned in the United
States, despite the fact thet it says 40
percent of its revenueswere in the
US Thecompenyalsosaysthet its
current US. federal income faxrate
on that tiny share of its profitswes 98
peraent! In contrast, Abbottsaysits
foreign current tex rateon its
purported foreign profitswes only

162 percent.

«Amgen says that only 38 percent of
itsprofiswereeamedinthe US,

despite the fect that itsays 78
peraent of its revenueswere in the
US ltclaimstohavepaida25.3
percent axrateinthe US onitsUS.
profits, while payingamere 5.3
peraent tax rate on its foreign profits.

*Apple claims to have paida40
percent US. tax rate on its claimed
US profits, but only 5.8 percent on
its foreign profits. The low “foreign”
ratemainly reflects the fact thet

Apple, for tax purposes, hes moved about two-thirds of itsworldwide profits to Ireland, where those profits

are taxed neither by Ireland nor by the US. orany other government.
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+  Celgeresays that 60 percent of its revenueswere in the US, but only 12 percent of its profitswere
US Using Celgene'sbreskdown of profit, its U S tax rateon US profitswould be 395 percent while its

foreign tax rate on “foreign” profitswould beonly 4.1 percent.

«  Cisoosaysthat its US taxeswere57.3 peraent of its U S profits, while its foreign tex ratewesamere 7.2
peraent.

+ eBaycdaimstohavepaida US tax rateof 50.1percenton its USS profits, while payingonlya 5.1 percent

foreign tax rateon its purported foreign profits. (eBaysays only aquarter of itsworldwide profits were
eamed in the US, even though itsayshalf of itsrevenueswerein the US).

«  EMC daimstohavepaid a34.5 percent US tax rate on itsclaimed U S profits, versusa foreign tax
rateon foreign profits of only 94 peraent.

+  Gilead Sciences claims to have peid a 34 percent U S tax rate on its US profits versusa foreign tax rate
ofonly 1.9 percent

«  Googleclainms to have peid a US tax rateof 34.3 percent, versusa foreign tax rateof only 5.5 percent.

+  Microsoftsaysthat only aquerter of its profitsare in the U S, even though it ssysthat morethen half its
revenuesare in the US Microsoft would like us tobelieve that its U S tax rateon its U S profitswes

457 percent, while it's foreign tax rate on foreign profitswas only 96 percent.

«  NetApp claims tohave paida53.7 percent tex rateon its U S profits, but only 7.0 percent on its purported
foreign profits. [tsaysthet half of its revenuesare in the U S, but onlyasixth of its profits.

«  Westem Digital dlains to have peid a U S tax rate of 50.7 percent, versusaforeign tax rateofonly 30 percent.

+  WestemUnion claimsa USS fax rate of 756 percent on its US profits, versusa foreign tax rateof only 6.6
peraent.
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Hfective Federal Corporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 NajorComporations, 20082015 by Indistry

$-milliors BohtYear Tolas 2015 2014 2013 2008-2012
Industry &Company Profit Tax Rate Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
Aevospace &deferse
Beeing 40,0267 2146.7 54% 6880 19660 B&% 87797 |17 86% 59460 —1%80 -33% 204730 221 =10%
Lhited Tednologies 244212 25462 104% 28190 240 94% 42408 238 6% 3629 508 144% 13785 14975 0%
Rodweli Qollirs 6,315.0 11340 18.0% g82 1882 %% 7510 1060 U0 7456 438 193% 3921 7274 182%
L-3Cmhicatiors 76138 14616 192% 816 B5 80% 789 729 98% 867 817 212% 55175 1,185 212%
Raytren 21,0370 4338 206% 24820 7181 BP% 28880 781 &% 26120 768 7% 130750 2107 16.%
NorthropQumen 21,3830 47120 220% 2,780 70 7&8% 28970 a0 2148% 27510 7800 &% 13090 3150 240%
PrecisgonCastparts 12,4288 30012 241% 10159 259 B% 2122 5152 2A848% 2187 18 28% 71420 1783 242%
LoddedMartin 35,509.0 88306 25.0% 4960 18170 BB 53630 20200 376% 42520 12040 B3 20920 38%6 184%
SAC 4,074.0 1,431 266% 710 27 506 &70 &5 9% 710 400 B&% 30360 8688 5%
AllientTedsgtars 29541 7632 258% 250 2 102 430 B8 58% 585 BS 22% 20425 B4 Z70%
Gereral Dyrarvics 24,720.3 66742 21.0% 35113 7773 2% 32784 7874 280% 32230 880 B0% 077 4215 0%
Aevospace &defense 200482.7 36,6384 18.3% 26,0721 6,282.0 241%| 298952 58646 19.6% 26,3413 48375 18.0% 17,6742 19,714.3 16.8%
Chemicals
AirProacts@Charicals 41174 4385 10.7% 57 o7 08% 80 -62 —11% 485 &a2 154% 24132 298 95%
Claree 2,857.3 3263 M4é% 18 188 8F% 5202 A2 181% 7831 611 7P 1363 23 1%
Mosaic 6,814.1 N27  134% &89 619 93% 011 80 B30 2233 -50 -112% 5608 898 4%
EsstrrenCramical 5134.0 7230 141% $BO &0 4% 210 &0 1036 14070 30 102% 25100 4290 7%
Praxair 6,142.3 1,063 16.%% K03 1883 ©Fh 9744 Xb4 %% 8710 30 64% 3367 557 1B.7%%
DuPont 8,678.0 16020 185% 1300 2180 B 27180 7780 286806 B0 1600 7% 38310 4460 2%
SawirtMlliars 72946 14672 201% 14887 355 21%% 12082 515 8% 10829 107 18:1% 3549 a®n5 197%%
Morsnto 15,236.3 32414 2A3% 21562 6386 268% 23835 585 A% 23467 B7 1580 83610 16476 197%%
Eookb 4,649.3 10402 248% THA9 1865 5% je8530) 283 BF% 7102 291 B1% 2287 304 1B%%
FRGIndustries 41355 11630 28.3% &2 1580 197%% 385 1280 B 5p4 1330 D% 2503 700 2%
G IndustriesHbldings 17,7416 37722 3R21% B45 289 B6% 19860 8380 6% 20310 €303 310% 67900 22470 B%
Chemicals 76,3004 15,7298 205% 10,6992 22891 A4%6| 124644 31035 284.%% 11,3038 20510 18.1% 423329 8,286.1 19.6%
Compuiters, office ecuiip, software, data
Goming 7/453.0 o 10% 4060 400 9% 2320 B0 16% 12820 30 020 34380 =100 030
Quoam 20,5817 1,269.7 6.2% 29530 —1680 —55% 32130 -80 —31% 3780 1080 28% 105777 1457 13%%
Intemationsl BusinessvVichines 64,7280 48490 15% 57870 3210 —55% 69630 11340 B30 66790 14080 211% 452940 26300 58%
FitreyBoaes 3,408.7 7962 234% 459 1158 2B38% 305 "y BP0 2813 B3 8% 22810 507 B3%
Haris 58776 14925 2648% 10908 -0 2% 430 1500 BF% 7231 2130 5% 3609 1,185 3%
Intel 77,4983 216033 279% 8775 2685 D% 181 32734 B3% 93145 26895 B%% 478482 792 7%
Qe 39,8565 16432 202% 37835 1,185 31 ™% 4925 1612 BL% 51083 14083 278% 260173 706873 2%
Texsirsinrents 16,3871 49541 302% 32180 10340 % 26840 800 D&% 15070 2150 143% 89781 28851 1%
A 57332 1132 334% &797 217 4 &b 705 2815 402% &70 160 27 "% 36359 11649 318%
Cognizent TedhrologySolutions 2,869.6 10157 354% 6791 287 B % 02 1878 &% 460 187 B1% 11562 355 2%
Computers, officeequip, software, data 244,398.6 496078 20.3% 273103 51109 18.3% | 337618 7,803 23.1% 298302 64978 21.8% 152,3962 30,189.8 19.7%
Enhgineering &aonstruction
NR 2,653.0 |16 23% 51 1618 B3% 42863 404 %% 9 108 D&% 12837 1600 1B&%
TutorRerini 1,065.1 281 280% 702 53 768% 185 44 TPh 1189 B1 B36% 7165 203 D0
QentaSenices 22488 6399 285% 283 &3 BF% 87 729 58% 4858 108 B2% 12183 3108 55%
BrooGap 1,7827 8581 3.3% 2438 Bo BP% 239 A0 2% 2172 B6 6.1% 10678 345 313
JoobsErginesringGoup 25241 8763 HT% B75 78 2F% 2069 1088 B&% 386 10 3% 16682 5770 A%
Engineering &construction 10,2738 29640 28.8% 14108 4171 29.6% 1,396.2 4354 N2% 1,642.2 5001 R&% 59245 1,611.5 272
Financial
RenauraroeGraupof Averica 37743 141 04% 4833 14 —03F% 7889 215 28% 4732 20 -110% 20389 459 23%
SateStreetCop. 10,3102 5652 55% 1051 58 —086% 10975 -05 -00% 14887 1087 78% 67010 420 6%%
Rindipal Firercial 7,790.0 5144 66% 1481 1609 21% 14745 B3 87% 1002 98 -0%% 38192 250 6.7%
ANCRrencial SaviessGaup 32,9527 27247 8.3% 53430 aBo B 52728 10808 0% 51280 *B0 1P 172089 a9 3%
Loaws 11,0552 12162 MN5% 360 790 216% 13060 3700 28&% 1,7/510 1710 9% 76332 e»2 86%
ArtrurGallagrer 1,630.0 1908 MNM.7% 244 439 UPo 245 B8 BP0 2185 20 1B8% 8726 791 91%
JP.MogenChese&Co. 114,769.5 17,9563 156% 2447 31600 U DIBIO 12734 83F% 124880 1493 ~114% D579 U2 5%
WelisFargo 185,024.8 33,3306 18.0% 31044 104474 BP| 34B4 89464 2% 293759 43769 USSP B1291 11589 %%
TraekersGs. 30,7290 58705 191% 48210 1080 B&% 4889 11689 28%%h 48040 1040 21.1% 164051 25986 158%
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Hfective Federal Corporate Income TaxRates on 258 MajorComporations, 20082015 by Indistry

$-milliors 015 2014 2013 2008-2012
Industry &Gompany Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
BB&TCop. 18,631.0 £ 5850 D&% 26170 510 21 %% 28120 10040 B 102920 168970 165%
AlleghanyCoporation 32974 7022 21.3% 3736 B3 506 &89 1154 BIe 14 4 112% 16835 451 53%
Fifth ThirdBancop 11,009.0 238710 2A.7% 2280 20 D% 1,720 4240 A% 22960 4A0 215% 48040 8070 16.8%
WR Beridey 44117 102386 28.2% €876 w7 58% 983 A7 8% 585 1123 8% 22043 4789 215%
GoldmenSedhsGap 50,2104 121188 24.1% 3460 7080 5% 67329 12613 186% 64460 2580 B B3B5 76407 28%
US. Baroop 49,331.0 1221910 247% 7500 19860 58% 75020 18880 252%% 75270 18860 50% 267120 64820 242%
Cxpital OneFinencial 31,1225 86022 276% 81575 19910 3% 8025 19340 2% 5328 1300 5640 136197 33172 288%
HBRBlok 51221 14601 287 885 1672 3% 480 455 I Fh 7180 163 2% 32176 1.1 268%
LhumGQoup 59824 18974 3NTh &0n4 205 8% 673 1284 1D 809 278 B3 42438 12106 28%%
DisooverFirercial Servioss 22,5381 74986 33B1% 34680 12450 BP% 35270 12150 HLh 38330 1080 Z78% 11,7001 3406 B
CrarlesShaeb 12,8066 42615 332% 21800 7400 BP% 20430 7470 B 16480 380 B 69%6 21725 313
Raymond bmesFinencial 3,800.3 1,342 356% 754 2731 B 873 44 T B0 07 B 18545 661 A&
ArerienFrercalGap 4,698.8 1,101  364% 10 2160 B 5710 250 B8% &40 380 47% 288 211 2%
FrarklinResouross 11,7536 43549 37 1% 19462 7248 I 3% 20805 7865 B% 18308 a8 e 58071 21338 B
Financial 632,650.8 1258075 19.9% 100,509.2 25,7145 256%| 1026542 21,0556 20.5% 92,5888 15,0409 16.2% 336,898.5 63,996.4 19.0%
FinancialDataServices
ArericanBores 41,6747 95772 2B0% 8472 2021 6% 77499 20013 &% 81578 16805 0% 21,3400 3732 7%
MesleCad 16,6487 417188 26.1% 3303 423 8% 3253 923 28%% 2983 A3 BF%h 70078 16100 27
Alfiaro=DetaSstars 3,299.6 8925 2Z7.0% A 66 B &8 164 B&% 535 143 ™% 1204 2183 16.8%
Feav 6,274.9 19758 3.5% B8B6 2836 B g70:1 3161 6% 8169 209 3A4% 3493 1063 313
Visa 30,0639 97740 325% 66885 1215 0% 73696 27786 DF% 16818 268 D1% 43340 50670 B2%
Finarcial DataServices 97,9618 26,3985 26.9% 18,1876 5,245.1 288%| 200065 58147 2.1% 12,1561 3,616.8 29.8% 4761.5 1,721.8 24.6%
Food &beverages & tobaoo
CoreleliationBrands 5,590.6 4143 148% 303 573 —S6% 4750 105 %% 20436 g6 43% 24727 285 103%
Cocaola 23,8459 48538 204% 1648 7110 2% 15803 &70 560 23854 7130 9% 18265 2528 4%
Gareral Mils 15,2054 31555 206% 1860 4120 21 ™% 16664 3310 0P 21444 404 219% 9506 19431 20.3%
el 8,748.3 19716 225% 975 04 03 4874 2919 2% 20853 2 130 56781 11971 21.%
Canpoeli Soup 7,29.7 1,6%.7 28.3% &00 410 28 B2 412 AP0 731 281 L% 4603 9B3 203%
ConAgraFoods 7,200.8 1,934 4% 07 268 2% 862 2818 314% 10847 305 B 45402 85H6 8%
ArcherDericlsMidlard 11,180.0 29500 264% 11380 2700 B 21670 &410 6% 14960 3480 B3I 63300 16910 265%
R 26,3934 74328 282% 2819 10830 BB 2321 12897 B3% 29887 $H2 BF%h 18207 4149 2%
HorrelFoods 5,508.0 16043 21% 992 2808 B &4 241 B3 705 2120 B2% 29169 8676 %
Hadey 76235 22M2 268% 13139 3885 28% 12777 H#i4 B7% 12126 326 8% 38193 1286 316%
JMSrider 54499 18414 33.8% @7 3403 B 4838 423 2% a8 204 % 32376 1088 B
AltriaGoup 47 4680 16,583.0 34.%% 7870 25160 B 72830 23700 I% 85080 2080 318% 60820 96510 37.0%
ReynoldsAmericen 20,619.0 75984 3B9% 58466 3289 B&% 2036 781 B2% 26008 4 21.1% 10,1233 29900 2%
Food & beverages & tobaoo 192,202.5 541673 28.2%% 26,3566 9,930.2 37046 225451 79314 35.2% 26,3647 69354 25.8% 115,9362 29,370.3 25.3%
Healthcare
CovmunityHealthSstars 26835 2371 8.8% jcscie) 70 23% 2280 20 127 2283 91 40% 1962 200 130%
Cavita 6,359.3 14755 2832% 458 1800 215% 11465 1908 132 jec et 33 4% 3585 804 288%
HAHoldings 19,1164 46%2 246% 34617 10847 D&% 22436 an2 BT 28343 7335 54% 105638 2008 19P%
Ggra 14,4366 402 283% 2889 10487 B3Ik 29075 10823 B a7 330 402% 77375 1672 210%
UhiversalHealthSenvicss 5,156.0 156466  30.0% 10089 348 3% 877 2201 B3 T4 2309 2% 2500 720 2%
LeboratoryCop. of Aerica 6,109.1 18733 30 21 275 BI% 7295 287 314% gie2 225 3% 40013 12146 D&%
QuestDiagnostics 7,867.4 24235 308% 1219 269 2% 7680 40 .o 12387 437 B 48428 15789 6%
Aetra 22,5641 72908 323% 41330 1,793 L& 34230 1,188 B 2812 829 B 121088 35069 0%
LiFointHealth 1,850.7 6328 34.0% 218 128 41.7% 016 472 2B%% a»3 AHO 465% 11612 388 318
V&IRoint 35,172 121670 346% 45148 19174 L25% 43103 15910 BFP% 37823 12015 319% 2500 74571 B%
Lhited-ealthGoup 61,9000 21948 3BI% 99500 415650 4 &% 93850 38830 $ 8% 86780 30040 3A6% 33870 1129 RI%
HeelthNet 1,685.9 6300 374% 4336 239 B&Fh 2152 &9 BF%h 578 5 D% 7795 2118 2%
Hirera 14,5304 56897 390.2% 23436 1046 B0 20011 961 470 1884 384 315% 8263 309086 3%
CGnfere 2,0105 8366 416% @13 33 450% 443 83 48:1% 2835 1158 43%% a4 204 B
MoliraHealtcare 838.8 4208 41.3% 3154 1654 &6 1328 @6 8% 808 &85 81.1% 308 1203 B
Healthcare 2022849 66,2060 R.7% 32,6631 12,7727 PBA%| 290721 10,7130 36.8% 258126 8,265 R2.0% 114,7370 34,4538 30.0%
Household & personal producs
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Hfective Federal Corporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 NajorComporations, 20082015 by Indistty

$-milliors Bicht-Year Tolab 2015 2014 2013 2008-2012
Industry &Company Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
KimberlyQark 124 Frdc 7 1594 3194 209% 16827 87 186% 70022 8|32 BF%b
Procter 8Garble 66,989.5 149310 22.3% 8340 16730 195% 86110 22720 4% 87680 16060 183% 410465 93300 29%
Corox 5579.7 15600 281% gr78 218 A% 883 2303 B5% 7249 219 06% 31887 960 286%
Houschold &personal products 83,2549 18,3036 22.0% 9,843.2 2,077.2 1% | 108487 28217 25.8% 11,1556  2,136.6 19.2% 51,3074 11,268.2 2.0%
Industrial machinety
GereralBectric 40,0571 -1,369.0 -34% 149 15490  1037B0% 5861 510 09% 64635 &0 13% 27725 -3040 -11.0%
Honeywell intematioral 16,6195 24605 149% 32270 7190 21 8% 33186 6516 19%% 2978 338 8% 69760 560 75%
JoyGobal 34743 6331 182% 3131 35 7% 282 &5 9% 251 156 B% 23479 4B5 7%
Fonsne 1,590.0 208 18.3% 2136 %4 264% 2250 52 245% 254 233 B 260 159 136%
Dower 45845 1,0383 226% 5187 1146 2% 7839 2194 B0% 7596 189 176% 2524 503 26%
Patertemifin 5,369.8 1,30056 24.2% 03 2263 &% 7586 1664 219% 11604 305 D1% 28005 583 10F%
Deere 19,5842 6,0747 31.0% 18002 B17 D% 31496 11915 378% 40432 13631 B 105822 31384 8%
Industrial machinery 91,1794 104288 M4% 6,816.9 3,050.5 47| 143500 24257 16.%% 16,1050  2,664.3 16.5% 53,907.5 2,2884 4.2%%
Interet Setvices &Retailing
Ficlineaom 697.6 09 44% 20 43 U0 735 90 -2 1 -94 -24% %570 -168 -30%
Faosbook 14,7879 2439 165% 2800 14740 268k 49180 2600 53% 31970 6140 192% 3809 919 24%
Intemet Setvices &Retailing 15,4855 2,408. 15.6% 28310 1,478.3 22| 4915 251.0 5.0% 3,235.1 604.6 18.7% 44279 751 1.7%
Miscellaneaus manufacturing
Intermetional Paper 5,010.0 3860 -T7% 11350 &0 55% 560 1750 313% 4890 -68970 —425% 2800 740 26%
Wistrock 3,056.1 1343 44% aso 23 3%% a6 74 11% 6138 -133 2% 11866 1168 98%
LeviStrauss 945.8 1026  10.8% 75 21 1% 610 48 242% &7 100 21% 6307 »7 20%
Trinity Industries 4121 8938 144% 12238 2602 213% 10862 a5 2% 550 1#8 241% 13081 —186 7%
PhillipsVenteueen 984.5 1778  181% 919 23 25% 340 45 10 463 &2 1840% 8124 1350 168%
Bl 1,952.8 3B48 182% 431 85 1976 2660 B3 187 2414 F4 155% 14083 2726 19%%
Nke 10,2790 19119  186% B36 e ™% 1047 457 216% 2948 498 50% 44358 12147 B0
Dereher 9,287.2 19189 207 1363 358 BB% 14083 204 78% 16406 220 154% 48320 1007 21.0%
Arprerol 1,293.8 2796 21.6% 1372 50 183% 1670 B1 198% 1064 51 160% 8332 184 B368%
Peocar 5,453, 12106 22% 1901 218 B 12840 4824 378% 488 1914 25% 1,414 150 09%
Domiar 1,437.8 3397 V6% 245 25 28 % 814 154 8% HB5 45 —410% 12985 R4 215%
Rodwell Autamation 3,270.8 7851 24.0% 6456 2283 B4% a6 97 I 535 1381 7 48% 15191 2240 147%
ThemoFiderSientific 6,560.5 1,608 245 &17 1288 1B.1% 11296 304 6% 905 2040 248% 36007 816 242%
M 23,7944 58606 24.6% 43497 12108 8% 3769 9649 58% 31189 g9 B0% 12509 28131 23%
\F 4,955.5 1,204 24.8% 7702 1478 0% a0 123 53% 7213 100 Z78% 28320 703 560
PedegingGorp. of America 2,868.0 7324 255% 6450 2001 310% 533 1750 D% 4040 132 D% 12367 2341 18P
RoloRaioh Lauren 4,046.2 1,061 26.3% 7780 780 B1% 564 144 B3% 6549 1’9 3% 25169 6498 58%
HerleyDavidsn 6,562.2 19285 248% 10788 309 B3% 11791 3854 7% 10085 55 B4% 32978 9187 Z78%
HiinoisToolV\brks 71,2119 32072 204% 183975 485 D% 16247 3’57 B 13842 302 B2% 68056 203438 D&%
Bmis 1,658.7 4880 204% 24 02 8% 2441 &0 B&% 22 €8 26% 9309 209 B0
EversonBectric 14,4221 48600 3B.™ 28150 o040 2% 20370 7420 BL% 16640 ™40 RF% 79081 25100 31
Miscellaneous manufacturing 123172.7 28441 281% 20,6219 52474 25486 | 197960 53153 26.5% 18,297.3  3,305.3 18.1% 64,457.6 14,626.2 2.T%
Miscellaneous servicess
InterpublicGoup 2,360.9 1228 52% 425 1004 53% 362 -58 —1&% 283 69 182% 13049 -276 21%
[€:5) 13,044.7 6985 54% 19744 142 78% 1,7900 2%0 —131% 24516 7726 1:1% 6887 387 74%
ABEMlindLstries 696.0 842 121% 572 18 31% 1101 20 1% a7 53 157%% 4310 360 81%
FecEk 16,9772 22460 13.2% 2868 5105 178% 23%9 728 2% 28%4 376 07 8920 361 448%
DerdenResteurants 3,545.2 M7 13.3% 409 748 165% 1911 -9 4% 1867 D5 164% 27175 3AU5 4%
TmeWamer 31,0484 41472  13.4% 43729 7191 640 46155 -0 -08% 49119 380 6% 17,1480 3181 8%
Twenty-FirstCanturyFox 39,7220 62730 158% 34356 460 B&% 97200 810 9% 52269 11780 2% 212895 37380 178%
WyndhermbridwiceGomporation 3,8311 727 186% 7169 1679 B&% 6579 1479 2% 5405 1016 188% 19158 262 15%%
Viaocom 18,2614 42604 28.3% 19894 384 185% 28165 9795 8% 30338 308 106% 0417 2517 249%
WsteMeregament 10,547 4 264829 251% B3B7 1796 1°2% 18041 4089 2% 909 307 B 68467 16728 288%
YumBrands 32264 8354 25%% H17 2457 SA4% 5060 2150 2F 4496 126 3% 18191 21 RBF%b
WéitDsrey 62,566.8 172171 21.5% 21849 39231 2% 108%62 27211 51% 85316 21853 56% 310150 83575 Z70%
QrmicomGoup 47539 13121 27.6% 7164 3198 448% 6382 3316 20% 5428 2150 6% 28%4 57 1568%
UnitedPareel Serviee 39,4422 11,0061 27.9% 62600 16340 B.% 4585 g0 3% 58%60 21810 37 4% 2737 62381 2753%
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Hfective Federal Comporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorCoporations, 20082015 by Indistry

$-milliors 2015 2014 2013 2008-2012
Industry &Gompany Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
AutorraticDataProosssing 524 B8% 18638 5360 B 1806 a32 L% 86716 26316 D3
DisooveryGonTyinicatiors, Inc. 7,0316 23556 33.5% 1281 261 A% 1122 42 2% 10436 266 B4% 35007 1287 B
ApolioGrop 5,755.6 19682 A% 1190 85 B1% 300 1139 8% 210 m7 BO% 4,7656 1681 HI%
MDorelds 21,3796 78080 36.5% 24671 10300 418% 25458 10862 4% 27337 11616 2% 136129 4501 B
Nisellaneosservicss 298,583.1 6856032 229% 27014 10,769.3 252,| 468350 93374 19.9% 42,0827 10,2481 8.8% 166,86%.9 38,1474 2.9%
Qil, gas&pipelines
Qek 39762 80 12% 37 132 34% 475 102 22% 4771 -12 -03% 2669 68 10%
DevonBrergy 21,692.3 368.3 1.7% 18614 266 —12%% 42075 145 368% 1,/847 @7 3% 137486 3086 28%
Wiiiers 89439 5160 58% &7 —_ —_ 32670 20 -03% 214 =170 —2&% 48387 500 1.2
SpectraBrergy 6,511.0 4550 70% 300 —_ —_ 940 10 0.1% 9340 =20 -3&% 43140 480 ki)
MDUResources 29537 2773 94% 1758 5 B&% 4066 B8 7% 4109 4H5 1:1% 19803 434 73%
BoconVhil 60,4817 82267 13.6% 103 17 =10% 9589 13609 4% 93673 1033 1% 41362 5842 4%
ConsolBrergy 3,550.3 5448 15.3% 301 214 65% 177 135 7™ 574 43 75% 29871 68 16F%
HollyFrontier 7,065.7 23484 3B2% 10748 4804 M 325 P8 7668% 11207 79 B 44877 13072 2%
GREegy 25476 8493 IBI% 208 750 313 260 B2 9% 5329 269 49%% 1502 432 B&%
Qil, ges& pipelines M7,724 13,6348  11.6% 4,671.6 412.2 88%| 197547 159288 9.8% 15,3465  1,6364 10.7% 77.949.7 9,657.3 12.4%
Phamaceuticals &medical products
Bilily 15,1175 25M.0 17.0% 1,603 6805 B% 12085 1689 140% 27050 201 968% 100368 1485 4%
Merck 41,4043 12,0380 29.1% 2170 7320 HBn| 153560 71360 465% 36460 580 156% 02863 36080 7%
Biogenldec 13,3359 47138 35.3% 33%16 11494 H2% 25089 10708 430% 18673 6401 HI 55381 18444 RI%
Phamaceuticals&medical products 69,8576 19,3238  2I.T% 6,647.9 25418 3B.2%6| 190703 83847 44.0% 82183 14672 17.9% 359211 69299 19.3%
Publishing, printing
RR Doreliey &Sors 1,610.8 204 18.0% 57 1125 49%% 58 499 807 €6 =153 -BF% 13137 433 0%
Publishing, printing 1,610.8 204 18.0% 257 1125 4.9% 58 498  8%.7% 65.6 -15.3 -23.%% 1,313.7 143.3 10.9%
Retail &wholesale trade
Arezonaom 6,237.5 6745 10.8% 19806 1166 5% 2280 200 9170 6725 #5 5% 3%74 3u4 9%
Netflix 1,494.2 2031 136% 72 -9 B 351 71 22% 1881 -90 5% 9138 229 55%
Gy ereralStores 1,624 2421  14.9% 302 %0 163 2756 466 1©%% 012 L6 212% 8124 B9 NF%
WesoIntemetional 2,002.8 3528 16.%% 8486 45 156% 308 48 202% 3340 H7 1B87%% 11535 1978 7%
Ancersors 796.0 1354  17.0% B9 —43 =127 1560 311 19F% 1369 110 8% 4702 g7 208%
SonicAutootive 799 1379 17.2% 187 B2 B1% 1860 B9 B6% 1234 B4 0% 3819 314 8%
SpartaNesh 4323 822 19.0% 973 D4 31 2% 88 B4 4% 18 37 257 2436 217 8%%
Quoup 1 Autorotive 1,068.0 2162  20.2% 250 €52 6% 72 81 &% 1778 23 B8% 409 06 2%
MiKesson 11,7031 24%0 21.3% 24074 €580 T3%h 18030 4530 51% 14830 4840 B3I 60400 010 AP
Airges 3,689.3 8008 21.7% 5140 1374 B7% %75 1905 ZI0% 823 1730 B1% 20954 338 162%
IrsightEnterprises 5772 1268 2.0% 80 39 T %% &5 89 310% B0 Z70 1% 097 491 158%
CoredVirkHolding 4264 975 29%% 782 78 25 615 197 0% @2 170 3% 2486 433 193%
AeouryAutonotiveQroup, Inc. 953.3 275 2% 540 811 D70 1766 P07 B0% 1616 $3 56% Hi1 644 183
Keoger 16,2184 39456 24.3% 30738 428 DP% 2510 8040 D% 22455 6115 2% 83000 18573 2%
ArowBectronics 2,593.8 6569 25.3% 246 7786 3% 3340 B0 B 3124 o2 548% 16828 4040 240%
Siepks 6,160.8 161656 26.2% 4609 409 108% 588 1168 B0% 8448 1911 26% 43464 1287 0%
Refieroe Sedd &Aluminum 3,446.6 484 21.%% 455 1295 04% 4633 1882 B1% 4335 1205 8% 21242 5452 5%
Anixter Intematioral 1,2M.5 33B01  27.5% 1602 83 BL% %43 B3 18:1% 1814 H6 196% 7457 229 9%
AutdNetion 3,881.3 10742 21.% @17 202 31&% €532 280 313 5772 1814 314% 19502 4686 B&%
LKQCoiporation 24708 6385 27.%9% 454 1265 8% 4387 1302 6% 3436 4000 1% 12322 3B18 9%
Meoy's 12,3150 34%.0 284% 16114 5104 3P 2324 7314 318% 21918 8168 3730 62004 14374 B.%
CardiralHedlth 11,2665 32213 286% 1817 5837 205% 1650 3810 B0% 16807 4887 2% 60051 17679 2%
Did¢sSportingGoods 31034 8915 287% 50 1885 314% 578 17786 B 830 1B8 56% 15476 2186 2%
AdverceAutoParts 44718 1,2888 28.8% 6708 2320 HB% 7039 1961 prgc 87 183 B 2587 6714 68%
CRilly Autorrotive 6,781.6 19561 28.8% 1440 4824 31 &% 11874 3686 020 10258 328 313% 31443 &2 26.%
CostaoV\hokesale 13,8320 40200 21% 24579 649 B3% 20825 a%5 0T 19718 216 265% 7300 21770 8%
GeruirePars 6,818.6 19987 282% 05 3066 B 12488 208 168% 2453 23 1192% 44040 11879 0%
LimitsdBrands 8,945.8 26217 283% 13831 461 313% 1424 4184 4% 12312 372 D6% 47000 1309 B3%
X 16,952.0 49943 25 2961 9386 RI% 27796 8181 4% 25342 475 B%% 86331 2401 BP0
RbixSuperMerdets 17,3489 51131 205% 28317 781 B8% 24919 7A2 D% 2305 7255 D% 96449 2854 8%
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Hifective Federal Corporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 20082015 by Indistry

$-milliors 015 2014 2013 2008-2012
Industry &Gompany Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
Target 16820 BB% 32760 10740 8% 38%60 12130 316% 20800 55370 8%
Autclore 10,4291 31039 208% 16430 405 28 1498 4973 3B%% 14514 4116 B4% 58438 17125 8%
HerrySchein 3,130.8 9469 302% 5338 1611 0% 408 7o 8% 4678 125 B3 16364 583 D%
ArerisouroBagen 6,1125 18630 305% 237 2380 80.3% 526 287 B0 77 254 2% 47574 1,409 240%
UnitedNetural Foods 1,0731 274 3D5% 2138 3B6 &% 1889 &8 A3 1837 L5 Z78% 5168 1615 31.3%
DollarGererdd 9,156.1 27994 306% 1,746 5788 8% 1582 5330 B&% 1872 51 B1% 42681 1185 7%
We-VertStoes 139,743.0 434800 AN1% 160830 5520 A% 17800 61650 Hh 186380 83770 A% &,1870 53760 2%
Biglots 2,008.8 6556 3N2%% 2164 723 Bd% 37 71 BF% 1718 811 472% 15009 4311 B0
VW Qainger 74810 23433 3ANI% 1,188 308 BB 12982 4087 6% 11b4 390 o 3986 1,148 D&%
Oners&Miror 1,357.5 4258 N&% 81 a2 Bk 1454 57 BF%h 1818 57 31 8740 251 3%
Norcstrom 7,628.0 24320 3N% 66 1808 158% 11388 3788 BI% 11290 300 3% 43936 1586 H2%
Trector SupplyCorrpery 3,025.8 910 R1% 49 rg 0% 557 168 H% 525 1381 ™% 1327 4383 %
Dollar Tree 53471 1,763 323% 4338 1163 B&% 68 14 B5% a85 285 6% 30900 fes2A] 0%
Calvix 5,085.8 16443 323% 9703 375 D% jecuic] 677 0F% 5 24 A% 2420 746 &%
Wegreen 26,280.0 85030 324% 2840 860 5% 32770 12070 B&% 33430 1120 BB 170560 5380 312%
GareBSlop 4,163.8 13513  325% 80 1751 5% 5418 1837 B&% 402 W9 315% 26148 8746 B
Kohfs 11,6198 37928 326% 147 3387 F Sk 13135 75 D% 1385 485 HI 7920 254000 %
Gp 12,0039 3478 2% 1308 348 BB% 17876 5156 288&% 1,817 597 I 70738 24677 A%
BadBeth &Beyord 10,1230 33576 3B2% 1,292 305 25% 14419 401 H1% 15822 480 1% 5807 19860 0%
HorreDepot 48,6719 16,1549 33.2% 97410 32280 B 88440 28340 6% 74240 2580 B 2629 7589 B
RossSiorss 8,667.6 28932 334% 15820 827 2% 14539 4747 6% 13129 240 B3I 43187 14918 3%
TechCeta 961.3 3218 335% 183 3 37" *B7 24 &% 1215 43 A% %518 188 0%
QaybarBectric 877 257 336% 1361 82 H % 1204 47 HAh 1208 478 P% 444 1570 318%
Syrex 1,220.6 4188 343% 1836 87 0% 1346 774 S0 1901 A3 B1% 23 285 31%%
OB ek 49,704.8 17,2748 348% 80830 29800 BB 72013 24933 A% 7017 2517 B2 273188 92408 B
WholeFoodsVerket 4,399.5 15325 348% 879 08 %% 876 FHis 4 0% 8154 204 H6% 19186 507 D%
LhitedSiatiorars 1,3144 4653 354% 150 &3 B 1864 723 B&% 102 &89 B2% 829 287 3%
Qoech, Ire. 6,2934 22636 36.0% 301 1882 B4 352 s 454% 7602 2739 B0 48778 1680 B0
BestBuy 9,702.4 35361 3B4% 1515 3470 ™% 10780 340 &% 500 B0 519% 67329 2591 37.3%
Loae's 26,542.3 98434 371% 41710 16880 M05% 40850 14750 BL%h 34700 13420 B 148463 53384 BO%w
i 17,907.7 71080 397% 3702 16739 B2 29159 12381 2 28727 14481 DL% 84190 27400 L%
Retail &wholesale trade 643,989.9 1989252 3N.0% 951772 30,970.6 P56 92232 30,2391 2.8% 88,6164 295709 334% 368,0642 1091446 2.7%
Telecommunications
CablevisionSstars 24551 86 04% 378 01 0% 424 58 1&% 187 12 -08% 15082 38 03%
TrmeNamerCole 20,926.0 1,632.0 78% 2369 X798 2P 31744 2464 7&% 29641 A1 187% 11,8086 436 3%%
Windstreem 2,7935 2208 %% 214 91 2% 72 08 10 275 -Z0 -11%% 24634 2379 96%
ART 141623.7 11,5004 81% 18980 24960 132 73114 16080 9% 102717 30430 158% BE77 4304 51%
Cenfunbink 8,606.8 7251 84% 12120 B0 23% 10720 180 1% 12150 10 0.1% 51078 6781 1BI%
\erzonGorrunicatios 81,5180 74010 9.1% 2384000 54760 B0% 15,1930 26570 5% 122820 —1970 —18% 02080 -5%0 —18%
DS-Network 11,4582 15545 13.6% 1,141 1450 B 1246 1803 A& 11303 7 144% 79501 10864 1B8%%
Coveast 64,8792 155358 28B%% 121468 29768 A45% 1B18 2172 8% 100162 30135 D1% D743 73743 240%
Telecommunications 334,260.5 385781 M54 60,5120 11,498.9 19.0%| 504658 68885 13.6% 47,3035 65491 13.8% 1759792 13,641.6 7.8%
Transportation
RderSstem 2,044.6 549 2T a25 08 0% 256 -08 -03% 284 —40 —13% 10731 -509 4™
(€54 21,0065 35305 168% 30437 6157 D% 2945 765 2A8% 28372 02 2BF% 21710 1880 2%
NorfolkSouthem 20,4559 40699 19.9% 23834 43384 D% 30204 B84 23% 28736 a36 28%% 12185 2215 182%
JB.Hunt TrersportServioss 35422 7311 206% 6701 408 23% 5578 170 18P0 5386 1281 B4% 1,7457 384 19%%
LhionPxific 446158 92828 208% 7487 18497 A% 81244 19314 238% 6821 1651 284% 21726 3866 T7.3%
SutmestAirlines 8,453.0 20060 B7% 3360 1220 B 17870 B0 &0 11660 FB0 D% 21420 1%0 73%
CH RobinsonV\bridwice 49076 16892 344% A 227 BBk 6116 2182 B% 598 1578 B 3023 10804 A3
Trarsportation 105,031.6 212646 202 17,9755 4653.9 259%| 173643 38937 248% 151255 36339 24.0% 54,566.2 9,073.0 16.6%
Utilities, gasand electric
Repoot-bldings 3,022.0 8430 -279% 4350 -30 —07% 4080 1370 3B 4380 =180 -22% 1,7430 -5/50 -B0%
FSECop. 10,8430 -1,569.0 —14.5% &00 -0 —105% 18380 -840 —46% 11220 —2180 —194% 70360 1,180 ~16.P%
WisorsinBergy 5.89%4.3 5316 -100% B16 T4 —10.1% 8723 441 —51% 839 -2 -60% 3205 -389 ~12%%
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Bifective Federal Comporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 NajorComorations, 20082015 by Indistry

$millions ExchtYer otk 2015 2014 2013 2008-2012
IndLstry 8 Gompany Profit T Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
NSore 2 -80% . = = 298 = = 704 B9 2% 24730 %3 6%
FisErengy 8,8420 4650 5% 830 10 0| 30 R0 -BFb 500 1180 -B6% 7260 2160 -30%
AfesFrergy 2863 142 -AC%h 85 — — 473 — — ¥51 — — 14864 142 7%
AverinBectrcRoner 17,1704 4637 2% 26084 1073 4| 24650 510 21% 20810 450 2% 100160 5770 5%
Diefhey 19,7675 420 2%% 3800 - — | 3mm0 - - 3%70 1230 3P% 9065 2080 3%
NexEiaErery 21,5180 3130 A% 3990 100 0F%| 36740 — — 24020 40 5% 114330 1780 1%
XeelErergy 10,2906 N4 A% 1549 -B1 246 15BS B2 4% 1445 82 32 58053 41 0%
Areren 7,430 480 0% %60 20 02| 1010 -0 3% 840 1180 A% 44900 1000 24%
QvEEray 4,666.0 260 06% 7720 — — 7030 — — 7200 — — 24710 60 —11%
Srvprabey 7,0000 —3%0 0% 11362 <80 4| W5 00  -AT% g6 -0 7% 40007 %0 24%
Besouceegy 6,703.2 M1 0% 13819 47 0| 12725 35 0% 12291 13 1% 28197 103 0%
GrreolichiedErien 12,3290 1030 08% 17800 -0 4| 18010 20  08% 1370 260 205% 75810 &0 —11%
m 7,1060 870 1% %30 B0  -28%| 11270 80 3% 160 750 B 48410 1450 30%
Doy 74780 2530 34% 40 30 0| 1B10 80  AFb 2060 740 82% 4370 180 4%
Etergy 124617 8240  66% 1,470 772 67%| 1667 o1 5% 12771 &3 6%% 8319 584 6%
A Reses 36302 2792 76% 50 -0 20%| M0 130 1% 400 180 B4% 17812 12 08%
Sutrem 24,5870 20360 8% 3620 770 A8h| 29150 50 60% 2500 330 A% 154410 16750 108%
Ben 26423 33503  127% 34160 470 nP| 2440 R0 50% 2500 740 B7% 79703 20783 1%
DominirResoues 19,240 24681  12.8% 27455 B5  —A0%| M0 M0  0F% 25710 30 % 21755 21836 180%
Sz 52750 8080 153% 10800 30 FBF6| 700 B/O 4Tk 6770 1610 2B 27260 2770 8F%
RblicServieEnteprieGap 18,0019 29359  16.% 2355 205 9| 2380 B0 Uk 20130 4870 A2% 10954 18734 0%
Xe 26005 4362 168% 285 &0 2| 473 05 190 211 89 1B7% 14156 2108 150%
Utilities, gpsand electric 269,367.1 82165  31%| 39,3641 7064 18%| 371042 498  13%| 31948 1,503 50% 1609439 54200 348%
AL NDERB [ $3810577  $806942 21.2%] $551698  $141,281  256%| $584814 $134763  23.0%] $524,346 $111,138 22 $2149719 _ $419.759 19.5%
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Hfective Federal Comorate Inoame TaxRates on 258 MajorComorations, 20082015 (by 8-year taxrate)

Bght-Yearlobas 2015 2014 2013 2003-2012

Cavpary Profit Tax Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate

Repootbldings 3,020 -8430 —2.9% 430 =30 07 4060 =130 -B% 4380 =180 -2 1,7430 5750 -3B0%
PG, 10,8430 —1,569.0 —14.5% 800 -0 =108% 18%60 -840 —46% 1,120 2180 —194% 70360 11780 =16.7%
WisorsinEnergy 5,8%4.3 5916 -10.0% %16 -gr4 =101% 823 441 5% 809 52 -60% 3205 -39 —124%
NSbure 43981 -3522 -80% 39 — — &98 — — 4 —169 2% 24730 363 —136%
Intermational Paper 50100 -386.0 1. 1,130 &0 55% 560 150 3% 480 70 -5 2800 740 268%
FisEreny 88420 —4650 -5.%% 830 10 0.1% 230 —120 A% 00 -1180 —B6% 7260 2160 =30%
Pricdlinecom 6976 -30.9 —44% X0 43 148% 735 -0 -123% B1 04 —246% 5670 -168 -30%
AlresErergy 2863 1142 -4.0% 885 — — 413 — — o1 — — 14%4 1142 1%
GreraBectric 40,057.1 -1,369.0 —34% 149 1500 m 58561 510 09% 64635 &0 13% 27,325 30640 -110%
ArericanBectricRoner 17,1704 —463.7 2T% 2684 1073 4% 2460 510 21% 2810 450 —22% 100160 5770 -58%
RyderSstan 2046 549 2T% 425 08 02% X6 -08 03 Xp4 —40 —13% 10731 -89 4%
Dukelrergy 19,7675 4220 —21% 38400 — — 3540 — — 33670 =130 3% 9065 —X80 3%
NexBrabrery 21,5180 3130 —1.%% 3830 100 03% 36740 — — 24520 —460 5% 114330 1780 —16%
XoelErergy 10,2906 -4 “11% 1549 -%1 —2&% 1569 732 —48% 14245 62 32 5863 41 08%
Areren 72430 —480 -0.7% H60 —20 025 10010 =370 3% o -1180 =47 4420 10e0 2&%
QvBErergy 4,666.0 —26.0 -0.6% 7720 — — B0 — — 7200 — — 24710 -0 =11%
Samprabrergy 7,000.0 -#A0 0% 11362 400 —43% 5 =100 =11% &6 -0 % 404007 B0 28%
Bersoursetnergy 6,7032 1.1 -02% 13819 =17 -01% 12125 =35 0% 1281 133 1% 28197 =193 0%
GblevisionSstes 24851 86 04% 378 01 00% 424 58 14% 187 -12 -08% 1582 38 03%
ReirsuraneeGoupofArerica 37743 141 04% 48B3 14 -03% 789 215 28% 4732 20 -110% 20389 459 23%
GorsolidatedEdisn 123200 103.0 0.8% 1,/00 -%0 4% 16010 -0 -06% 13870 0 2D8% 75810 870 =11%
Goming 74580 Mo 1.0% 4060 400 9%% 2320 330 16% 1220 30 02% 3430 =100 0%
228 7,106.0 870 12% A30 -0 —28% 11270 430 38% 160 -’50 -BF% 48410 1460 30%
Cnek 39762 480 12% U7 132 34% 4675 102 22% 471 -12 -03% 2868 58 10%
DavonBrery 21,6923 363.3 1.T% 18614 266 =127 42075 %5 36% 1,/847 @7 3% 137486 306 28%
Dieery 74780 253.0 38% 40 =30 03% 12510 160 —13% 60 40 82% 43%70 180 45%
Wbstrock 3,0%6.1 143 4.4% a0 233 3%% a6 74 11% 6138 =133 —22% 1,186 1168 98%
InterpublicGroup 23609 128 52% 425 o4 BF% 352 -58 —16% 33 469 1820 13049 76 —21%
s 13,044.7 633.5 58% 19744 %2 78% 1,700 2360 —131% 24516 726 1% 6887 67 4%
Beeing 40,06.7 21467 5&% 6880 19860 B&% 6787 817 86% 5960 =100 -33% 204730 —xX21 =10%
SiateStreetGop. 10,3102 5652 5.5% 1051 -59 -08% 10975 05 -00% 14867 1.7 4% 67010 420 6%%
Wiltiars 89439 516.0 58% &7 — — 3670 -90 03 214 =170 —2&% 4887 520 1.1%
Quelorm 20,5817 1,269.7 6.2% 2980 —1660 -55% 32130 80 -31% 3,780 180 28% 105777 1457 135%
PrincipalRnencial 7,700 5144 6.6% 14081 f@®o 21% 14745 B3 6% 10002 98 0% 38192 60 6%
Entergy 124617 84.0 6.6% 1,470 72 6% 16867 D01 53% 12774 83 6% 8619 584 68%
Soectrabrengy 6,511.0 4550 70% 30 — — M0 10 0.1% 940 20 —34% 43140 480 113%
GorstellationBrands 5,590.6 4143 %% 03 573 6% 450 105 g 20436 &6 43 24727 B35 103%
IntematicraBusinesslVechines 64,728.0 48490 1.5% 57870 =210 -55% 69380 1,1340 163% 66700 14060 211% 45240 26300 58%
A3 Resauoes 3,680.2 /2 78% 560 =10 —20% 8740 1130 2% 480 1660 B4% 1,812 112 08%
TrmeWamerCole 20,9260 1,6320 7.8% 2869 79 2% 31744 264 78% 2941 a1 187 11806 4836 3%%
Windstreem 27335 2038 9% 214 91 L% 2 08 10% 275 -0 -1%% 2484 perge] 96%
ART 141,623.7 11,5004 8.1% 188830 2480 1326 173114 1800 93% 192r17 30430 168% 80877 434 51%
ANCFnarcial SvicesGoup 9827 27247 8.3% 53430 eacie) 6% 52728 10808 D1% 5180 %80 1% 17289 [sovi] 3%
Suttem 245870 20360 8.3% 36820 =770 —48% 20150 150 60% 2580 3830 141% 154410 160 108%
GentunyLirk 8,606.8 7251 84% 12120 20 2% 10720 180 1% 12150 10 0.1% 51078 6731 133%
GrminityHealthSstens 26835 2371 88% 380 70 23% 80 -390 —127% B3 91 40% 1962 30 130%
\erznGrnicatios 81,5180 74010 9.1% B8400 54760 BO% 15,180 26570 175% 2220 =970 —168% 30280 -5%60 —18%
MDUResouroes 29537 213 9% 158 L5 B&% 4066 28 1% 4109 455 1% 19803 1434 3%
Lhited Tedrologies 44212 25462 104% 28190 10 94% 4208 338 62% 3629 509 144% 13785 14975 109%
AirProdcis&Cramicals 41174 4395 10.7% i 1407 06% 580 -62 —11% 485 62 164% 24132 208 95%
Areznam 62375 6745 10.8% 19806 1166 5%% 80 200 AN% 6725 H#5 51% 3%74 344 93%
leviStraus 538 1026 10.8% 1715 21 12% 610 148 2A2% &7 100 21% 6307 7 120%
Golarese 28573 3263 4% 218 188 85% 502 A2 18.1% 1 611 7% 1363 @3 115%
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Effective Federal Comorate Inoome TexRates on 258 MajorComorations, 20082015 (by 8-year taxrate)

Baghi-YearTolaks 2015 2014 2013 2003-2012

Cavpary Profit T Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate

Loans 11,0952 1,2762 1".%% 360 70 216% 13060 300 B 1,510 1710 98% 76332 a%2 86%
ArthurGallagher 1,630.0 190.8 MN.% 4 439 14P% 245 B8 16% 2185 0 133% 8726 1 91%
ABMIndustries 69%6.0 842 21% 572 18 31% 1101 20 D1% a7 163 167 4310 B0 81%
Belon 26423 3,350.3 12.%% 34160 470 NP 24440 1210 50% 2520 440 B% 17903 20783 118%
DominionResouroes 19,2400 24681 12.8% 27465 -5 =10% 1,7/480 110 -06% 25110 3170 23% 12175 21886 180%
FecX 16,9772 22460 132% 2868 5105 178% 2309 =8 2% 2804 576 D% 8820 361 44%
DadenRestaurants 35462 4.7 1B3.3% 4509 46 165% 1911 29 —146% 1867 D5 164% 27175 ™5 145%
TrreWarer 31,0484 41472 134% 43729 e 164% 46155 -0 -06% 49119 380 6.7% 17,1480 31861 182%
Mosaic 6,814.1 9127 134% 689 619 9% i 460 163% 33 -0 12 5808 &08 148%
DS-Network 11,4582 1,5545 13.6% 1,141 1460 130% 12546 1803 144% 1,103 17 144% 7031 10664 134%
Netflix 1,442 2031 13.6% a2 79 B 51 71 2% 181 -90 57 9138 29 55%
BExenivibil 60,4817 82267 13.6% %3 =17 =10% 9589 13809 1“2% 93%73 10833 1% 41362 5842 141%
EstrenChaical 51340 7230 14.1% 560 &0 148% 10 &0 103% 14070 1430 1026 25100 450 171%
TrinityIncustries 41221 533.9 144% 12238 302 2% 10862 a5 D2 500 1348 2% 1,301 -6 S
Gesey'sGereral Sores 16294 2421 14.9% 302 %0 165% m6 466 169% 012 £6 226 8124 Bo 1%
HoreywellIntemational 16,5195 24605 14%% 32970 7190 218% 33186 ®16 199% 2978 538 8% 69760 560 75%
Sz 52750 803.0 15.3% 10820 30 BTk 700 330 48% 6770 1610 B&% 2760 270 83%
GorsolBrery 3,590.3 54.9 15.3% 301 214 65% 157 135 % 574 43 75% 28671 68 169%
JP.MorganChese8Go. 114,769.5 17,9563 15.6% 2447 31800 141% 03310 12734 63% 124860 1403 -14% 505379 1“2 B1%
Twenty-FirstGanfuryFox P720 62730 15.8% 3466 460 134% 9700 &10 9% 5269 11780 28 21285 37380 176%
RiblicSeviceEhterpriseGaup 18,0019 29359 16.3% 2565 205 93% 2380 360 140% 20130 4870 2% 10964 18734 170%
Fanebook 14,7879 24399 16.5% 2820 14740 26% 49180 300 53% 31970 6140 1926 3808 99 2&%
W 26005 4362 16.8% 33B5 &0 2% 453 D5 190% 211 439 1376 14156 2128 150%
& 21,006.5 3,5305 16.8% 30437 6157 D% 2045 755 2A6% 28372 a02 B 121710 1580 126%
Wesoolntermatioral 2028 328 16.9% 246 45 168% 308 %8 D2% 340 b7 1370 11835 178 171%
Praxair 61423 1,036.3 16.9% 03 13 1% g4 o4 2% 8710 %0 64% 3367 857 1B
Kimberty-Oark 10,685.7 1,8037 16.%% 014 124 47P% 15204 304 D% 1827 87 1868% 7022 o832 13%%
Bililly 15,1175 257110 17.0% 1183 a05 %B5% 12065 @89 1“0% 2760 o1 96% 100%8 1425 148%
Adersrs 79%.0 1354 17.0% 3L —43 =127 1860 31 199% 1% 110 81% 4702 a7 08%
SonicAutaotive 709 1379 17.2% 1387 B2 B1% 15860 3B B% 1234 B4 Z% 319 34 82%
RodweiQollirs 63150 1,1340 18.0% &62 182 1920 10 1060 140% 456 1436 193% 3e21 71 182%
WelisFao 185,024.8 33,3306 18.0% 310444 104474 B 31454 69464 21% H3B9 43769 4% B121 11509 124%
RR Doreliey&Srs 1,610.8 204 18.0% %7 1125 49%% 58 499 807% &6 =153 B 13137 1433 109%
FhiltipsVenHausn 984.5 1779 18.1% ANe 23 25% H#0 45 10 463 &2 180% 8124 1360 166%
Ball 1,928 348 18.2% 431 85 1976 X560 B3 137 M4 4 165% 1483 26 194%
JoyGlobal 34743 633.1 18.2% 3131 5 75% 22 &5 TS 551 156 BF% 23479 485 172%
Foneene 1,590.0 2038 18.3% 2136 %4 B4% %0 %2 A% 54 83 B 960 159 136%
DRt 8,678.0 1,6020 18.5% 1300 2180 1677 27180 7780 B6% 90 1600 170% 36310 4460 123%
Nie 10,279, 19119 18.6% o336 786 7 147 457 218% 2848 1408 50% 44368 12747 B
WnchembridwideCorporation 3,831.1 "7 18.6% 7169 1679 B 79 4o 2% 505 1016 188% 19158 X562 154%
SoartarNgh 4323 2 19.0% a3 D4 3N &8 B4 D% 16 37 5% 2436 27 8%
TraelesGs 30,720 58705 19.1% 46210 10080 B&% 48089 1,189 BP% 48040 10140 2% 164061 2506 158%
L-3Grrminications 76138 1,4616 19.2% 4816 3B5 80% 89 28 96% &b7 1817 2126 55175 1,185 212%
NorblkSouthem 20,4569 4,069.9 19.%% 2334 484 D% 3004 &84 B1% 28736 636 B1% 12185 22145 182%
SerwinWitliams 72946 14672 201% 1487 355 21%% 12082 515 D&% 1089 107 181% 3549 an5 197
Goup 1Autrmotive 1,068.0 2152 20.2% 250 62 B6% 152 481 &% 1778 23 B&% 438 26 127
Cxalda 238469 48538 204% 1648 o L0% 1503 &70 56% 2354 7130 D% 18265 2528 41%
Raythemn 21,0370 43358 20.6% 24820 7181 BS% 28380 781 &% 26120 708 T%% 13070 2107 16.1%
GredMils 15,2054 3,155 20.6% 1860 4120 217 16054 310 199% 21444 404 2% 9506 19431 3%
JB HntTransportSarvioss 352 7311 20.6% 6701 1406 23% 578 170 199% 586 1561 Bd% 1,157 3B4 194%
Dereher 9,2872 19189 20.7% 13863 X568 B 14083 B4 178% 16406 20 164% 48520 1007 210%
BRRICap. 18,531.0 38370 20.7% 28100 560 D&% 26170 %10 2A1% 28120 10040 D% 10220 16870 165%
UnionPaci 446158 92828 20.8% 74867 1807 2A8% 81244 19814 B&% 68321 1671 2A48% 21726 38566 17.3%
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Hfective Federal Comorate Inoome TexRates on 258 MajorComorations, 20082015 (by 8-year taxrate)

Eight-Yearfolas 2015 2014 2013 2003-2012

Carpary Pofit Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate

Moreanto 15,2363 32414 21.P% 21%2 6386 6% 2335 5885 A% 2367 67 1668% 83610 16476 197
AllegrenyQorporation 32074 722 21.3% 3736 B3 B0% &89 1154 183% 6114 &4 126 18835 451 53%
Miesson 11,7031 24960 21.P% 24071 &80 T3 1800 430 B1% 14830 4840 B 60400 D010 149%
Arpherol 1,2938 286 21.6% 1372 50 183% 1670 3B1 198% 1564 51 160% 832 1%4 &%
FifthThirdBancomp 11,0090 23870 2% 2280 a0 D% 1,720 440 2AS% 2260 440 218% 48040 &70 168%
Airgss 3,689.3 800.8 21.T% 5140 1374 B %75 105 ZCh 523 1730 B1% 2064 308 162%
IrsightEnterprises 5772 12638 20% 880 29 T % &5 pacl 3% BO Z0 D% .7 491 158%
NorthropGunren 21,3830 47120 20% 2760 70 8% 28970 &n0 214% 27510 700 6% 1300 3150 2A40%
Paccar 54533 1,2106 2%/ 1501 218 BP% 12840 424 3% 888 4 28% 1,414 160 0%
Procter&Garble 66,989.5 14,9310 2% 8540 16730 195% 86110 22720 B&% 8,/380 1860 183% 410465 9300 2%
NR 26530 591.6 2% 5711 1616 BF 463 1404 2F% P19 1206 D&% 12837 @0 134%
Erolab 46493 1,0402 245 THS 1865 5% 966 563 B3 702 201 B1% 2287 o4 1B52%
Kellogg 87483 19716 25 4975 04 403 4874 19 I 20863 x2 135% 56781 1,671 211%
Dover 45845 1,0383 26% 5187 1146 2% 39 2104 B0 6 139 178% 2524 503 28%
Gore-Marki-blding 4264 97.5 2%% 82 176 25 615 197 20% @2 170 T3 246 433 193%
ArericanBpres 46747 95772 2.0% 64272 2021 6% 77499 20013 ZI%h 61576 168305 ZG% 21,3400 37382 175%
Davita 6,39.3 14155 8.2 456 1600 215% 1,465 108 1B32% B8 ™3 4% 3585 &4 2A8%
VR Barldey 44117 10236 2.%% a&a76 1777 58% B3 5417 B1% 85 1123 8% 2243 4789 215%
GapbeliSup 72197 1,696.7 28.%% &00 210 D&% w72 22 A% 731 81 25% 46083 963 3%
Miaom 18,2614 42604 28.%% 19804 384 185% 28165 g5 A% 30338 308 108% 10417 2817 A%
FitreyBones 34087 79%2 23.4% 4869 1156 B&% 305 "7 199% 313 83 &% 2810 507 B3
Domtar 14378 3BT 236% 245 L5 243% 814 154 18%% b5 45 -410% 126 4 215%
Southwest Airlines 8450 20060 28.T% 3350 1220 B 1,870 80 4% 1,160 360 D% 21420 1860 73%
Aebury AutarotiveGroup, Inc. 953.3 2215 2.%% B0 811 D% 166 L7 B 1616 43 56% 3Bt &4 183%
Grresst 64,8792 15,5358 2.%% 121468 29768 245 11618 21712 182% 100162 30135 D% 0743 73143 2A40%
Rodwel | ALtaretion 3,210.8 7851 24.0% 6466 283 DA% e02d5) 147 % 885 1381 &% 15101 240 ‘e
GoldrenSasGap 50,2104 12,1189 241% 34%0 0 2D8% 67829 1613 186% 64460 2580 B 3565 76407 28%
PrecsionCsiparts 124288 30012 244% 10159 X569 B%% 21122 5152 A48% 21387 418 28% 71420 1,783 2A2%
Parkertamifin 5,369.8 1,3005 242 a03 63 A% 86 164 21%% 1,604 5 D% 2805 583 199%
Kroger 16,2184 39466 2A4.3% 30738 628 D% 2300 840 D% 22465 6115 i 8300 18873 2P
ThemmoFsherSdientific 6,560.5 1,6098 24.5% &17 1288 16.1% 11206 304 A% w5 mo 248% 3617 866 2A2%
HOAHbIdings 19,1164 46062 246% 34617 10647 D&% 22436 62 BFh 2843 735 B4% 10568 2028 199%
M 237944 58606 246% 43497 12106 &% 37369 649 58% 31189 819 BO% 12509 28131 23%
USBarvomp 49331.0 121910 24T% 7300 19560 58% 7520 1880 52% 7870 18860 B0% %7120 64220 2A2%
\F 4,955.5 1,294 24.8% 2 1478 190% 880 1?3 B3 3 10 6% 2820 703 560
GorAgraFoods 7208 1,7934 24.%% 07 X568 L% &2 216 3% 10847 305 BF% 45002 &b6 188%
LockreedVartin 35,509.0 88806 500 49860 18170 B6% 5380 2000 3% 42800 12040 BZ 20820 3806 184%
WéstieMeregarent 105474 26429 254% 9B7 1796 1920 18041 408 2% jeaeic] 307 B 6367 16728 2A8%
MesteCard 16,648.7 41789 254% 3313 23 191% 325 @3 B 29863 M3 BF% 70978 16100 2P
ArmowBectronics 25338 656.9 25.%% 616 786 DF 340 B0 B% 3124 o2 B4% 1628 4040 2A40%
Hars 58776 14925 2548% 1006 -0 —25% 430 1800 BF% 731 2130 25 3608 11565 3N
PadkegingGomp. of Arerica 28630 724 5.5% 50 201 3% 833 1750 D% 4040 132 D% 1267 41 18%%
SAC 40740 1,043.1 25.6% 1710 L7 B0% &0 &5 91% 1710 400 B 3060 &68 5%
AllientTedsstes 29541 7632 25.8% 60 72 1026 1430 B8 58% B85 1469 D% 20025 &4 2%
YumBrands 32264 8354 25.%% 817 257 S44% 60 2150 L5% 4496 126 T3 18101 21 13%%
Seples 6,160.8 16165 26.2% 409 09 108% 88 1168 B 8438 1911 26% 43464 1287 0%
PoloRalphlLauren 4,0462 1,085.1 26.3% 780 780 B1% 564 %44 B3I &40 &9 % 25168 6408 58%
ArherDeniesMidland 11,1800 29500 2648% 11380 200 B 21670 410 D% 1460 80 B 6300 18910 X650
GrerdDramics 47203 6,6742 21.0% 35113 3 2% 3284 84 2A0% 32230 880 B0% 14077 42715 0%
AlfieroeDataSstars 32996 825 21.0% 31 66 2% @16 164 B 535 1743 2 1204 2163 168%
RelianceSed &Aluminm 34466 484 21.5% 455 1205 D&% 4833 1832 B1% 435 1205 8% 21242 562 B
W&tDiney 62,566.8 172171 21.5% 21348 3831 %% 10862 27211 B1% 85316 21863 56% 310150 8375 ZI0%
Anixterintemational 12M.5 350.1 21.% 1602 83 Bd% 1843 B3 18.1% 1814 b6 198% 7457 29 %%
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QentaSvics
CadralHealth
HERBIak
DiksJortingGods
AdereAubParts
ORillyAuiamotive
Gsioo\Mokesgle
Merck
FomelFoods
Qe
GruinePars
LimitedBrands
HarleyDavidson
inoisTool\bris
Bmis

™

RiblixS perhirkets

Onvers&Mnor

Trecior SpplyCampeny
G IndustriesHbidings
DollaTree

Hoht-YearTotas
Profit Tx

47538 1,3121
31,125 8,6022
38813 1,07142
24708 6885
774983 21,6033
34422 11,0051
1,085.1 2981
5570.7 1,569.0
26,3934 74328
41355 1,169.0
14,4366 40912
12,3150 3,496.0
22488 6399
11,266.! 32213
51221 1,469.1
31034 8915
44718 1,2888
6,7816 1,956.1
13,8320 40200
41,404.3 12,039.0
5,508.0 1,604.3
39,856.5 11,6432
68186 1,9937
89458 26217
65622 1,9285
11,2119 3,272
1,658.7 4830
16,952.0 49943
17,3489 51131
32,0870 9,476.0
10,4291 3,1039
76235 227112
5156.0 1,546.6
14,398.8 43422
16,387.1 49541
3,130.8 946.9
6,1125 1,863.0
1,0031 3274
9,156.1 2794
6,109.1 1,8733
78674 24235
19,684.2 6,0747
139,743.0 43,4800
2,098.8 6556
1,727 5581
74810 23433
1,367.5 4258
6,2749 1,9759
59824 1,8974
7,6280 24320
3,028 971.0
1"M,741.6 37722
53471 1,7263

Effective FederalComorate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 20082015 (by 8-year texrate)

Rate
21.6%
27 6%
2I.T%
S
2Z1.9%
2Z1.9%
28.0%
281%
282%
28.3%
28.3%
2848%
28.5%
286%
28.7%
28.7%
28.8%
28.8%
1%
1%
1%
2.2%
2.2%
2.3%
22.4%
2048%
224%
2.5%
2.5%
2.5%
28%
2.8%
30.0%
302%
302%
30.2%
30.5%
30.5%
30.6%
30.7%
30.8%
31.0%
311%
31.2%
3%
31.3%
31.4%
31.5%
™%
31.9%
1%
1%
3%

2015 2014 2013 2003-2012
Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
764 3108 446% 682 3B16 20% 5028 2150 PG% 2864 457 156%
61575 1910 2F 6025 19340 21% 5328 13800 56% 136197 33172 2A8%
@17 02 318% 32 260 3% 5772 1814 &% 1982 466 B8%
454 165 8% 407 1302 6% A36 1000 D% 1222 3B18 pae
87875 2865 D% 115481 32731 B3 93145 2635 BS% 478482 2042 1%
62800 1640 B1% 4585 jecedy] D3I% 5860 271810 3 &% 2737 62381 2ZI5”%
02 53 78% 1805 44 ZSPh 1189 21 BG% 7165 03 ors
878 2118 A% 883 203 B TA9 219 D% 31887 960 B6%
2819 10830 BG% 231 12087 B3F% 2887 %62 BF% 18207 4149 2%
12 180 1970 385 1280 2% 854 1830 DI 2503 700 2%
2889 10887 B 29075 1083 B2 jeirig B0 A2 77375 1672 210%
16114 5104 3% 23p4 314 318% 21018 8168 I3 6204 14374 B1%
33 &3 B% BT 28 B4% 4856 109 D% 12183 3108 55%
1817 837 5% 16800 310 B 1807 487 D% 60061 1,/679 D4%
585 1672 31% &80 255 I SFh 7180 163 T 32176 811 %8%
860 185 4% 578 1776 B% 830 138 56% 15476 216 2%
6706 20 A% B9 161 ZSh 587 183 BIF 2587 er14 %60
1440 484 318% 11874 86 D2 1058 328 3B 31443 &2 B1%
24579 U9 B 2085 a%5 D% 1916 216 B5% 7300 217170 X680
2170 720 A% 16360 71360 465% 36460 580 1668% 0263 36180 178%
g2 206 B Hl4 241 B3I 05 2120 B 29168 &76 X
37835 1,185 3% 498025 19612 PL% 51083 14063 6% 20173 70873 2%
905 ;6 B% 12488 09 168% 253 xp3 11926 44040 11879 2%
15831 451 33 1424 4184 D% 12312 372 D% 4,700 13309 B3
10788 309 BF% 1,171 B4 2% 1005 X565 B4% 32978 967 ZI8%
1575 4%5 D% 1647 BT B% 1342 302 B% 68066 20348 0%
24 02 8% 241 &0 B% z2 &8 6% jeceie) X9 B
2861 86 2 2796 8181 D% 2542 475 BS% 86331 2401 B
28317 81 B8% 2419 42 DI 2305 55 D% 9649 2854 8%
42850 16820 BG% 32760 10740 8% 38%0 12130 316% 20800 55371 68%
16430 425 D&% 1408 4973 B2 14614 4186 B 5848 17125 24%
13139 33B5 6% 1277 H4 B% 12126 36 & 38193 12086 318%
10089 46 2F &r7 01 B3I ™44 09 D2k 2500 20 02
19837 524 B6% 18838 560 B 1886 32 A 86716 26316 A3
32180 10340 21% 2640 &00 D% 13070 2150 143% 89781 28561 21%
538 fe1.1 D% 428 470 8% 4678 125 BZF 1604 863 0P
7 80 803 526 7 460% 7 4 8% 47574 1,1409 2A40%
2138 %86 &% 1889 3 HI% 1837 L5 6% 5168 1615 N3
1,746 5788 28% 1562 530 Bd% 15272 861 B1% 42531 1,125 P
21 75 BT 725 87 3% 8162 »5 T3 40013 12146 V4%
1218 Z69 2% 760 mo B6% 1267 437 BF% 48028 15789 P68%
1802 P17 2D0% 31496 1,115 I &% 40432 13631 B 10522 3184 8%
160830 5520 A% 17800 6,1660 A% 18680 6377 H1% 87,1870 5360 1%
2164 23 Bd% X7 1 BF% 1718 811 472% 1509 4311 B
238 jecy] B 339 740 D% 2172 56 B1% 10678 33#5 N3
11388 308 BG% 1282 407 6% 1,154 300 D% 3986 1,148 D&%
1%1 a2 Bk 1464 517 B 1819 577 3% 8740 61 3%
886 236 B gn 361 26% 8169 209 A% 3403 1063 33
&04 205 408% 673 184 107% 809 s BF 42438 12106 B5%
9566 16 198% 11388 3788 BI% 1,100 300 3P 4386 15086 A2
649 es 20% 567 168 A% a5 121 TP 13227 4333 8%
B45 569 B6% 19560 680 6% 20310 603 310% 6,700 2270 B1%
4338 1163 B8% 968 214 B amB5 X65 6% 300 jes 2 20%
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Effective Federal Corporate Inoome TexRates on 258 NbjorCorporations, 20082015 (by 8-year taxrate)

BahtYearotals 2015 2014 2013 2008-2012

Carpary Tx Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
Petral 225641 7,2908 R.% 4130 1,731 D% 3430 1,188 B0% 2802 829 B% 121088 35069 20%
GarlVix 50858 16443 2% 903 75 DVP% 909 BT D% 25 B4 A% 24220 746 2%
Wagreen 26,2800 85030 4% 280 8160 2% 32770 12070 BB% 33130 1,120 BO% 170860 5380 2%
GeSiop 41638 13513 25, 580 1751 2% 518 17 B% 402 9 315% 26148 846 B
Vi 20,0639 97740 R 6685 1215 D% 7396 27786 D% 16818 568 D% 143340 50670 B2%
Kehi's 11,6198 37928 26% 17 7 H % 13135 5 D% 1305 465 A 7920 2500 2%
Gp 12,0039 39478 RF% 1308 8 B&% 17878 5156 B% 1,71817 507 2% 70738 24677 NP
Disoover Firencial Seviees 25381 74596 B1% 34690 12450 BP% 3570 12150 A% 3830 10800 6% 11,7001 3906 B
BedlBath&Beyord 10,1230 33578 B2% 12802 05 % 1419 421 1% 1522 400 2% 5807 19850 0%
HoreDepot 486719 161549 B2% 97410 3280 B% 8840 28840 6% 7440 25060 B 2629 7509 B
HollFrontier 7,057 23484 B2% 10748 404 % 5 xp8 6% 1,107 79 B 44577 1372 2%
GrerkesShneb 12,8066 42575 B% 21800 7400 BI% 20130 70 BB% 16480 80 B 8956 21725 3N
OREey 25476 8493 BI% 706 70 kil 73 250 2 D% 529 X659 Q% 1502 42 B
A 57332 19132 BL&% 677 B17 8% w5 B15 0% 8570 180 A% 3669 11649 3%
RosSiores 8,667.6 28932 BL% 15820 a7 2% 1489 447 6% 13129 440 B 43187 14018 U
TechData %1.3 3218 B 183 713 I ®B7 P4 8% 215 43 0% 5518 1768 0%
DismoveryGamrunications Inc. 7,0316 23556 B 1281 51 A% 1,122 M2 2% 10136 X566 B 3507 1287 B
GaybarHectric 8797 2957 BE% 161 62 A% 1204 47 % 108 48 PO% 444 1570 3%
HrersnBectric 14421 48800 B% 28150 Mo 2% 20870 20 B% 16340 ™40 2% 79061 25100 3%
JMSnder 54499 18414 B% @7 303 B 438 w9 B 858 284 2% 32378 10888 B
LifePointHesalth 1,897 63238 A% 6 128 A% 086 a2 B% w3 910 6% 11612 88 3%
ApolioQoup 5756 1,9682 A% 1190 465 B% F00 1139 6% 210 7 BO% 47656 1681 U
Smex 1,206 4189 A% 1836 =7 20% 846 74 a% 1901 743 P% &23 285 3B
CHRbirsnWbridwice 49076 1,6892 A% &1 227 B% sl 2182 B% 596 1578 BP% 3023 10804 b
WHRoint BMT2 121670 A% 45146 19174 2% 43103 1510 BP% 3723 12015 3P 2500 74571 B%
JaoksEnginesringQoup 2541 8763 A% X675 718 5% 209 1086 B% 386 120 H % 1682 5770 A%
OBCrarark 97048 17,7748 A% 80830 2900 B% 72013 24833 6% 7,017 25717 B2% 73188 92198 B
WholeFoodsVertet 4305 15325 A% 879 09 2% &76 F16 40% 8154 04 B% 19186 597 WNP%
AltriaGoup 474630 165830 AP 76270 25160 B% 72830 2300 2% 65080 20850 3% 260820 96510 0%
Biogen ke 13,3359 47138 B% 3%16 1,1404 A% 2589 1,078 30% 18673 6401 A 5581 1844 2%
Gognizznt TechrolagySolutiars 28696 10157 B 671 287 B% 502 1878 % 460 187 P% 1,152 3755 25
LhitedStatiorers 13144 4653 BL&% 150 673 B 1864 73 B% 1902 9 B% 829 287 3%
Raymond JamesFrercial 3,8003 1,3542 BE% B4 731 B% 873 344 % 580 1807 B 18545 &61 %
UnitecHealthGoup 619000 221949 BFh 9900 4150 4% 9360 38830 N4% 86780 30040 % B0 1,129 2%
Goath, . 62934 22636 BL% 3301 132 B8% 352 75 B8% 02 739 BO% 48778 1690 %
ArericnFrercialQowp 469838 1,7101 B4% 8410 2160 B% 5710 X650 B48% &40 T80 &% 2828 @11 2T
BestBly 97024 3,531 B4% 12515 o % 10580 B0 2% 200 T80 51P% 87229 2591 k772
MDordld's 21,3796 7,8080 B 24671 10300 4% 25458 10862 aA% 2737 11616 2% 136129 4580, B
ReynoldsArerican 20,6190 7,594 BLh 5866 3289 B 206 7.1 B% 2616 B4 21.1% 101233 29500 201%
FrankinResouraes 11,7536 43549 7% 1962 748 ore 73 20805 7B5 B1% 1808 &8 T 58971 21538 B
Loae's 265123 98434 % 41710 1680 0% 40550 14750 B% 34700 1320 B 148463 5384 BO%
HealthNet 1,6359 630.0 &% 4336 289 B&% 2152 &9 PP 2576 35 DIk 7R5 2118 2%
Hrrera 14,5204 56897 B2% 2336 10646 B0% 20911 5.1 T5% 18094 584 3% 8263 30506 3%
BorsSipts 17,9077 7,1090 B7% 3702 16739 B2% 29159 12381 2% 28727 14481 D% 84190 27490 2%
Gntere 20105 83%6 4.6% @13 313 B0% 43 .3 8% X35 1156 B3P a4 204 B
Moiinattaltheare 88838 4208 3% 3154 164 D&% 128 6 D% 08 &6 81.1% 308 1203 B
AL 25800VPNES $3810577  $806.942 2126 |  $55168  $141,281 5656  $54814 $134,783 B06| $5436  $1M1,138 26|  $218719 $4197% 19.5% |
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Effective Federal Corporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 20082015 (alphabetical)

$milliors Bicht-Year Totals 215 2014 2013 2008-2012

CGarpary Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate [ Profit Tax  Rate | Pofit Tax Rate
M B7M4 5806 2466 4307 1206 Z8%|  37®9 B9 B[ 31189 819 B0 509 28131 2%
ABMIIndLstries 6960 2 121% 572 18 31% 1101 20 0% a7 163 157% 4310 0 8%
AdverceAoRarts 447118 12888 288% 6706 20 A6k B9 %1 T 587 1803 BI% 2587 67114 B6B%
Aetra 25641 7208 RF%| 4180 1731 L6 3480 1188  BOK| 2802 89 B 2188  3HB9 D%
AG Resouross 36802 292 16% 560 -No 20% 8740 130 2% 400 1860 BL% 17812 12 08%
ArProdctsChemicals 41174 4395  107% 27 1497 6% 580 62 1% 485 62 154% 24132 208 9%
Airges 36803 8008 21.™% 540 1374 B %75 105 T0% 523 7m0 3BT% 20064 38 62%
AllegheryCorporation 32074 w2 A% 3736 ®B3 50% 689 154 8% 6114 B84 MN2% 16335 9251 B3
AllinceDataSystans 3296 85 270 41 166 D% 016 1%4 B 585 743 2% 1204 2163 168%
AllientTechsstas 29541 7632  2568% 260 772 102% 1430 8 58 585 469  202% 20025 54 Z0%
AltriaGoup 474680 165830 3AFh| 7670 25160 BO6| 7H0 2300 RI%| 6560 2060 ANS| B0  9HI0  F%
Aveznam 62375 6745 108%| 19996 1166 5% 280 00 9P% 6725 %5 5% 3%74 M4 9O
Arern 72430 480 -07% %60 20 026 10010 370 3% 0 1180 -147% 4400 100  24%
AmercanBectricRoner 71704 4637 27| 26084 1073 4% 24660 510 21%| 20810 450 22% 10060 570  -58%
AvercanBress ME7AT 95172 2BCh| 6472 2021 86| TMR9 2013 TCk| 61576 1605 Q| 213400  37B2 V%
ArericarFirercialGoup 4688 17101  364% 6410 2160 B 5710 X0 o 6640 O 471% 2828 X1 2%
AmersoureeBeigen 61125 18630 305% 27 280  803% 526 X7 B0 w7 254 205% 47574 M09 A%
Anpherol 12938 296  216% 1372 50 18 1670 B1 08 154 51 160% 8332 %4 B6%
Anckisors 7960 1354 17.0% 39 43 2% 160 311 9% 1359 10  8%% 4702 F7 D&%
Anixter Intemtionel 1215 %01 2% 1602 33 B4 1843 B3 B% 1814 %6 196% 467 29  209%
ApolioGroup 57866 19682 342% 1190 %5 D% 300 139 2% 5210 M7 B0% 4766  16B1 A%
AcherDanielsMidand 11800 29500 68| 1180 2100 BF| 21670 610  D8%| 14%60 3O BI% 6300 1010  BF%
AnowBectronics 25838 6569 256.3% 46 776 3% 3340 BO B 3124 2 58 16228 00 A%
ArthurGallegher 16300 1908 1M.7% 44 439 U 5 B8 BI% 2185 00 1B 8726 71 9%
AdauryAutamotiveGoup, Inc. 9533 215  2B%% 240 81.1 V% 1766 07 B 1616 43 56% 11 614 BI%
AT 637 1504 81%| 18I0  24%0 B2 WIN4 1600  9F%| 19217 3080 158 BT 434 5%
AfvosEnengy 2863 1142 -A0% 5085 — — an3 — — %61 - = 1464 M2 T
AutarveticDataProessing 1388 4322 302%| 1987 524 6L 1838 560 B™%| 1896 6632 A% 86716 26316 NI
AutdNetion 38813 10742 2TT% 17 202 318% 6632 60 AN 5772 814 3NP% 19692 66 B
AutcZore 104201 31089 208%| 1680 45 D86 1498 o3 B2| 14514 416 2B 5848 17125 20M%
Ball 19528 648  182% 431 85 107% 260 ¥3 B 14 4 155% 14033 16 9%
EBRTQp. 185310 3870 207%| 28100 560 08| 26170 510 211%| 28120 1040 B% 10220 1670 6%
BeoiBath &Bsyond 10180 33576 B2%| 12802 305 086| 14419 21 AP 15822 P00 R% 5807 19860  U0%
B 16587 4880 298% 24 02 Z8% 241 0 B 22 68 06% B9 29  BP%
BstBy 9724  35%1 3B64%| 1515 70 6| 1080 B0 8% 500 6O 519% 6729 2591 I
Bolos 20%838 656 31.2% 2164 3 Bk 207 1 B 78 811 47 2% 15009 B B
Biogen ke 13369 47138 BI%6| 3BI6 144 26| 2589 1008  LBO| 18673 601 A 5581 1844 2%
Bosirg 0067 21467 5&| 6880 1960 BH| 67R7 B17 8% 5%60 1090 -3F%| DB A1 A%
CHRobinsnVricwice 49076 16092 A% 654.1 27 3B6% 6116 282 B 506 1578  2B%% 3023 1004 U
A 5782 19132 B 6797 B17 NP 705 BI5 2% 6670 1860 27 7% 3669 1149 31B%
GiblevisonSetas 24551 86 0% 278 01 00% 424 58 4% 1967 12 08% 15082 38 0%
CapbeliSoup 7207  16%7  283% &00 210 04% %72 m;M2 AP 781 2B1 RF% 46903 B3 DI
CapitalCreFinencial 3125  86R2 7E%| 6175 1910 236|625 1940 RTh| 5328 1300 56% 136197 3372 A%
Cadinal-ealth 122665 3213 88| 1817 537 05%| 1600 B0 BOK| 1607 487 0% 6061 1779 D%
Carlvix 50868 1643 R% 903 X5 V% 09 BT Db 25 D44 A% 2420 ™6 8%
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Effective Feceral Comporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorGorporations, 2008-2015 (alphabetical)

$milliors EgltYéa'Tdas 215 2014 2013 2008-2012

Gavpary Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate [ Profit Tax  Rate | Pofit Tax Rate
Casey'sGeneral Stores 16204 2421 14%% 302 %0 165% 2756 %66 6% 212 26 212 8124 B9 MP%
@S 13047 685 5&%| 19744 1542 78| 1700 260 -B1%| 24516 me6  1M% 6887 567 %%
Glrese 28573 263 ML 218 188 85% 502 %2 BW% 701 611 TP 1363 123 15%
Grtere 20105 8366 M6% 013 N3 0% 4543 03 H% X35 156  43%% o014 204  BI
Gantunlink 860638 751 8&%| 12120 20 236 10720 180 1P| 12150 10 0%% 51078 681 B3I
G Indlstriestbidings nmme  3m2  Rv% ®B45 269 6L 1980 680 B[ 2010 603  310% 6/00 2270  BW%
CharlesSimeb 128066 42575 B2%6| 29800 7400 BI6| 2080 M0 BEH| 16480 580 B3Ik 69H6 2125 I
Gy UAB6 40912 BI%6| 2889 1087 B3| 2075  10R3 B2% a®7 WO 40Z% T 1872 2A0%
Clorox 55797 15600 28.1% 8778 218 A% aB.3 203 B% 729 219 0% 31687 BO B
QvBHey 46660 -260 -06% 7720 — — B0 — — 7200 - = 24710 260 A%
Qoach . 62984 22636 36.0% 301 1532 B8 52 w5 8% 702 M9 B 48778 1600 A%
CraQda 288459 48538 204%| 1648 0 L0 1503 &0 BOL| 23H4 30 0% 1865 2808 U%
Gaonizant TechrologySolutions 28006 10157 358% 6791 87 B 502 1878 A% 460 187 2% 11562 3m5 X%
Qorroest 64872 155358 28%%| 121468 2988 436 N8 272 82| 10062 30185 NP| VB3 TIA3 A%
QrvrunityHeelthSsterrs 26835 871 8% 10 70 23% 280 200 2% 263 9a 4% 19062 20  1B0%
QrAgraFoods 72008 17984 24%% 07 268 L2 862 BI6 N 10847 05 B 4502 866 188
QoreolErengy 35803 549 15F% 301 214 65% 177 B5 T 574 43 7% 29871 568  16%%
QoreolichtedEdisn 123200 1030 08%| 1700 -860  4%%| 16010 -90  -08%| 13370 B0 0% 75810 &0 A%
QorstellatiorBrancs 5,506 M43 &% 503 573 9% 470 105 TBh| 2086 &6 4% 24727 X5 0%
QreVarkHbiding 4264 a5 2% 782 176 254 615 97 0% 62 70 273% 246 83 9%
Qoming 74530 o 10% 4060 400 9% 230 B0 1686|1220 30 02 34380 100 0%
QstooV\holesale 1380 4000 20%%| 2479 49 BI6| 2025 665 DFh| 19716 216 6% 7RO 21770 D%
X 210065 35305 168%| 3047 6157 D2%| 2945 TB5 A% 28372 602 2B 2710 1580 126%
GREeqy 25476 93  BI% 206 750 31.3% 260 B2 PP 529 X59 4Pb 1502 Q2 B
O8Caaak o748 172148 3A%| 80BO 29000 B66| T3 2483 UB| 7017 25717 B2%|  Z388 9498 B
Dergher 926872 19189 207%| 1363 368 BBL| 1483 X4 TS| 16406 20 158 4820 107 210%
DarderRestaurants 35452 M7 1B% 409 746 165% 1911 29 8% 1867 05 164% 27175 5 Uk
Divita 6393 14755 232% 456 1600 286 1165 109 1B2% ®88 M3 2% 3585 004 UM%
Dire 195842 60747 30| 1802 »17 DO6| 36 11915 J8| 4082 1381 B™% 0522  31B4 08%
DavonErery 21623 383 1| 18614 266  -RP| 4275 5 3@k| 14T o7 3P 137486 36 28%
DickisSortingGoods 31034 85 28B7% 5060 185 314% 578 76  BP% 530 188 256% 15476 06 T
DiooerFinarcial Servioss 2581 74806 3BA%| 3400 12450 BI6| 3870 12150  UL6| 3880 1000 0% 11 3906  B%
DiscoeryGammmunications Inc 70316  23%6 B’Fh| 1261 25611 A% 1122 42 236 10436 X066 2B 37 1287 B
DSHNetwork NAB2 15545 138%| 1141 1450 BOL| 1246 1803 ULl6| 1103 107 14®% 7901 10864 B%
DollrGererdl 91%6.1 2794 306%| 17646 5788 286 1562 580 Bw| 1572 561 B1% 4281  11®5 T
DollarTree 53471 1763 RF% 4338 1163 8% 68 214 B .5 265 % 30000 w1 0%
DominionResourcss 192000 24681 128% | 2765 65 Q| 1780 -N0  -08%| 25710 370 123% 2175 2186 B
Domtar 14378 397 2B6% 25 05 23T 814 B4 18P %5 -u5 -M0% 1295 w4 2A%%
Dower 45345 10383 226% 5187 1146 2% 7839 204 B 76 189 176% 2524 503  26%
DiEErery TAT80 2630 3% %40 30 0| 12510 -160 3% 60 40 8% 43670 180 4%
Diefreny 197675 420 -2%%| 3800 — — | 3540 — — | 3%0 B0 3% 9me5 200 -3
DRt 86780 16020 185%| 1300 2180 BP6| 27180 0 B @00 1800 170% 36310 #60 R
EestrenChemical 51340 780  141% 560 &0 146% 6210 640 06| 14070 30 102% 25100 20 7%
Fookb 4603 1002 224 7349 1865 52 66 %3 B 7102 21 B% 2287 ¥4 B2%
HiLilly BM75 257110 170%| 17603 6005 %3%6| 1265 1689  UQ| 27060 21 9% 10068 1425  US%
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Effective Federal Corporate Inaome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 2008-2015 (alphabetical)

Eicht-Year Totals
Profit Tax
1,787 558.1
14421 48600
124617 840
6,7032 1.1
26423 3,350.3
179077 71000
604817 8,267
14,7879 24399
16,9772 22460
11,0000 23870
88420 —465.0
62749 1,9759
1,5900 208
11,7536 43549
41638 1,351.3
12,0039 39478
247203 6,674.2
400574 —1,3690
15,2054 3,155
68186 1,993.7
802104 121189
8707 257
1,0680 2152
5121 1,460.1
6,5622 1,9285
58776 14925
19,1164 46962
1,6859 630.0
313038 6.9
76835 22712
7.065.7 23484
486719 16,149
16,5195 24605
5,508.0 1,604.3
14,5304 5,680.7
12119 32972
5772 126.8
774983 216033
64,7280 4800
50100 -386.0
23609 1228
35422 7311
54409 18414
14,7605 17953
25241 876.3

2015 014 2013 2008-2012

Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate
N3% 238 BO BZ% 239 40 D% 2172 %6 1% 10678 345 31.3%
3B.7% 28150 ey 2.1% 20370 420  Bh% 16540 0 23% 79061 25100 31.7%
6.6% 1470 772 6% 1657 DA 5% 12771 83 69% 8H19 584 68%
-02% 13819 7 0% 12725 35 03 12201 B3 11% 28107 —193 0%
127% 34160 4070 N9 2440 1210 50% 2520 TH4M0 B 179703 20783 N&%
30.7% 3,102 16739 B2% 20159 1281 L5 287127 1481 S04% 84100 2740 2%
13.6% 1503 7 —10% 9589 1308 ¥U2% 93673 10833 MO 4362 5842 U1%
16.5% 2820 14740 26/ 49180 00 53% 31970 640 192 38709 N9 28%
1B32% 2868 5105 178% 2309 ™8 2% 2804 876 D% 8920 301 44%
21.7% 2280 a0 D% 1,20 40 A% 2260 A0 215% 4840 870 168%
-5.3% 830 10 0.1% 230 10 -HI% 500 1180 -BG% 72060 -2160 -30%
3N.5% B8O 36 BT 901 3161 6% 8169 209 Al 34903 1063 31.3%
18.3% 2136 %4 B4/ 250 %2  245% 4 83 LB 60 1259 136%
3N % 19462 7248 373k 20805 B5 Bt% 1808 a8 33 580971 21538 5%
325% 580 1754 5% 518 1B7 Bhk 402 wo 3N5% 26148 8746 BA%
329% 1308 M8 B8 17876 56 B& 1,/617 507 3% 70738 24677 AT
21.0% 35113 3 m 32784 B4 2A0% 32230 880 0% WYUor7 4215 200
—34% 149 1500  103730% 58861 510 09% 64635 &0  13% 25 3040 -N0%
206% 1860 4120 A% 16064 B0 19%% 21444 P4 219% 9506 19431 D3%
202/ P05 B6 B% 12488 8 168% 253 XP3 192% 44040 11879 ZiGrh
24.%% 34560 00 205k 67829 1613 186% 64460 2580 BB BIBS 76807 28%
33.6% 13641 462 A% 1204 M7 A% 1208 478 06% 444 1570 318%
202% 250 b2 6/ 1752 481 X & 1778 L3 B8 409 %6 127%%
B.7% 585 1672 31.1% 6480 25  I% 7180 B3 Z12% 32176 811 B8%
048% 10788 309 BF% 1,171 B4 10065 X065 &b 32978 967 X8
254% 1006 270 25/ 430 10 BI% 7231 230 X5 36209 11%65 319%
24.6% 34617 1047 D&% 22436 a62 D% 28343 RB5 2B4% 10568 2028 18%%
31 4% 4336 339 86% 2152 869 B X576 .5 05% 75 2118 2%
302% 5338 1611 V2% 498 wWo 8% 4678 15 B3% 16364 563 DI%
208% 13139 B85 6/ 127 A4 B 12126 R6 sk 38193 1286 316%
3B2% 10748 4804 4% 5 28  T66% 11207 X9 2B%% 44877 13072 D1%
3B2% 97410 3280 BI% 8840 2840 6% 74240 2580 B% 2029 7509 BI%
14%% 32970 7190 218% 33186 ®16  199% 2978 538 18% 69760 560 75%
20.1% 9792 06 BT 14 241 B3 05 2120 B2% 29169 8676 X
392% 23436 1046 HB0% 20011 %61 4Bk 1804 B4 3% 8263 30006 3%
2048% 1575 4865 D% 1647 XB7 B 1342 2 B2 60056 20348 D&%
20% 880 29 g v &5 %9  310% BO 0 1% s7 1 158%
21%% 8,875 2685 V%] 181 327131 B3 9315 2605 B9 478482 12042 X%
75% 57870 =210 55/ 69380 1140 163% 66700 1460 211% 4H2A0 26300 58%
—1.% 1160 @0 55% 560 70 315% 4800 6970 —1U25% 2800 740 26%
52% 435 104 53/ 362 58 6% 283 69 182%% 13049 276 2%
206% 6701 146 23/ 578 1o 199% 586 161 2B4% 1,457 334 194%
338% 27 303 BT/ 4838 wo 5% a68 X4 22% 32376 1088 BF%
15.6% 2447 31600 Ut 203310 12734 636 124860 1403 A14% L0579 U2 51%
A% X75 8 B9% X090 1036 Bd% 386 240 377% 18682 570 A%
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Effective Federal Corporatte Inaome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 2008-2015 (alphabetical)

$milliors EgﬁYéa'Tdals 215 2014 2013 2008-2012

Garpary Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate [ Profit Tax  Rate | Pofit Tax Rate
JyGetel 34743 &3.1 18.2% 3131 235 75% 282 05  TPh 551 156 2% 23479 B5 2%
Kellogg 87483 19716 225% 4975 204 D 4874 09 PR 2063 B2 135% 56581 10971 2%
KirbertyCark 106857 18087 16%% M4 124 L% 1594 304 2096|1627 W7 186% 7002 ®W2 B
Kohi's 16198 3708 RE%| 1047 87 JI96| 13135 W5 VI|  13P5 485 A 720 2500 ™%
Kioger 162184 3956 24| 30738 628 D9%| 2880 0 NDPh| 22465 6115  272% 8300 1873 2%
L-3Qmmunicatiors 76138 14616 192% 4816 B85 80% 789 79 9% 857 817 212% 55175 1185  212%
LaboratoryCor. of Arerica 61001 18733 307% 5621 275 B 705 287 3% 8162 25 A 40013 1246 D%
LeviStrauss o538 1026  10.8% 75 21 12% 610 "8 A% &7 100 12%% 6307 BT R0
LifeRointHeeith 18507 6328 340% 246 128 N 216 72 B 23 A0 4% 11612 W 3%
LimitedBrands 89458 26217 203%| 1331 4%.1 36| 1424 4184 D[ 1212 372 6% 4700 1309 B%
LKQCorporation 24708 6885 27F% 454 1265 28% 437 12 20% 336 100  29%% 12322 B18 Bk
LoddedMartin 355000 8806 250%| 490 18170 ¥66| 5300 2000 IJO| 4220 1DI0 BI%| DIPR0 386 B%
Loans 10852 1262 1% %60 70 2186 1360 300  B&H| 17510 70 98% 76332 662  86%
Lone's 25023 98434 3TA%| 470 1680 05| 4000 140 Bh| 3400 1320 B™% B3 5384 BO%
Merys 1223150  34%60 88| 16114 5104 36| 2304 B4 N[ 21918 8168 3 6204 1474 BT%
MesteCard 166487 41789 251%| 3303 623 0P| 3253 ®3  BR| 2963 W3 B 078 16100 2%
MDorelds 21306 78080 365%| 2471 10300 M| 2568 1062 MNI%| 27B7 1616 2% 136129 4501 B%
Miiesson N7081  249%60 2A.3%| 24071 680 36| 1880 430 BT 14530 840 B 60400 VIO UM%
MOUResourcss 29537 273 &% 1758 505 B8k 4066 B8 7% 4109 45 NMW% 19603 w4 T
Merk MA43 12080 01%| 21170 720 66| 1BABO  T7I1B0 66| 3660 580 156%| 0W3 30080 V&%
NMolinettaithcare 8838 208 41.F% 3154 1664 4% 128 06 2% &8 66 81.1% 308 W3 B%
Monsanto 15263 3204 2A3%| 2162 6386 086| 2335 385 AM6| 23467 X7 156% 8¥10 1676  1OP%
Mesaic 68141 9127 134% 689 619 9% 11 60 B 233 -50 -N2% 5608 &8 Uk
Netflix 1442 281 136% ar2 29 -BP% 51 M 2% 181 90 -5%% 9138 9 5%
NedEaEnergy 215180 3130 18| 3900 100 036 3670 — — | 2420 -0 5% n4B0 B0 8%
Nie 10290 19119 186% B36 76 T 1947 457 218k 2948 1498  50% 4468 74T B
NSoure 4391 3522 -80% 339 — — &98 — — 4 59 2% 24730 363 -136%
Nordstrom 7680 240 NP %66 1896 086 11388 B8 B/I6| 1100 300 NP 43086 1586 A%
NorfolkSouthem 20459 40009 19%%| 234 4B4 DF6| 3P4 684 B%| 28736 636 2B1% 2105 2245  BZ%
NorthropGrummen 213880 47120 20%| 2760 270 8% 28970 600 214%| 27510 0 2% 1BRIO  31B0 A%
NR 26530 516 2% 5711 1616 B3k 463 w4 2% 19 106 D% 12637 160  134%
Qi Gap 47539 13121  276% 7164 3198 446% 6382 B16  R0% 508 2150 % 28564 o7 B6%
Qek 39762 M0 12 U7 132 34% %75 02 2% 471 12 0% 26%9 B8 10%
Qate 208%5 16432 202%| 3®5 1185 3P| 45 1H12 PRL| 5183 14063 O|  BOW3 T3 T
CReillyAutaotive 67816  19%1 288%| 1440 824 38| 11674 W6 D2| 1058 28 315k 31443 &2  BT%
Owers&Minor 13575 258 31&% 1561 602 B6% 1454 517 %56 1819 57 3% 8740 %61 0%
Pancar 5453 12106 22| 1501 518 BO6| 1840 ®4 I 8488 94 2% 17414 B0 0P
PankegingQom. of Arerica 28680 24 255 6450 2011 310% 533 7m0 0% 440 1282 0% 12367 241 B
Parkertanifin 53608 13005 242% 6503 263 A% TB6 14 2AP6| 116004 305 0% 28005 583 199%
RepooHbidings 3020  -8430 -T7F% 430 30 0™ 460  AF0 -BP% 480 B0 0% 17430 BBO0 -B0%
Repsi> 26384  7AR8 282 28219 1030 B66| 231 12607 BIN6| 2987 B2 B 18207 4149 2%
FGRECIID. 108430 15600 —14.5% 8500 -800  -10%%| 1860 -840 486| 1120 2180 —194% W0 B0 6%
PhillicsVenHeusn 9845 79 18.1% 919 23 25% %0 -445 0% %3 862 180% 8124 B0 166%
PitreyBones 34087 7962 2B8% 4869 1156 8% %05 7 % 313 B3 2210 507  2B%%
FNCFnencial SaviesQoup 7 27AT 83| 5330 B0 69| 5228 10808 D%| 5180 BO 1P 172089 B9 3%
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Effective Federal Corporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 2008-2015 (alphabetical)

$milliors Eight-Year Totals 215 2014 2013 2008-2012

Carpary Profit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate [ Profit Tax  Rate | Pofit Tax Rate
PoloRalchLauren 40462 10661 26.3% 2780 780 B 564 B4 2% 6649 189 273% 25169 608 58
FRGIndLstries 41355 11600 28.3% 012 1280 197% W5 1280 2% 5064 1830 % 2503 00 20%%
328 71060 g0 1% 30 60 28| 11270 80 3% 160 -0 3% 4810 0  30%
Praxair 61423 10363 16%% %03 1893 0P 44 X4 T2% 8710 %0 64% 3367 557  B™%
PrecisionCastperts 12488 30012 24| 1059 X569 B2%| 21122 562 U4%| 2187 P8 2% M0 17B3 A%
Pricglinecom 676  -309 4% 20 43 148% 735 -00 2% 31 -94 -246% %70 -168  30%
PrincipalFirencal 7,790 5144  66%| 14061 1699 RP| 14745 @3 6P| 1002 -98 -0%% 38192 %60 6%
Procter&Garble 669805 149310 2¥%| 80 1670 1086 8610 2220 B&%| 8780 1660 BIH6| 4065 9300 2P
RublicSarviosHterpriseGroup 180019 29359 16| 2365 205 9F%| 2380 36O UOs| 20130 4870 2A2% 0964  18B4  TO%
RublixQuperVartets 173489 51131 2056| 2817 781 B8h| 2819 42 0| 2305 755 0% 96M9 28B4 08
Qalcnm 208817 12007 62%| 2%B0 160  5F%| 32130 -80 -31%| 3780 1080 28% 0577 1457 135%
QuentaSavios 22488 6399 28F% 23 83 B% 267 79 B 4866 9  B2% 12183 3108 5%
QuestDagnostics 78674 24835 08| 1219 269 2% 760 D40  BO| 12367 437 B 4808 159 6%
RRDomelley&Srs 16108 204 180% 257 1125 D 58 09 P 66 -153 -B3% 13137 33 10%%
Rayrmond mesFinarcal 38003 13542 3B56% 754 2731 B 6873 D44 FWh 580 1807 B 18645 661 U
Raytheon 210370  433%8 206k 2420 7181 BI%| 2880 81 TS| 26120 w8 2% 1BOBO 2107 B1%
RensuraeGroupofAmenica 37743 U1 0% 433 14 0% 789 25 28% 4732 -20 -N0% 2039 £9 2%
ReliaroeStesl &Aminum 34466 84 21.5% 455 125 V4% 433 182 B% 4335 105 8% 21242 562 5%
ReynoldsAmerican 206190 7594 36%%| 5866  3XBI 5486 2006 1 P%| 2606 514 211% 0133 2000 0%
RodwellAutarmation 32108 7851 240% 6456 283 B4 a6 U7 2% 585 181 8% 15191 240 W%
RodweliQllins 63150 11340 18.0% &62 1882 192% 7510 1060  U0% 456 36 19%% 3921 71 B2%
RosStores 86676 2882 B[ 180 4827 22%| 1489 47 @[ 13129 840 B 43187 14018 A%
RerSetem 2046 549 2% 4p5 08 0% X06 -08  -03% 204 40 A% 10731 B9 4%
SAC 40740 10831  256% 1710 27 0% 670 685 9% 1710 00 2B 30850 868  20%%
Sara 52750 8080 153%| 10820 0 B3k 700 B0 48% 6770 1610  238% 27260 2710 8%
Savprabhegy 7,0000 -340 -08%| 11%B2 -0 4% s 100 1% 806 =00  TP% 4007 6O 24%
SewnWilars 72046 14672 204%| 1487 355 29| 1282 S5 D&% 1029 107 18T% 3549 605  197%
SonicAutarotive 799 1379 172% 1387 %2 % 1560 9 BK 1234 B4 A% 319 314 8%
Sutren 2570 20360 83| 30 -0 4%%| 29150 70 60| 2500 WO U% BMO 1660 108%
SoutrmestAirlines 8450 20060 237%| 3F0 1220 BLp|  1WIO B0 M%| 11660 X0 NIk 21420 80 7%
SpartarNesh a3 ®2 190 a73 04 312 88 B4 D 16 37 267% 236 27 8%
Spectrabergy 65110 850 T10% 30 — — D040 10 0% B40 20 -3%% 43140 860 NIk
Stepks 61608 16165 262% 409 09 108% 588 168  20% 8us o1 26% 4364 127 D%
StateStrectQorp. 10,3102 5652 55| 1051 59 08| 105 05 -00%| 14867 107 7®% 6,010 80 6%
Symex 12206 489 A% 1836 87 20% 1846 4 MNP 1901 43 0% 623 5 3%
Target R0870 94760 20854 4260 1620 B66| 320 1040 2| 38BO 12130 NG| D@00 5570 B8
TechDeta %13 18 BT 1893 3 CA) B7 24 8% 215 43 A% 518 8 R0%
TexssInstrurents 163871 4941 30Z| 32180  10%40 2| 26840 &0  NDE%| 15070 250 U 881 2861 ™%
TremoFsherSientific 65605 16008 245% 817 1288 B 11206 X4 Uk a5 D40 2% 3607 866 A%
TrreVamer 310484 472 1B&L| 4329 7191 8| 46155 60 -08%| 4919 WO 6% 7480 31B1 B
TimeN\ameCGable 20960 1620 78| 2869 %79 RP| 31744 264 TS| 2941 541 187% 118006 66 3%
™ 1690 4943 2056| 2961 BB6 36| 2706 8181 DM| 25342 M5 B 86831 2401  B™%
TrectorSupplyGonpeny 30538 a0 1% 6349 29 20% 567 %8 UB% 525 101 2% 1327 M3 %
TravelersGs. 07200 5805 191%| 4610 1080 B&| 48B9 11689 2BP6| 48040 1040 211% 6461 2506 1B
Trinity Inclstries 41224 5039 14| 12238 02 36| 10362 w5 0% 500 148 2A4T% 1081 186 T
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Effective Federal Corporate Inoome TaxRates on 258 MajorCorporations, 2008-2015 (alphabetical)

$milliors Exght-Year Totals 215 2014 2013 20082012
Garpary Profit Tax ST Pofit Tax Rate Profit Tax Rate | Profit Tax  Rate | Profit Tax Rate
TutorRerini 1,085.1 281 280% 702 53 76% 1805 M4 TP 1189 B1 26% 7165 203 D%
TwentyFirstGenturyFox 0720 62730 158%| 34%6 460 B&s| 9700 WO 92%| 5269 11780 25%| 21205 3780 V%
USBaoop 03310 1221910 24| 7500 1960 58| THRO 1880 52| 7570 1860 50|  B7120 6420 A%
e] 26005 4362  168% 385 ®0 2% 453 @5 190% 211 £9  137% 14156 28 B0k
UhionPaific Mp158 92828 208%| 7467 1807 u86| 84 1B14  BK| 681 16/B1 AL| 226 3866 Ik
UnitedNatral Foods 1,073 X4 05% 2138 86 278 1889 648 U 1837 L5 06% 5168 15 3%
UnitedParcel Service dM22 110061 279%| 6200  16%0 B%| 4585 R0  DFb| 5860 21810 IH| 277 6281 T
LhitedStatiores 13144 4653  3BL% 1150 673 85% 1864 73 B 1902 B9 B2% &29 287 3%
United Techrologies 8412 2562 104%| 28190 240 omn| 42408 B8 62%| 3629 209 4% BIBS 1475 0%
UnitecHeaithGoup 619000 221949 3B9%| 9H0 4150 M| 93BO  38B0  M4%| 86O 3040 HUGK| B0 MR W%
Uhivesal Heelth Sarvioss 51560 15466 300 | 1089 246 2% 877 201 BF% ™44 209 0% 2500 w0 2%
UhumGowp 59824 18974 3% 604 205 408% 673 1284 107% @09 a9 B 4238 12006  B3%
\erizonCorunications 815180 74010 91%| 23800 5450 BO6| BIBO 20670 7B6| R0 K0 48| DABO  HHO A%
\F 49%5 1204 248% 7792 s 190% 6080 103 5% 13 100 0% 2800 703 56k
Veerm 182614 42004 283%| 1904 384 1856 28165 go5  UPh| 30388 08 106% 0217 2W17 A%
Via 00839 97740 R5Fw| 6885 1PI5 D06| T7IV6 2286  NIs| 16818 568 301% UB0 5060 B
VR Baridey 4AM7 10236 232% 6376 1777 58k B3 BAT  B% 585 1123  18%% 22243 89 215%
W Gainger 74810 23433 313 1188 308 B6K| 1282 407 B[ 11B4 30 V% 3986 1148 D%
Walgeen 262800 85080 3R24%| 28M0 60 36| 3270 1270 B| 330 1120 BO% 7060 5380 3%
WaHVirtSores 107430 434800 31A%| 1B0BO 5520 HUBk| ADO  BIBO  HB| 186BO IO HPh| &0  BZBO D%
W\t Disrey 625668 172171 2754 121849 3931 22| 10862 27211 Bk 85316 21863 28| 310150  8F5  TW%
WesteMeregenrent 105474 26429 251% @67 1796 1026 18041 409 2% ¢5¢1¢) 7 PP 68467 16728 UM%
WelRoint B72 121670 346%6| 4546 19174 L% 43103 1210 BI%| 373 1015 3| 2500 7471 B%
WelsFargo 185048 33306 180%| 31044 10474 BF6| N4m4 6H64  2Th| DIB9 4369 UPk|  BIWV1 NFL9 4%
Wesolntematioral 2028 328  169% 246 45 156% 208 68 0% 30 £7  137% 11535 o8 %
W\strock 30561 1343 44% 6080 23 3% 626 74 1% 6138 B33 2% 11866 1168 98%
WhokeFoodsMarket 4395 1525 348 79 309 2% 876 B NO% 8154 04 B 19186 57 D%
Wiliars 89439 5160  58% 87 — — | 300 00 0% 214 70 2®% 4887 5020  N1%
Windstreem 2,795 208 %% 214 91 25 %2 08  10% 275 270 -MNPh 24684 219 98%
WiorsinEnergy 58043  -8916 -100% %16 74 —10% 823 41 5% &09 52 -60% 3205 309 4%
WindhemM\bridwidsGorporation 38311 27 186% 7169 1679 B&h 6579 w9 2% 505 1016  18%% 19158 262 B
el Frergy 10206 1114 A% 1549 -31 246 1569 732 48K| 1445 462 3% 58063 41 08%
YunBrands 3264 8354 5% 517 257 5440 560 250 L25% 496 126 A% 18191 21 1B3%

AL2BCVPNES | $3810577  $80692 21.2%| $551,608 $141,281 56%| $581814  $14763  23.0%| $54346 $111,138 212%| $2149710 $419750  195%|
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US. Profits &USS. Federal Inoome Teves versus Foreign Profits & Foreign Inoome Taxes, 2008-15 forcompanies

with foreign pretaxprofitsat least 10%/0f total worldwide pretax profits, $-million

UBprofits & federal +state inoome taxes Foreign profits & for. inoome taxes USrate

Compary USprofit UStax Wrate | For.pofit  For. tax For.ate | —Forrate

WaHVertSiores $145060 $487% 3B6% $L26D $1152 271% +66%
GreralBectric 40375 ~1,061 26% 8549% 277% D&% ~B0h
JP MorgenCress 800, 12154 2731 203% 5050 12985 2% A%
Mkesson 173 2766 2% 4811 576 20% +111%
Interetional BsinessMechines 66753 6874 103% 86,183 2160 5.1% ~148%
CadlirelHeslth 11680 363 31.1% 1665 214 128% +18F%
Prcter&Garble 69017 16950 216% 45204 11,087 U5% +0:1%
CotoWolesde 14518 4706 D% 600 2084 A% 2%
AcherDeniesMidend 1354 3124 27 5% 6956 129 187% +8%%
R 27217 8316 0% B450 6,16 16.1% +144%
United Techrologies 175 2861 1% 260 973 208% ~182%
UnitedParelSenvice 40460 12023 207% 5083 1379 2% +24%
Merck 41650 12286 205% 31,351 6657 212% +8%%
@idrenShsQuup 52850 14,767 2P BB 8600 58% +21%
Inte! 7R 21817 28.1% 27001 5076 188% +9F%
FecEk 17460 2729 156% 455 1578 A% ~190%
Horeywell Intemationel 16778 2719 162% 16837 3682 2% 55
DURont 8763 1687 19% 17901 4017 2% 3%
GreEDyrais 21808 6757 27%% 389 1,086 27 2% +01%
ArercenBoes 2973 1087 5% 6647 3316 508% 255
O 41953 13740 8% 50561 8306 164% +163%
M 24214 6200 5P 26123 64% 68% ~08%
Desre 20217 6707 B2% 9837 34% 5% 2%
IntemetionelPaper 4914 o) —08% 320 78 28% -2
Seples 6457 1912 206% 2013 54 B6% +30%
TahData 77 38 6% 1,080 3 1% +104%
MDorelds 258 89% 0% %31 8001 26% +171%
BiLilly 15380 2804 183% 1762 4501 B0% 7%
™ 17980 602 BF% 360 1012 B1% +58%
ErersnBectic 14,853 5291 356% 2183 360 205% +61%
Coa 1468657 432 205% 2015 55 B0% +14%
KiberlyClark 11,081 2149 195% 752 2677 B6% ~16.1%
Nie 10650 2283 214% 1525 3470 2% A%
ArowBectronics 2708 766 2B3% 2142 53 258% +30%
Hlirois Too\brks 11,681 3766 D% 8163 1974 12% +81%
L-3Qmmunications 78 1711 218% 1563 30 B1% y7
GreaMils 1553 3423 20% 2906 70 B.1% ~4.1%
Gp 1241 4365 35.1% 1778 601 B -38h
Dukefeny 1989 —30 5% 401 %0 UL% 5%k
o5 13379 1083 7% 2200 pret) 28% 4%
Toes Instuments 16412 4979 0F% 8371 1201 4% +160%
Viaam 187%6 474 255% 357 1270 5% ~100%
FRGInd.stries 4308 1387 31.1% 5633 142 B5% +46%
QmicmQoup 4900 1459 208% 693 219 318% 20%
Kelloog 8901 2214 216% 330 %0 B&% -38%
YurBrands 3281 &0 27.% 987 230 16% +26%
GruireParts 7141 2316 D% o3 s, 6% +4Po
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US. Profits &US. Federal Inoome Texes versus Foreign Profits & Foreign Inoome Taxes, 2008-15 forcompanies

with foreign pretaxprofitsat least 10%of total worldwide pretax profits, $-million

UBprofits & federal +state inoome taxes Foreign profits & for. inoome taxes USrate

Compary USprofit UStax Wrate | For.pofit  For. tax For.ate | —Forrate

TremroFsher Sientific 6707 1,756 62% 425 1429 B6% T
DevonErery 21763 43 20% 356 86 251% ~231%
Morento 15487 342 25% 792 236 206% 7O
Paer 5600 1400 U8% 60654 1502 255% 0%
Uum@op 6517 1897 201% 14% 1) 210% +81%
Praeir 6268 11 185% 10444 2633 5% 7%
RR Dorelley &S0s 1682 32 D6% 112 8 5% NPk
ParkerHernifin 550 1473 B6% 4384 129 2B7% 2%
JobsFrginesingGoup 2691 1043 B% 1727 30 2B.1% +156%
StateStEECp. 10220 1175 108% 9277 2006 218% ~11%
Gamestop 429 1486 A% 56 3 45% ~105%
AirProdots&Cheicas 416 508 21% 5770 1431 18% ~127%
Spafeyy 7000 14 0% 3711 8 2B8% ~2B6%
AutorreticDataProcessing 14786 470 20% 1739 54 313% +07%
FRL 719 180 2% 5875 47 2%% ~102%
e 1,301 49 BLY% 45 126 27 P% +106%
RensuraneQoupof ATera 3774 14 04% 2104 501 B&% ~2B8%
Vi 3138 11,108 B4% 7702 1510 195% +15%%
Bl 2083 435 218% 233 B8% 5%
SewinVMiliars 7567 1730 2%% 1006 38 BO% ~101%
F 5125 1,39 2% 47% 677 U3% +130%
CapbeliSoup 7466 1880 252% 1087 48 04% ~U2%
HerryShein 3310 1127 A% 1002 %3 252% +88%
Doer 46% 1080 BF% 308 74 BP% 03
Mossic 70% 11% 16.1% 7979 164 21.1% 50
EsstrenChemical 52% &5 158% 1519 %7 156% +02%
Qoming 750 145 19% 139% 190 3% ~120%
Interpublicoup 2419 181 7% 1922 67 BF% ~278%
Fookeb 4784 1175 16% 3241 1,148 354% ~10%%
Celorese 2045 M4 141% 2727 675 18% ~107%
FrarklinResources 1231 4912 0P% 8083 £4°) N3% +2B6%
Te 2774 610 20% 557 28 409% ~18%%
PrecisionCastperts 12,706 3277 58% 2106 487 2% +27%
MesteCard 16816 4346 58% 9672 2951 0F% 4%
Clorox 5758 1,747 0% ® 319 A% 3%
Anixter Intematiorel 1315 Y] 209% 573 212 37 0% 7%
PitreyBones 350 09 62 M 3% 0% ~135%
RyckrSstam 208 7 0% 406 65 16.1% ~164%
YectraFneny 6557 531 81% 429 480 15% 35
PobRilphLauren 4273 1292 02% 256 54 21P% +8F%
Bamis 1713 51 31P% 7o) 28 20% 0%
Redwel Autaration 325 79 2A.3% 3418 58 154% +8P
InsichtEnterprisss 50 139 6% ., 108 B 2%
Biogen ke 13567 4945 BL% 4967 38 80% +2B4%
Priflips\enHeLeen 1013 26 204% 1,868 01 162% +4.2%
Gonizant TeohrologySolutions 31 1248 402% 7261 1497 D6% +196%
leviStass 919 & 95% 1,081 35 315% -21%
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US. Profits &U.S. Federal Inoome Texees versus Foreign Profits & Foreign Inoome Taxes, 2008-15 forconpanies

with foreign pretaxprofitsat least 10%0f total worldwide pretax profits, $million

WS profits & federal+state inoame taxes Foreignprofits & for. inoame taxes WSrate
Corpary USprofit UStax Brate For. profit For. tax For. rate —Forrate
A 602 21 BL% 3318 a7 183% +18.1%
Fonserne 162 23 199% 3134 &b 276% ~1 .
Vibstrodk 317 195 6.3% 476 A 192% ~13.%%
QentaSenvies 236 737 314% x 133 A% ~3&%
JyCGidel 350 62 ] 197 1,75 58 316% ~1S%
Pricglirecom 78 2 3% 12270 2317 18%% 150
AlleghenyComporation 3270 724 21% 918 povs 53% ~3. %%
Qeh, I 6650 2821 304% 2166 5 2™ +B7%
DiamveryCommunications, Ine. 7410 274 3B9% 342 $Ce) 4% +05%
UCCorpoation 255 813 31.3% 53 107 214% +10%
WindhenioridwiceCoporation 395 83 212% 1538 35 2A84% ~3.2a
AlliereelaSstars 3441 104 30.1% 1513 473 313% 1.2
Aorphenol 1208 4 200% 4,72 1,16 B1% ~3. %%
Totals for 107 companies $1,576,404 $383,825 24.3% | $1,010,763 $246,200 2448% «0.0%
64with lonerBrate (60%) $754,370 $130,312 17.3% $568,543 $151,937 26.7% ~5.4%
43with lower foreign rate (40%) 822,034 253,513 30.8% 442 220 94,272 21.3% +9.5%
% that average foreign effective tax rate exceeds average US tax rate (107 acs.): +0%
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GOVIPANY-BY-COVIPANY NOITES

3M: Thehigh tex rate in 2008 reflectsa tumaround of
deferred taxes Restructuringchargeswere teken in2008and
2009, Pretax profits foreach year wereadjusted for theactial
utilization of the compeny’s restructuring resenves, which
increesed pretax profits in 2008 and decreased them in 2010
and 2009. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
and the ressarch and experimentation tax credit reduced taxes
from 2008 to 2015 by $6304 millionand $189.3million,
respectively. Exaess benefits fromstook options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $616 million from 2008 to 2015.

ABM Industries: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in
October of the years listed. Exoess benefits from stock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $7 million from 2008 to
2015.

Advance Auto Parts: Deferred taxesexplain most of the
compeny'ssall taxbreeks ineach yeer, driven largely by
aocelerated depreciation. Exaess benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $92 million from 2008 to
2015.

Aetna: Thecompany'shigh taxratesin2015and 2014
reflect the nondeductible Health Insurers Fee,and the low rate
in2010 isexplained by deferred taxes. Excessbenefits from
stock options reduced federal and state taxes by $322 million
from2008t02015.

AGL Resources: Thelow tax rates inmost yearsare
explained by deferred taxes, primearily related toaocelerated
depreciation. Thehigh rate in 2013 reflectsa tumaround of
deferred taves Exoess benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $7 million from 2008 to 2015,

Air Products and Chemicals: The company's fiscal year
ends inSeptamber of the yeer listed. Deferred taxesexplain
most of the compeny’s tax bresks. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $74 million from 2008
to 2015. Excess benefits fromsstock options reduced federal
andstate taxesby $268 million from 2008 to 2015.

Airgas: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend in March following
the yearslisted. Deferral, primerily due toaocekerated
depreciation, explains most of the compeny’s tax bresks. The
Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced texesby
$28 million from 2008 to 2015, Exaess benefits fromstock
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options reduced federal andstate taxes by $133 million from
2008102015.

Alleghany Corporation: Reported pretax profits in 2008
wereadjusted upward foranon-cashgoodwill impaimment.

Alliance Data Systems: Thehigh texrate in 2015 reflects
an increase in deferred tax assats. Exaess benefits fromstock
options reduced federal andstate taxes by $131 million from
2008t02015.

Allliant Techsystems: Reported pretax profits in 2008 and
2014 were adjusted upwerd for non-cashgoodwill
impeaiments. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
and the researchandexperimentation tax credit reduced taxes
from 2008 to 2015by $712millionand $35.5 miillion,
respectively. Exoess benefits fromsstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $184 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Altria Group: Thehigh tax ratesin 2011and 2012 reflect a
turmaround in deferred tax The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $1.086 billion from
2008102015.

Amazon: Reported total current income taxes wereadjusted
inorder to seperate federal and state taxes for 2008 through
2011. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced teves by $74.6 million from 2013 t0 2015. Excess tex
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$1217billion from 20080 2015.

Ameren: Reported pretax profits in 2012and 2010 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cash goodwill impaimment.
Deferred taxesexplain most of the company's taxbregks in
eech year, driven largely by acaslerated depreciation.

American Electric Power: Deferred taes, driven
primerily by acaelerated depreciation, explain most of the
compeny’slow rates.

American Express: Incomewasadjusted to reflect the
timing of restructuring charge paymentsinall eight years.
Reported pretax profits in 2015 wereadjusted upward fora
non-cashgoodwill impaimment. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal andsstate taxes by $319 million from
2008102015.

American Financial Group: Thecompany reporis
nonoontrolling interest income inall eight years. Pretex
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income wesadjusted toexclude thisincome. Thehigh tax
rates in 2008, 2013and 2014 are related to deferred taxasets.

AmerisourceBergen: Bxasss tax benfits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $275.6 million from
2008102015.

Amphenol: BExcesstax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $1492 million from 2008 to 2015.

Andersons: Reported pretax profits in 2015 were adjusted
upward foranon-cash impaiment of goodwill. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $8 million
from 2008 to 2015. Excess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $86 million from 2008 to
2015.

Anixter International: Bxossstaxbendfits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $34.3 million from
2008102015.

Anthem: The compenywes previously known as\\ellpoint.
The compeny recorded restructuringcharges in 2011and
2012.Pretax income wes adjusted to reflect the timing of
restructuring payments, which hed theeffect of increesing
income in 2011 and 201 2and decressing income in 2013,
Bxoess tax benefits from stock aptions reduaed federal and
state taves by $297 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Apollo Group: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in August of
the years listed. Income wasadjusted to reflect the timing of
restructuring charge payments for 2011 through 2015. Bxcess
tex benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state taxes
by $505 miillion from 2008 to 2015.

Archer Daniels Midland: The compeny’sfiscal yearsend
inJunefollowing the years listed for 2008 through 2011. Data
for2012wes for the transition period fromJune through
December, and fiscal years 2013 through 2015end in
Decamber.

Arrow Electronics: Reported pretax profits in 2008 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment. Exess
tex benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state taxes
by $335 million from 2008 to 2015.

Asbury Automotive Group: Reported pretax profitsin
2008 were adjusted upwerd foranon-cash goodwill
impaimment. Bxaess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $20 million from 2008 t0 2015.
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AT&T: Thecompeny reports noncontrolling interest
income inall eight years. Pretax income wes adjusted to
excluce this income. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options
reduaed federal and state taxes by $14.1 million from 2008 to
2015.

Atmos Energy: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend in
Septermber of the years listed. Most of the compeny’s tax
bresks were due to deferrals related to depreciation.

Automatic Data Processing: Thecompany'sfiscal years
end inJune following the years listed. Reported pretax profits
in 2012 wereadjusted upwerd fora non-cash goodwill
impaiment. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced tees by $1654 million from 2008 t0 2015. Exaess tax
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$180:3million from2008 t0 2015.

Autonation: Reported pretax profits in 2008 were adjusted
upward fora non-cash impaiment of goodwill and franchise
rights. Bxoess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal
andstate taesby $91.5miillion from 2008 to 2015.

Autozone: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in August of the
years listed. Mast of the compeny’s texsavingswere due to
deferred taves associated with inventory valuationand
aocelerated depreciation. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxesby $277 million from
2008102015.

Ball: The DomesticProduction Activities Deductionand the
ressarchandexperimentation tax credit reduced taxes from
200802015 by $45millionand $48 million, respectively.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $100million from 2008 t0 2015.

BB&T: Because the compeny does not disclose US.and
foreign pretax income, thestudy estimated foreign pretex
income besed on reported current foreign income taxes. The
study adjusted US. pretax inoome by replacing the compeny’s
provision for lcen losses withactual charges net of recoveries.
Thished theeffect of incressing pretax income in 2010, 2000
and 2008and decressing it in2011and 2012

Bed Bath & Beyond: The compeny's fiscal yearendsin

February following the years listed. Exoess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $67 million
from2008t02015.
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Bemis: The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $42 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tax
benefits fromsstock aptions reduced federal and state s by
$92 million from 2008 to 2015.

Best Buy: Thecompany'sfiscal yearendsinJanuary
following the years listed. Reported pretax profits in 2008 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impainment. Income
wasadjusted to reflect the timing of restructuringcharge
payments from 2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $24 million from
2008102015.

Big Lots: Thecompeny's fiscal year endsindanuery
following the years listed. The compeny’s tex rates reflect sell
savings from deferred taxes, mostly due toaccelerated
depreciation. Thehigh rate in 2013 reflectsa tumaround of
deferred taves Exoess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $36 million from 2008 t02015. The
Work Opportunity Tax Credit and otheremployment credits
reduced federal andstate taxes by $12million from 2008 to
2015.

Biogen ldec: The compeny reports nonocontrolling interest
income in most years. Pretax income wes adjusted toexclude
this income. Incomewes alsoadjusted to reflect the timing of
restructuring cherge paymentsbetween 2010and 2012 The
Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced texesby
$3206 million from 2013 to 2015. Excess tex benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $3979
million from2008 to 2015.

Boeing: The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced texes by $3305miillion from 201310 2015. The
research and experimentation credit reduced taesby $1.36
billion from 2008 to 2015. . Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $604 million from
2008102015.

C.H. Robinson: Because the compeny doesnot disclose
US.and foreign pretax income, the study estimated foreign
pretax income besed on reported current foreign income
tenes. Exaess tax benefits fromsstodk options reduced federal
andstate taesby $106 million from 2008 to 2015.

CA: Theocompeny'sfiscal yearsend in March following the
yearslisted. Thehigh rate in 2008 reflectsa tumaround in
deferred tawes. The DomesticProduction Activities
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Deduction reduced taxes by $133 million from 2008 t0 2015.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $24 million from 2008 to 2015,

Cablevision Systems: Reported pretax profits in 2008
wereadjusted upwerd for anon-cashgoodwill impeimment
charge. The research and experimentation tax credit reduced
taesby $14.6 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tex benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and state taes by $7.3
million from2013t02015.

Campbell Soup: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in August
of the years listed. The Domestic Production Activities
Dedluction reduced texes by $160.1 million from 2008 to
2015. Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal
and state taxesby $87 million from 2013 t0 2015.

Capital One: Reported pretex profitswereadjusted for the
timing of payments for credit losses. Deferred taesexplain
most of the compeny’s low tax rate in 2010,and accumulating
deferred taxassetsexplain the compeny’s high rates in 2008
and2015.

Cardinal Health: The compeny’sfiscal yearsend indune
following the years listed. Reported pretax profits in 2012 were
adjusted upwerd for non-cashgoodwill impainments. US
texes on foreign profits weresubtracted from reported taxin
2009 through 2012 Exaess taxbenefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state texes by $68 million from 2013 to
2015.

CarMax: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in February
following the years listed. The high rate in 2008 reflectsa
turmaround in deferred taxes related to “partnership besis’ and
“stock compensation.” Exaess tax benefits fromstodk options
reduaed federal and state taxes by $152 million from 2008 to
2015.

Casey’s General Stores: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearendsin
April following the years listed. Deferral, driven mainly by
aooelerated depreciation, explains most of the tax bregks inall
eight years. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate texes by $12.7 million from 2008 t0 2015.

CBS: Reported pretex profits in 2008, 2009and 2015were
adjusted upwerd for non-cashgoodwill and intangible asset
impaiments. Exasss tax benfits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $676.7 from 2008 0 2015.
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Celanese: Reported total current income taeswere
adjusted in order to separate federal and state taxes. The
compeny's income tax note did not distinguish between
federal and state taxes, 5o thestudy estimeted the federal and
stateshareof current US. taes.

Centene: Reported pretax profits in 2012and 2015were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impeainment. The
compeny's high rates in 2008 and 2013 through 2015are
likely driven byatumaround of deferred taxes. Exoess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state ies by
$699 million from 2008 t0 2015.

CenturyLink: Reported pretex profits in 2013 wes adjusted
upward foranon-cashgoodwill impainment. The compeny
meintainsanallowanae for doubtful accounts. Thestudy
adjusted US.and foreign pretax income by replecing the
compeny’s provision for doubtful accounts withactual
charges net of recoveries. This hed theefect of decressing
pretax profits in 2008 and increesing them inall other years.
Ancelerated depreciation saved the company substantial
amounts in 2010 through 2012 Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxesby $17.2 million from
2008102010.

CF Industries Holdings: The compeny reports
nonoontrolling interest income inall eight years. Pretax
incomewesadjusted toexclude this income. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $2158
million from 2008 to 2015. Excess fax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taesby $141.7 million from
2008102015.

Charles Schwab: Excess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $61 million from 2008 to
2010.

Cigna: Pretax incomeweasadjusted to reflect the timing of
dharges for GMDB contrects inall eight years Income wes
alsoadjusted to reflect the timing of restructuringcharge
paymentsforall eight years. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $111 million from
2008102015.

Clorox: Reported pretax profits in 2010 wereadjusted
upward foranon-cashgoodwill impainment charge. The
company's fiscal yearsend inJuneof the years listed. The
Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced texesby
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$147 6 from 2008 to 2015. Excess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal andstate taxes by $150 million from
2008102015.

CMS Energy: Accelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substential amountsinall eight years. The researchand
experimentation tex credit reduced texes by $30and $90
million in 2010and 2009.

Coach: BExcess taxbenefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $176.7 million from 2008 to 2015.

Coca-Cola: Reported pretax profits in 2008 were adjusted
upward foranon-cash impaiment charge. Accslerated
depreciation saved the compeny substantial anounts in2010
and 2000. Income wes also adjusted to reflect the timing of

restructuring charge payments for 2012 through 2015.

Cognizant Technology Solutions: Reported total
current income taxes wereadjusted in order toseparate
fedkeral andstate taes. The high tex rate in 2012 reflectsa
turmaround of deferred tax Excess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $295.8 million from
2008102015.

Comcast: Thecompeany reports noncontrolling interest
income from 2010 to 2015. Pretax income wes adjusted to
excluce thisincome. Accelerated depreciation saved the
compeny substantial amounts in most years. Excess tax
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$953.1 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Community Health Systerms: Thecompeny reports
nonoontrolling interest income inall eight years. Pretex
incomewesadjusted toexclude this inoome. Bxosss tax
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$24 million from 2008 to 2013.

ConAgra Foods: Incomewesadjusted to reflect the timing
of restructuring charge payments for 2013 through 2015.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state texes by $122 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Consol Energy: Because the compeny does not disclose
US.and foreign pretax income, the study estimeted foreign
pretax income besed on reported current foreign income
texes. Reported pretax profits in 2015 were adjusted upwerd
foranon-cash impaiment charge. The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $54.4 million from
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2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits from stodk options reduced
federal andstate taxes by$63 4 million from 2008 to 2015.

Consolidated Edison: Acaslerated depreciation saved the
compeny substantial amounts inall years. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $154
million in2013.

Constellation Brands: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend in
February following the years listed. Excess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $383 miillion
from 2008 t0 2015,and $203 million in2015dore.

Core-Mark Holding: Bxcess taxbenefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $129 million from
2008102015.

Corning: Deferral explains most of the compeny’s low tax
rates.

Costco Wholesale: Thecompeny'sfisca yearendsin
August of the years listed. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $393 million from
2008t02015.

CSX: Aocelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial amounts inall eight years. Excess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal nd state texes by $211 miillion
from2008t02015.

CVR Energy: Reported pretax profits in 2008 were adjusted
upward foranon-cash impaimment charge. The compeny
reports noncontrolling interest income from2011 t0 2015.
Pretax incomewesadjusted toexclude thisincome. The
Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduaed texesby
$63.7 million from 2008 to 2015, Exaess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $2.1 million in
2011.

CVS Caremark: Excess taxbenefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $444 million from 2008 to
2015.

Danaher: Incomewesadjusted to reflect the timing of
restructuring cherge payments inall eight years.

Darden Restaurants: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in
May following the yeers listed. Unspecified “federal income
tex credits” reduced taesby $419million from 200810 2015.
Deferred taxes, predominently acoelerated depreciation,
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explain the remainder of the compeny’s low tax rate in 2009.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $138 million from 2008 t0 2015.

DaVita: Thecompany reporis nonoontrolling interest
income inall eight years. Pretax income wesadjusted to
excluce this income. Reported pretax profits in 2011and 2015
wereadjusted upward for non-cash impaimments of goodwill
and other intangible assets. Deferred taves, predominently
acelerated depreciation, account for mest of the company’s
tex breeks in most years. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $213.7 million from 2008 to
2015.

Deere: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in October of the
years listed. Reported pretax profits in 2009,2010,2012,2013
and 2014 were adjusted upward for non-cash goodwill
impaiments. Windenergy production tax credits reducsd
s by $30million, $26 million,and $14 million in 2010,
2009and 2008. The research and experimentation tax credit
reduced teves by $152 million from 2008 to 2013. Exoess tax
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$3208million from2008 t0 2015.

Devon Energy: Thestudy reversed impaimentsfor the
carryingvalue of oil and ges propertiesand goodwill in 2008,
2009,2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015. Exaess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $94 million
from2008t02015.

Dick’s Sporting Goods: Reported pretax profits in 2008
wereadjusted upward foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment.
Theocompeny'sfiscal yearsend indenuary following the years
listed. Exaess tax benefits from stock options reduaed federal
andstate taesby $171.7 million from 2008 to 2015.

Discover Financial Services: Thecompeny'shighratein
2008 reflectsa tumaround of deferred federal income taxes.

Discovery Communications: Thecompeny'shigh rates
in 2009, 2012 and 2014 reflect tumarounds of deferred federal
income texes. The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced s by $266.8 million from 2008 t0 2015. Exaess tax
benefits from stock options reduced federal and state texesby
$171 million from2010t02015.

Dish Network: Reported pretax profits in 2010 November
1,2011 and 2009 were adjusted for litigation settlements
Deferred taxes reduced the compeny’s tax rate in most years.
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Dollar General: Because the compeny does not disclose
US.and foreign pretax income, the study estimated foreign
pretax income besed on reported current foreign income
teves. Thecompany s fiscal yearsend inJenuary following the
years listed. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal and state taes by $197 9 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Dollar Tree: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend inanwery
following the years listed. Thecompeny’shigh taxratesin
2010and 2014 reflect tumarounds of deferred taxes. Exoess
tex benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state taxes
by $762 million from 2008 to 2015.

Dominion Resources: Restructuring chargeswere taken
in 2010. Pretax profitswereadjusted for theactual utilization
of the compeny’s restructuring reserves, which increesed
pretax profits in 2010. Thestudy reversed impainments for the
carrying value of oil and ges properties in 2009,2010and
2015. Accekerated depreciation saved the compeny substantial
amounts indl eight years. The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $20.1, $54.3and $13.1
million in 2010, 2009and 2008. Excess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $36.9 million from
2008102015.

Domtar: Reported total current income taxes wereadjusted
inorder to separate federal and state taxes. Reported pretax
profits in 2008 were adjusted upward foranon-cash goodwill
impaiment. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $48 million from 2008 10 2015.

Dover: Deferred taxesexplain most of the company’s low tex
rate in 2010. The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced taxesby $136.9 from 2008 to 2015. The ressarchand
experimentation tax credit reduced taxes by $30.1 from 2008
to 2015. Excess tax benefits fromsstock options reduced
federal and state taxes by $88 3 million from 2008 t0 2015.

DTE Energy: Accelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial amounts inmost years. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $49 million from 2008
02013,

Duke Energy: Thecompeny'sresultsfor2012were
adjusted to include helf of the incomeand tex of Progress
Energy, which itacquired midway through the year. Reported
pretax profits in 2009and 2010 wereadjusted upward fora
non-cashgoodwill impaimnent. Accelerated depreciation
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saved the compeny substantial amounts inmost years. The
DomesticProduction Activities Deduction reduaed taxesby
$180million in2008.

Dupont: Deferred taxesexplain the negative tax rate in 2010
and thehigh rate in 2011. Acoslerated depreciation isthe
primery factor in these tax deferrals. Favorable taxsettlements
reduaed Dupont’s taxes in 2008,2010and 2012 The
DomesticProduction Activities Deduction reduaed taxesby
$1839million from2011 t02015.

Eastman Chemical: Thecompany'slow tax ralesare due
primerily to deferred taxes, mainly accelerated depreciation.
General business creditsexplain mast of the low rates in 2008.
The Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced texes
by $90million from 2008 to 2015,

Ecolab: Reported total current income taxes wereadjusted
in order to separate federal and state taxes. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $1809
million from 2008 to 2015. The researchandexperimentation
fex credit reduced teves by $45.3 million from 2011 to 2015,

Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taves by $246.9 million from 2008 to 2015.

Eli Lilly: Reported pretax profits in 2009and 2008 were
adjusted by moving the aost of allitigation settlement to 2009,
the year it wes paid, from 2008, the year it wasbooked.
Deferral eqlains the compeny's low tax rates in 2008and
2010,andanaccumulation of deferred taxasseisexplains the
high rate in2015.

Emcor Group: Reported pretax profits in 2009and 2010
wereadjusted upward foranon-cashgoodwill impainment.
The Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced texes
by $304 million from 2010 to 2015, Exasss tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $302 million
from2008t02015.

Emerson Electric: Reported profitsin 2012and 2011 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impainment charge.
Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend inSeptember of the years
listed. A turmaround of deferred taxes explains the compeny’s
high tax rate in 2010and 2012 The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $297 2 million from
2008102015.

Entergy: Reported pretax profits for 2012, 2013, 2014and
2015wereadjusted upwerd foranon-cashasset impaiment.
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Because the company does not disclose US and foreign
pretax income, the study estimated foreign pretax income
lesed on reported current foreign income taves. Deferred
taxesexplain their low tax rates in most years, driven mainly by
aoelerated depreciation.

Exelon: Deferred taxes explain most of the compeny’slow
rates. Aocelerated depreciation saved the company substantial
amountsover theeight years. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $227 8 million from
2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits from stodk options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $71 million from 2008 t0 2012

Express Scripts: Thecompeny maintainsan allowence for
doubtful acocounts. Thestudy adjusted USS. and foreign pretex
income by replecing the compeny’s provision for doubtful
acoounts withactual cherges net of recoveries. Thished the
effect of decreasing pretax profits in 2010,2011,2014and
2015and incressing them inall other years. Deferred taxes
explain most of the compeny’s tax bresks from 2008 t0 2011,
and deferred taxasseisexplain the high rates from 2012 to
2015. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options reduced federal
andstate taesby $3829 million from 2008 to 2015.

BExxon Mobil: Aocslerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial amounts in most years. Bxcess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $1.15billion
from2008t02015.

Eversource Energy: Thecompany changed itsnamefrom
Northeest Utilities in 2015. Aooelerated depreciation
provided the compeny with substantial taxsavings ineach
year. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options reduced federal
andstate taesby $26.7 million from 2008 to 2015.

Facebook: Thehigh taxrate in 2015 isexplained byan
accumulation of deferred taxassets. The ressarchand
experimentation tax credit reduced taves by $2952miillion
from 2010 to 2015. Excess tax benefits fromistodk options
reduced feceral and state taxes by $5.78 billion from 2010 o
2015.

FedEx: Thecompany'sfiscal yearendsin May following the
years listed. Accekerated depreciation saved the company
substantial amounts inall eight years. Excess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $191 miillion
from2008t02015.
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Fifth Third Bancorp: Thestudyadjusted US. pretax
income by replacing the compeny’s provision for loen losses
with actual cherges net of recoveries. Thished theeffect of
incressing pretax income in 2009and 2008 and decressing it
in 2010 through 2015. Reported profits in 2008 wereadjusted
upward for anon-cashgoodwill impaimment charge.

First Energy: Accelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial amounts over theeight years. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced texes by $26 million
from2008t02011.

Fiserv: Because the compeny does not disclose foreign
pretax income, thestudy estimated foreign income besed on
reported current foreign income taxes. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $1094
million from 2012 to 2015, Excess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $69 million from
2008102015.

Flowserve: Bxasss tax benefits fromstodk options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $66.1 million from 2008 0 2015.

Franklin Resources: Thecompeny reports noncontrolling
interest income inall eight years. Pretax income wesadjusted
toexclude this income: Exasss tax benefits fromstock options
reduaed federal and state taxes by $122 5 million from 2008 to
2015.

Gamestop: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend inenuary
following the years listed. Bxoess tax benefits from stock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $776 million from
2008 102015. The high tex rate in 2012 isexplained by an
accumuilation of deferred texasts.

Gap: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend inJanuary following the
years listed. Thecompany'shigh tax rate in 2000 reflectsa
turmeround of defermed taxes related toaoaslerated
depreciation. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taves by $190 million from 2008 to 2015.

General Dynamics: Reported profits in 2012were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impeinment charge.
The Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced taxes
by $469.5 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tex benefits from
stock options reduced federal andstate texes by $290 miillion
from2008t02015.
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General Electric: Thestudyadjusted US pretaxincome
by replecing the compeny’s provision for loen losses with
actual chargesnet of recoverries. This hed theeffect of reducing
income in 2010 through 2012and incressing it 2008, 2009,
2013and2014.

General Mills: Thecompeny's fiscal yearsend in May
following the years listed. Deferred taxes explain much of the
low rate the compeny peid in 2010. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $353
million from 2008 to 2015. Excess fax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $713 million from
2008 to 2015. Restructuring chargeswere taken inmost years
betweaen 2008 and 2015. Pretax profits for each year were
adjusted for theactual utilization of the compeny’s
restructuring reserves, which increesed pretax profits in 2008,
2011 and 2014 and decreesed them inall other years. Pretax
income in 2014 wasadjusted upward foranon-cash
impainment of intangible assets.

Genuine Parts: Because the compeny did not disclose US.
and foreign pretax income for 2008 and 2009, thestudy
estimated foreign pretax income besed on reported current
foreign income taxes. Pretax profits were adjusted for expenses
booked but not yet recognized for taxes. Thisadjustment
decressed pretax profits in 2009, 2013and 2015and
incressed pretax profits inall other years. Excess tax benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and state taxes by $56.1
million from2008 to 2015.

Goldman Sachs Group: Thehigh tax rates in 2012and
2013 reflect a tumaround of deferred texes. Exaess tex benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and state taxes by $2876
billion from 2008 t0 2015.

Graybar Electric: Deferral, primerily due to aocelerated
depreciation, explains the compeny’s relatively low tax rate in
2010.

Group 1 Automotive: Reported pretax profits in 2008,
2013, 2014 and 2015were adjusted upward for non-cash
impeiments of franchise rights. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and siate taxes by $12 million from
2008t02015.

H&R Block: The compeny'sfiscal yearsend in April
following the years|listed. Thestudy adjusted US. pretax
income to replace provision for lcan losseswithactual charges

63 Irstituteon Taxationand EconomicFolicy | March 2017

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

net of recoveries. The compeny’slow taxrate in 2009 is
primerily due to deferred taxes, and the high rates in 2012and
2014 reflect atumeround of deferred taxes. Bxoess tex benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and state tes by $112
million from 2008 to 2012

Harley-Davidson: Restructuring chergeswere takenin
each year between 2008 and 2013, Pretex profits foreach year
wereadjusted for the actual utilization of the compeny’s
restructuring resernves, which increesed pretax profits in 2008,
2009and 2011 and decreesed them in 2010,2012and 2013.
Reported pretax profits in 2009 werealso adjusted upwerd for
anon-cashgoodwill impaimment. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction and the ressarch andexperimentation
tex credit reduced teves from 2008 to 2015by $1229miillion
and $36.8 million, respectively. Excess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $58 5 million from
2008102015.

Harris: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend induneor July of the
years listed. Reported pretax profits in 2009and 2015 were
adjusted upwerd for non-cashgoodwill impeinments. The
DomesticProduction Activities Deductionand the research
and experimentation tex credit reduced taxes from 2008 to
2015by $1366 millionand $744 million, respectively.

HCA Holdings: Because the company does not disclose
US and foreign pretax income for 2008 through 2010, the
study estimated foreign pretax income besed on reported
current foreign income taxes. The compeny reports
nonoontrolling interest income inall eight years. Pretex
incomewes adjusted toexclude this income. Thecompeny
maintainsanallowanae for doubtful accounts. Thestudy
adjusted US.and foreign pretax income by replecing the
compeny’s provision for doubtful accounts withactual
chargesnet of recoverries. Thishad theeffiect of decressing
pretax profits in 2010and 2014 and increesing them inall
other years. Excess tax benefits fromstock options reducesd
federal and state taxes by $833 million from 2008 to 2015.

Health Net: Reported pretax profits in 2009and 2010 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment. Excess

tax benefits fromsstock options reduced federdl and state taes
by $165million from 2008 to 2015.

Henry Schein: The compeny reports nonoontrolling
interest income inall eight years. Pretax income was adjusted
toexclude this income: Exasss tax benefits from stock options
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reduced federal andstate texes by $69.8 million from2008 to
2015.

Hershey: Thecompany's relatively high tax rates in 2008
through 2010 are driven bya tumaround of deferred taxes.
The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction reduced texes
by $189.3 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texesby $181.8
million from2008 to 2015.

HollyFrontier: The compenywes fonmerly knownas
Holly. The compeny reports nonoontrolling interest income
inall eight years. Pretax incomewas adjusted toexclude this
income: The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $168 6 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tex
benefits fromsstock options reduced federal and state s by
$332million from 2008 0 2015.

Home Depot: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend inJenuary
following the years listed. The compeny’shigh tax rate in 2008
isdue toatumaround of deferred taxes.

Honeywell International: Deferred taxesexplain most of
the company’s low tax rattes in most years. A tumaround of
deferred taxexplains the high rate in 2011. Exoess tax benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and state taxes by $448
million from2008 to 2015.

Hormel Foods: Because the compeny does not disclose
US.and foreign pretax income, the study estimeted foreign
pretax income besed on reported current foreign income
texes. Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in October of the years
listed. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $136.9 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tex
benefits from stock options reduced federal and state iaes by
$1169million from 2008 to 2015.

Humana: Thecompeny’shigh texratesin2010,2012 2014
and 2015are due 1o tumarounds of deferred taves BExaess iax
benefits fromstock options reduced federal and state taes by
$89:2 million from 2008 to 2015.

Hlinois Tool Works: Reported pretax profits in 2009were
adjusted upwerd for a non-cash goodwill impaiment. A
tumaround of deferred taxes explains the compeny’shigh tax
rate in 2009,and atumaround of deferred taxalso increesss
the 2010 rate. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced texes by $248 6 million from 2008 t0 2015. Excess tex
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benefits fromstock options reduced federal and state taes by
$118million from 2008 t0 2015.

insight Enterprises: Reported pretax profits in 2008 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impeinment cherge.
Deferred taxesexplain the neggtive teax rate in 2009,and
explain most of the compeny’s taxbreeks in 2010. Bxaess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state ies by
$7 million from 2008 t0 2015.

intel: A turmaround of deferred taxesexplains the company’s
high tex rate in 2008. Deferred taxes, primerily accelerated
depreciation, explain most of the compeny’s taxbregks in
2009. The DomesticProduction Activities Deductionand the
ressarchandexperimentation tax credit reduced taxes from
2008 t02015by $2.08 billionand $1.5billion, respectively.
BExoess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state texes by $613 million from 2008 t0 2015.

international Business Machines (1BM): Deferred
taxes saved the company sulbstantial amounts inmost years, in
part due toaooelerated depreciation taxbresks.

International Paper: Reported pretax profits in2008 were
adjusted upwerd for anon-cash goodwill impaiment charge.
Deferred taxesexplain the company’s negative tax rates in
2010and 2011. The neetive rate in 2013 isexplained by a
settlement of taxaudits. The compeny'shigh tax rate in 2008
isdue toa tumaround of deferred taxes. Altemative fuel
mixture credits reduced taxes by $133 million in2009.
Cellulosic bio-fuel credits reduced texesby $40 million in
2010. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $109 million from 2008 t0 2015.

interpublic: Thecompeny reports nonoontrolling interest
income inall eight years. Pretax income was adjusted to
excluce thisincome. Deferred taxesexplain most of the
company’s tax breeks inall eight years. Exaess taxbenefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $54.6 million
from2010t02015.

J.B. Hunt Transport Services: Deferred iaeseqlain
most of the compeny’stax bresks inall eight years. Excess tax
benefits from stock options reduced federal and state taxesby
$124.3million from2008 t0 2015.

J.M. Smucker: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in April

following the years listed. The Domestic Production Activities

Deduction reduced taxes by $169 million from 2008 t0 2015.
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BExoess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taves by $359 million from 2008 t0 2015.

J.P. Morgan Chase & Co.: Thestudyadjusted US and
foreign pretax income by replecing the company’s provision
for lcen losses with actual charges net of recoveries. Thished
theeffect of incressing pretax income in 2009 and 2008and
decressing it in 2010 through 2015. The neggtive rate in 2013
isexplained by deferred texes. Exoess tax benefits from stock
options reduced federal andstate taxesby $1.86 billion from
2008102015.

Jacobs Engineering Group: Thecompeny'sfiscal years
end in October of the years listed. The company’shigh tax rate
in 2010 isdue toatumaround of deferred taves, driven
primerily by acoelerated depreciation. Exaess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $60.1 million
from2008t02015.

Joy Global: Reported pretax profits in 2013and 2015 were
adjusted upwerd for non-cash impaimments of goodwill and
trademarks. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced texes by $72.9 million from 2009 to 2015. Excess tex
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state iaes by
$68 3 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Kellogg: Restructuring chargeswere taken in 2013 through
2015. Pretax profits foreach year wereadjusted for the actual
utilization of the compeny’s restructuring reserves, which
incressed pretax profits in 2013 and 2014 and decressed them
in2015. The high rates in 2012, 2014 and 2015areexplained
by tumarounds of deferred taxes. The Damestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $1608 from 2009 to
2015. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options reduced federal
andstate taxes by $90 million from2008 to 2015.

Kimberly-Clark: Thehigh ratein 2015 isexplained bya
tumaround of deferred taxes. Bxaess tex benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $212 million from
20081t02015.

Kohl’s: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in anuary following
the years listed. The high rates in 2012and 2015 areexplained
by tumaroundsof deferred taxes. BExoess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texes by $16 million
from2009t02015.

Kroger: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend indanuary following
the years listed. Reported pretax profits in 2009and 2010 were
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adjusted upwerd for non-casngoodwill impainments. The
high rate in 2010 isexplained by a tumaround of deferred
taxes. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced tees by $87 8 from 2011 to 2015, Exasss tax benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and stete taves by $200
million from2008 to 2015.

L-3 Communications: Reported pretax profits in 2015
wereadjusted upward foranon-cashgoodwill impainment.
The Domestic Production Activities Deductionand the
ressarchandexperimentation tax credit reduced taxes from
2008 t0 2015by $1269million and $1786 million,
respectively. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate texes by $73 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Laboratory Corp. of America: Thehighralein2015is
explained by atumaround of deferred taxes. Excess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$704 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Levi Strauss: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend in November
of the yearslisted. The company’shigh tax rate in2009is
driven byatumaround of deferred taxes. Exaess tax benefits
fromstock options reduced federal andstate taes by $4
million from2012t02015.

Limited Brands: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in enuery
following the years listed. Bxoess tax benefits from stock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $334.1 million from
2008102015.

LKQ Corp: Bxcess tax benefits from stock options reduced
fedkeral and state taxes by $111.5million from 2008 to 2015.

Lockheed Martin: Because the compeny does not disclose
US and foreign pretax inocome, the study estimated foreign
pretax income besed on reported current foreign income
teves. More then 75 peraent of the compeny'sworldwide sales
were fo the US govemment ineach year. Aoaslerated
depreciation saved the compeny substantial amounts in 2008
through 2011. The high tax rates in 2014 and 2015are
explained by deferred taxassets. The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction and the researchandexperimentation
tax credit reduced taxes from 2008 t0 2015 by $704 million
and $390 million, respectively. Excess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federd andstate taxesby $210and $920
million in 2009and 2008.
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Loews: Theocompany reports noncontrolling interest
income inall eight years. Pretax incomewas adjusted to
exclude this income. Reported pretax profits in 2008and 2013
wereadjusted upward for non-cashgoodwill impaiment
dharges. Reported pretax profits in 2008, 2009, 2012and 2013
were adjusted foran impainment of natural gesand ol
properties. The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced taxesby $11.7 million in 2008, Bxoess tax benefits
fromstock options reduced federal andstate taes by $7
million from2008 to 2010.

Lowe’s: The high tax rates in most yearsareexplained by
deferred taxassets. Exasss tax benefits fromstock options

reduced federal andstate taxes by $10and $1.0million in
2010and 2008.

Macy’s: Theocompeny'sfiscal yearsend indanuary following
the years listed. Reported pretax profits in 2008 wereadjusted
foragoodwill impaimment. Acaslerated deprecation reduced
the company’s taxes in 2008. Bxaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $185 million from
2010t02015.

Mastercard: Reported pretax profits ineach of theeight
yearswereadjusted tomove the aost of litigation settlements
to the yearswhen the money wes actually spent. Exaess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state ies by
$346 million from 2008 to 2015,

McDonalds: BExoess taxbengfits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $795.8 million from 2008 to 2015.

McKesson: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend in March
following the yeers listed. Pretax income wasadjusted to
reflect the timing of charges for litigation settlements.

MDU Resources: Reported pretax profits in 2012, 2000,
and 2008 wereadjusted foran impaimment of natural gesand
oil properties. The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced teves by $10 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tex
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state ies by
$122 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Merck: Theocompeny recorded restructuringchangssin
2010,2009and 2008. Thestudy adjusted U.S pretax profits
for the current effect of those charges which increesed
reported USS profits in 2008 through 2011 and reduced them
in2012. Deferred taxesexplain maost of the company’s tax
bregks in 2009and 2008.
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Molina Healthcare: Reported pretax profitsin 2011 were
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impainment charge.
Exaess tax benefits from stock aptions reduced federal and
state taxes by $18.3 million from 2008 to 2015.

Monsanto: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in August of the
years listed. The compeny recorded restructuring chargesin
2009,2010and 2015. Thestudy adjusted US. pretax profits
for the current effect of those charges, which increesed
reported US. profits in 2009and 2015,and reduced themin
2010 through 2012 The DamesticProduction Activities
Deductionand the ressarch andexperimentation tax credit
reduced teves from 2008 to 2015 by $414 million and $182
million, respectively. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state texes by $557 million from 2008 to
2015.

Mosaic: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in May following the
years listed from 2008 to 2012 The datafor 2013 represents
the transition period fromJune through Decarmber, and the
compeny's2014and 2015 fiscal yearsend in December.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $23 million from 2008 to 2010. Percentage
depletion reducss the compeny's taxes ineach year.

Netflix: Thehigh tax rate in 2012 isexplained by deferred tax
aseis. The research and exerimentation tax credit reduced
taesby $802 million from 2008 to 2015. Excess tex benefits
fromstock options reduced federal and state texes by $3819
million from 2008 to 2015. The necative rates in2013and
2015areexplained by theseexasss tax benefits fromstock
options.

NextEra Energy: Deferred taxbenefitsexplain most of the
compeny’s tax benefits

Nike: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in May following the
years listed. Exaess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $965.1 million from 2008 to 2015.

NiSource: Aocelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial amounts inmost years. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $12and $1.8millionin
2009and 2008.

Nordstrom: The compeny'sfiscal yearsend inenuary
following the years listed. The high tax rates in 2008and 2009
areexplained by deferred taxassets. Exaess tax benefits from
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stock options reduced federal and state taxesby $133 million
from2008102015.

Norfolk Southern: Accelerated depreciation provided the
compeny with substantial taxsavings ineach year. Exoess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state ies by
$300 million from 2008 to 2015,

Northrop Grumman: Reported pretax profits in 2008
wereadjusted upward foranon-cashgoodwill impainment
dharge. The Domestic Production Activities Deductionand
the ressarchandexperimentation tax credit reduced taxes
from 2008 to 2015 by $293 millionand $261 million,
respectively. Excess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $361 million from 2008 t0 2015.

NVR: Excess taxbenefits fromstock options reduced federal
andstate taesby $271 million from 2008 to 2015.

Omnicom Group: Thecompeny reports nonoontrolling
interest income indl eight years Pretax incomewas adjusted
toexclude this inocome. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal andstate taxes by $267 8 million from 2008 to
2015.

Oneok: Theoompeny reports noncontrolling interest
income inall eight years. Pretax income was adjusted to
exclude this income Reported pretax income in 2012 wes
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment.
Deferred taxesexplain most of the compeny's tax bresks inall
eight years. Exoess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $21 million from 2011 t0 2013,

Oracle: Thecompeny'sfisca yearsend in May following the
years listed. The Domestic Production Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $1.233 billion from 2008 to 2015, Exoess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state ies by
$1475billion from2008 t0 2015.

O’Reilly Automotive: Bxasss tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $2356 million from
2008102015.

Owens & Minor: Bxcess taxbenefits fromstock options
reduced federa andstate taes by $13.7 million from 2008 to
2015,

Paccar: Thehightaxratein 2014 isexplained bya
tumeround of ceferred taxes. The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $108 3 million from
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201210 2015. The ressarch and experimentation tax credit
reduced taxes by $17 4 million from 2008 to 2011. Excess tax
benefits fromsstock aptions reduced federal and state tesby
$71and $38million in 2009and 2008.

Packaging Corp. of America: The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $77.8 million from
2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal and state taxes by $334 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Parker Hannifin: Theocompeny'sfiscal yearsend indune of
the years listed. Reported pretax income was adjusted upward
in 2013 foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction and the ressarchand
experimentation tax credit reduced taves from 2008 to 2015
by $1052million and $95.9 million, respectively. Bxoess tax
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$210.7 million from2008 t0 2015.

Pepco Holdings: Acaxslerated depreciation provided the
compeny with substantial taxsavings inmost years. The
compeany recorded restructuring charges in 2010. Thestudy
adjusted US. pretax profits for the current effect of those
charges, which increesed reported USS. profits in 2010and
decreesed profits in 2011.

Pepsico: Bxoess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $814million from 2008 to 2015.

PG&E Corp: Accelerated depreciation saved the company
substantial anounts inal eight years.

Pitney Bowes: The compeny recorded restructuring
dhargssinall eight years. Thestudy adjusted US. pretax
profits for the current effect of those charges, which increesed
reported USS profits in 2008,2010,2011and 2014 and
decressed them in2009,2012, 2013and 2015.

PNC Financial Services Group: Thestudyadjusted US
and foreign pretax income to replace provision for loan losses
with actual charges net of recoveries. Pretax inoome in 2012
wasadjusted upward foranon-cash goodwill impainment.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $114 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Polo Ralph Lauren: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsendin
Mearch following the years listed. Excess tax benefits from
stock options reduced federal and state texesby $2127
million from2008to 2015.
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PPG Industries: The compeny reports nonoontrolling
interest income indll eight years Pretax incomeweas adjusted
toexclude thisincome.

PPL.: Accelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial amounts inmost years. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $31 million from 2008
t02010.

Praxair: BExoess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $337 million from 2008 to 2015.

Precision Castparts: For2008 to 2014, thecompeny’s
fiscal yearsend in March following the years listed. The
numbersfor 2015are for the transition period from April
2015 through Jenuary 2016. The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $302.7 million from
2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits from stodk options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $169.8 million from 2008 to 2015.

Priceline.com: BExaess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal andstate taxes by $181.1 million from 2008 to
2015.

Principal Financial: The compeny reports noncontrolling
interest income indl eight years Pretax incomeweas adjusted
toexclude this income. Exosss tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $526 million from 2008 to
2015.

Procter & Gamble: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend indune
following the years listed. Reported pretax profits in2012and
2011 wereadjusted upwerd foranon-cash goodwill
impainment.

Public Service Enterprise Group: The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $103
million from 2008 to 2015, Excess fax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and siate taxesby $11 million from
2008102015.

PublixSuper Markets: Thecompanyenjoyedsmll
deferred tax benefits, primarily fromaoaelerated depreciation,
in 2000 through 2011and in 2015.

Qualcomm: Thehigh tax rate in 2010 isexplained by
deferred taxassets. The ressarchand experimentation tax
credit reduced taxesby $440million from2012t02015.
Bxoess tax benefits from stock aptions reduaed federal and
state taes by $1.497 billion from 2008 to 2015.
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QuantaServices: Thecompeny reports noncontrolling
interest income in 2009 through 2015, Pretax income wes
adjusted toexclude this income. Reported prefax incomein
2015wes adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill
impaiment. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced taxes by $43.8 million from 2008 to 2015. Exoess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$105 million from 20080 2015.

Quest Diagnostics: The compeny reports noncontrolling
interest income inall eight years. Pretax income was adjusted
toexclude thisincome. Deferred taxes reduced the compeny’s
tex rateslightly inmost years Exoess taxbenefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $26.3 million from
2008102015.

R.R. Donnelley & Sons: The compeny reports
nonoontrolling interest income inall eight years. Pretex
income wesadjusted toexclude this income. Incomewes
adjusted to reflect the timing of restructuring cherge payments
inall eight years. Thestudy adjusted reported pretaxincome
upward for non-cashgoodwill impaimment charges ineech
year from 2008 through 2012and in 2014. A tumaround of
deferred tesexplains the high rate in 2009. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $382
million from 2009 to 2015. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $2.3 million from
2008102015.

Raytheon: The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
and the researchandexperimentation tax credit reduced taxes
from 2008 to 2015 by $4064 millionand $221.1 million,
respectively. Exoess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate texes by $224 million from 2008 to 2015.

Reinsurance Group of America: Deferred taxesexplain
the compeny’s low rates inmost years. Thehigh rate in 2009 is
explained by atumaround of deferred taxes. Excess tax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$126 million from 20080 2015.

Reliance Steel & Aluminum: Because thecompeny does
not disclose USS.and foreign pretax income for 2008, the
study estimated foreign pretax income in that year besed on
reported current foreign income taxes. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced texes by $48 million
from 2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits fromstock aptions
reduced federal and state taxes by $15.7 million from 2008 to
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Priceline.com

2015.Pretax income in 2013 and 2015 wes adjusted upward
for non-cash impaiments of indefinite-lived intangible assets.

Reynolds American: Reported pretax profits in 2008
through 2013 wereadjusted upward for non-cash
impaiments of goodwill and trademerks. Income wes
adjusted to reflect the timing of restructuring charge payments
inall eight years. The Domestic Production Activities
Deduction reduced texes by $496 million from 2008 to 2015.
Bxoess tax benefits from stock options reduaed federal and
state taves by $89 miillion from 2008 to 2015,

Rockwell Automation: Thecompanysfiscal yearsendin
September of the years listed The Domestic Production
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $63 million from 2008
t0 2015. Excess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $154 million from 2008 to 2015.

Rockwell Collins: The DomesticProduction Activities
Deductionand the researchand experimentation tax credit
reduced taxes from 2008 t0 2015 by $1202millionand
$1928 million, respectively. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $71 million from
20081t02015.

Ross Stores: Excess taxbenefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $1739million from 2008 to 2015.

Ryder System: Aoaslerated depreciation explains most of
the compeny’s tax bresks in most years. Bxaess tax bengfits
fromstock options reduced federal andstate toes by $137
million from2008 to 2015.

SAIC: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in anuery following
the years listed. The DomesticProduction Activities
Deductionand the ressarchand experimentation tax credit
reduced teves from 2008 to 2015 by $22 millionand $42
million, respectively. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state taxes by $116 million from 2008 to
2015.

Scana: Deferred taxes, primerily acoslerated depreciation,
explain the low rates inmost years. The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $56 million from 2008
t02015.

Sempra Energy: Thecompeny reports noncontrolling
interest income indll eight years Pretax incomewas adjusted
toexclude this income. Deferred taxes, primerily aoaslerated
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depreciation, explain the low rates inmost years. Exasss fax
benefits fromstock options reduced federal and state taxes by
$52million in2015.

Sherwin-Williams: The DomesticProduction Activities
Deduction reduced taves by $158 9 miillion from2008 to
2015. Exaess tax benefits fromsstock options reduced federdl
andstate taesby $3629from 2008 to 2015.

Sonic Automotive: Reported pretax profits in 2008 were
adjusted foragoodwill impaiment.

Southern: Theocompeny’s low rates primerily reflects
deferred taxes. Accelerated depreciation saved the compeny
substantial anounts inall eight years. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $182and
$109 million in2009and 2008.

Southwest Airlines: Theocompeny's low rates inmost
years primerily reflect deferred taxes. Acoslerated depreciation
was the most common source of deferred taxsavings ineech
year. Thehigh rate in 2015 isexplained by a tumaround of
Oeferred toes,

Spartan Nash: The DomesticProduction Activities
Deduction reduced taxes by $08 million from2011 to 2015.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $54 million from 200810 2015.

Spectra Energy: The company reports nonoontrolling
interest income inall eight years. Pretax income wes adjusted
toexclude this income. Thecompeny's low rates primerily
reflect deferred teves. Accelerated depreciation wes the most
important source of deferred taxsavings inmast years. The
DomesticProduction Activities Deduction reduaed taxesby
$25million from 2008 to 2012

Staples: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in Januery following
the years listed. The compeny'shigh tax rate in 2009 reflectsa
turmaround of deferred taxes, mostly related to aocslerated
depreciation. Excess tax benefits fromstock options reduced
federal andstate teves by $24 million from 2008 t0 2015.

State Street: Thecompeny's high tax rate in 2008 reflectsa
turmaround of deferred taxes, mostly related to accekerated
depreciation. Deferred taxeswere primerily responsiblefor the
company’s low rate in 2000. Exoess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $186 million from
2012102015.
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Synnex: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearends in November of the
years listed. A tumaround of deferred taesexplainsthe
compeny’'s high tax rate in 2008. Exoess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $44 million from
2008102015.

Target: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in February
following the yearslisted. Deferred taxes, primerily accelerated
depreciation, explains virtually all of Target's taxbregks from
2008102012

Tech Data: Theoompeny'sfiscal yearsend indanuery
following the years listed. Exoess tax benefits fromstock

options reduced federal and state taxes by $11.4 million from
2008t02015.

Texas Instruments: The DomesticProduction Activities
Deductionand the ressarchand experimentation tax credit
reduced taves from 2008 to 2015 by $477 million and $459
million, respectively. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state texes by $365 million from 2008 to
2015.

Thermo Fisher Scientific: The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $236.5 million from
2008 to 2015. Exoess tax benefits from stodk options reduced
federal andstate taesby $243.8 million from 2008 t0 2015.

Time Warner: Thecompeny recorded restructuring
charges inall eight years,and thestudy mede adjustments to
pretax incomeeach year to reflect the timing of payments. The
study also adjusted 2008 income upweard foranon-cash
gooawill impeinment. The DomesticProduction Activities
Deduction reduced texes by $848 million from 2008 to 2015.
Exoess tax benefits from stock aptions reduaed federal and
state taves by $625 million from 2008 to 2015.

Time Warner Cable: Thestudyadjusted 2008 income
upward foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment. Exaesstax
benefits fromsstock options reduaed federal and state iaes by
$474 million from 2008 t0 2015.

TJX: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend inJanuary following the
years listed. Thecompeny reduced its tx rate by deferring
taves ineach year. Bxoess taxbenefits fromstock options
reduced federal andstate taxes by $4154 million from 2008 to
2015.
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Tractor Supply Company: Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $147 9 million from
2008t02015.

Travelers Cos.: Because the compeny did not disclose US.
and foreign pretax income for 2008, the study estimeted
foreign pretax income besed on reported current foreign
income taxes. Exaess tax benefits from stook aptions reduced
federal and state taxes by $243 5million from 2008 to 2015.

Tutor Perini: Thestudy adjusted 2012and 2008 income
upward for non-cash impaimments of goodwill and other
intangible assets. The Domestic Production Activities
Deduction reduced taxes by $149 million from2011 t0 2015.
Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taxes by $29million from 2008 to 2015.

Twenty-First Century Fox: Thecompany wesfomerly
knownas News Corporation. Reported profits in 2008and
2011 wereadjusted upwerd for non-cashgoodwill
impaiment cherges. The company reports nonoontrolling
interest income inall eight years. Pretax income was adjusted
toexclude this income. The DomesticProduction Activities
Deduction reduaed taxes by $3727 million from2012to
2015.

U.S. Bancorp: Pretaxincome wes adjusted ineach year by
replacing the compeny’s non-cash “provision for crediit losses”
with actual “charge-offs, net of recoveries” Thisadjustment
increesed pretax income in 2008 through 2010,and reducd
income in 2011 through 2015. The company reports
nonoontrolling interest income in each year. Pretax income
wasadjusted toexclude thisincome/ loss. The Compeny hes
investments in Varigble Interest Entities (VIES) that generate
low-income housing tex creditsand retebilitation tex credits.
Asstated in its tax footnote, “the Compeny’s investmentsin
theseentitiesare designed togeneratea retum primerily
through the redlization of federal and state income tax credits
over specified time periods.” The compeny reglized federal
andstate income tax credits related to these investments of
$8.774billion from 20080 2015.

UGI: Most of the compeny’s tax bregks come through tax
savings fromaocelerated depreciation and book / fax
differences in reguilatory assets. The compeny reporisa
nonoontrolling interest loss in 2012and nonocontrolling
interest income indll other years. Pretax income wes adjusted
toexclude this income/ loss. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
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options reduced federal and state taxes by $46.3 million from
2008102015.

Union Pacific: Acoslerated depreciation accounts formuch
of the compeny’s tax breeks. Exaess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $554 million from
2008102015.

United Natural Foods: Bxaess taxbendfits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $139 million from
2008102015.

United Parcel Service: Pretaxincomein 2012wes
adjusted upwerds foramark-tomearket drarge. Aocelerated
depreciation saved the compeny substential amounts from
2008 to 2012 Exoess tax benefits from stodk options reduced
federal andstate taxes by $18 million from 2008 to 2012

United Stationers: Pretax profits for 2010and 2011 were
adjusted for theactual utilization of the compeny’s
restructuring reserves, which increesed pretax profits in 2010
and decressed them in 2011, Pretax income in 2015wes
adjusted upwerd for non-cash impaimments of goodwill and
other intangible assets. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal andstate taxes by $194 million from2008 to
2015.

United Technologies: BExaess taxbenefits fromstock
options reduced federal and state taxes by $606 million from
2008102015.

UnitedHealth Group: Pretaxincome for 2010wes
adjusted upwerd foranon-cashgoodwill impaiment charge.
Bxoess tax benefits from stock options reduaed federal and
state taxes by $127.1 million from 2008 t0 2010.

Unum: Pretax income wesadjusted for claim resenves ineech
of theeight years. Thisincreased pretax income in 2009
through 2012and reduaed it in 2008 and 2013 through 2015.

Verizon Communications: Thecompeny reports
nonoontrolling interest income inall eight years. Pretax
incomewesadjusted toexclude this income. From 2010 to
2015, we disregarded non-cash charges that Verizon booked
to reflect reduced assumptions about the future retumonits
pension and other retirement plans. Verizon itself disregards
these non-cash charges in its Consolicated Adjusted EBITDA
presentation, because they distort its real finencidl results. Inits
2010 report, the compeny changed itsacocountingmethod for

71 Instituteon Taxetionand EconomicPolicy | March 2017

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

pensions,and retroactively restated its pretax profits for 2009
and 2008. The restatement hed little effect for 2009. For 2008,
our report uses the profitsactually reported in the compeny’s
2008 report. Accelerated depreciation andamortization
comprised most of the compeny’s taxsubsidies. In2008and
again in 2010, the compeny divested substential essetsusinga
technigue knownasa “reverse Morris trust” transaction,
savingan estimated $1 5 billion in federal and state income
toes.

VF: Pretax income for 2009,2010, 2014 and 2015wes
adjusted upwerd for non-cash impaimnents of goodwilland
other intangible assets. The relatively high tex ratein 2010
compered to the prior two years isexplained by the
turmaround of amortization deductions, theaocrual of
compensation not yet deductible, and an increese in net
operating losses not yet utilized. Exoess tax benefits fromstock
options reduced federa and state taxes by $287 4 million from
2008102015.

Viacom: Thecompany'sfiscal yearsend inSeptember of the
years listed. Before 2010, the fiscal yearsended in December,
o fiscal year 2010 hes only 9months for Viecom. The
company'scomyparatively high tex rates in 2010and 2014
reflecta tumeround of deferred taves related to aoaslerated
depreciation. The DomesticProduction Activities Deduction
reduced s by $595 million from 2008 to 2015. Exoess tax
benefits from stock options reduaed federal and state iaxesby
$274million from2011 t02015.

Visa: Pretaxincomewesadjusted inall eight years to reflect
the timing of payments related to litigation charges. The
DomesticProduction Activities Deduction reduaed taxesby
$264 million in2014, $191 million of which wes related to
prior fiscal years. Exaess tax berefits fromstock options
reduced federal and state texes by $358 million from 2009 to
2015.

W.R. Berkley: Because the compeny does not disclose US
and foreign pretax income, the studly estimated foreign pretax
income besed on reported current foreign income taes.
Reported total current income taxes wereadjusted in order to
Separate federal and state taxes. The lower rate in2010wes
primerily aresult of unrealized investiment gains that were
recorded for book purpasesbut are not yet taxableand the
deductibility of loss reserves thet were recorded as book

expensss in prior years.
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W.W. Grainger: Excess tax benefits fromstock options
reduced federal andstate taxes by $289.5 million from 2008 to
2015,

Walgreens: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in August of the
years listed. Accelerated depreciation and book /tex
differences inacoounting for inventorysignificantly reduced
thecompeny’s rate in 2009.

Wal-Mart: Theocompeny's fiscal yearsend inJanuary
following the years listed. Accelerated depreciation saved the
compeny substantial amounts in 2008 through 2011.

Wailt Disney: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in October of
the years listed. The DomesticProduction Activities
Deduction reduced taxes by $1481 billion from 2008 to
2015. Exaess tax benefits fromstock options reduced federal
andstate taesby $1.145billion from 2008 t0 2015.

Waste Management: Reported pretax incomewes
adjusted upwerd in 2013 through 2015 for non-cash
impainments togoodwill and the carrying value of oil and ges
properties. Thecompeny 'sbiggest taxsubsidy is related to the
aocelerated depreciation of property, plant, and equipment.
Exoess tex lenefits from stock options reduced federal and
state taves by $69 million from 2008 to 2015,

WEC Energy Group: Thecompeny wes formerly known
asWisoconsin Energy. Accelerated depreciation saved the
compenysubstantial amounts inall eight years. The Domestic
Production Activities Deduction reduced taxes by $54 miillion
from 2008102012

Wells Fargo: Because the compeny does not disclase US.
and foreign pretax income, the study estimated foreign pretax
income besed on reported current foreign income taxes.
Pretax income wesadjusted by replacing the compeny’snon-
czsh “provision for locen losses” with actual “cherge-offs, net of
recoveries.” Thisadjustrment reduced pretax profitsin2010
through 2015and increased them in 2008 and 2000.
Accelerated depreciation saved the compeny significant
amounts betwaen 2008 and 2012 BExcess taxbenefits from
stock options reduced federal end state texes by $1.72billion
from 200810 2015.

Wesco international; The DomesticProduction
Activities Deduction reduced taxesby $5 million from 2003
to 2012. Excess tax benefits from stock options reduced
federal andstate taesby $42 3 million from2008 10 2015.
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Westrock: Thecompeny'sfiscal yearsend in September of
the years listed. Westrodk is the product of a2015 merger
between Meadwestvaoo and Rock- Tenn. Acaslerated
depreciation explains most of the company’s low tax rates.
The Domestic Production Activities Deduction reduced texes
by $20millionand $3million in2015and 2014. Excess tax
benefits from stock options reduced federal and state iaxesby
$66 million from 2008 to 2015.

Whole Foods Market: Because the compeny does not
disclose US.and foreign pretax income, thestudy estimeted
foreign pretax income besed on reported current foreign
income taxes. Exaess tax benefits fromstook aptions reduced
federal andstate taxes by $138 8 million from 2008 to 2015.

Williams: Thecompeny reports noncontrolling interest
income from 2008 to 2014 andanoncontrolling interest loss
in 2015, Pretax income wesadjusted toexclude this

income/ loss. Reported pretax profits in 2010and 2015were
adjusted upwerd for noncashgoodwill impaiment charges.
Thestudy also reversed non-cash impaiments for the
carryingvalue of oil and ges properties in 2008, 2009and
2010.

Windstream: Thecompany'slow tax rate inmost yearsis
almost entirely driven by theaoaskerated depreciation write-
offs they enjoy on their property, plent, andequipment. The
ressarchand experimentation tax credit reduced taxesby
$189 million from 2013 t0 2015.From 2011 to 2015, we
disregarded non-cash charges that the compeny booked to
reflect reduaed assumptionsabout the future retumoniits
pensionand other retirement plans.

Wyndham Worldwide: Pretax income for 2008 wes
adjusted upwerd for non-cashgoodwill impainment charges.
Thestudy adjusted USS. pretax incomeby replacing the
compeny’sprovision for loen losses with actual charges net of
recoveries. Excess tax benefits fromsstock options reduced
federal and state taxes by $131 million from 2008 to 2015.

Xcel Energy: Thecompeny'slow tax ratesarealmost
entirely driven by theaocelerated depreciation write-offs they
enjoy on their property, plent, and equipment.

Yum Brands: Pretaxincome for 2009 wes adjusted upward
for non-casn goodwill impainment charges. Exoess tax benefits

fromstock options reduced federal and state tves by $472
million from2008 o 2015.
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'S DIRTY HANDS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Governor Jerry Brown paints himself a foe of climate change. But an exhaustive review of company donations, publicly released
emails and documents at PUCPapers.org,court filings, and media reports show that fossil fuel and fossil fuel-reliant companies
have supported Brown in close proximity to actions that he and his Administration have taken on their behalf. Twenty-six energy
companies with business before the state greased the skids via $9.85 million in political donations to Brown’s gubernatorial cam -
paigns, ballot initiatives, favorite causes such as the Oakland Military Institute and Oakland School for the Arts, and the Califor -
nia Democratic Party since Brown'’s run for officein 2010, according to campaign reports.

The three major investor-owned utilities, Edison International, parent of Southern California Edison (SCE), Pacific Gas & Elec-
tric (PG&E) and Sempra, parent of Southern California Gas (SoCalGas) and San Diego Gas & Electric  (SDG&E), contributed
nearly $6 million of the total. The three utilities and Chevron also made the biggest donations of any energy companies to the
State Democratic Party. Donations were often made within days or weeks of winning government favors. The evidence points to
Brown and his operatives using the Democratic Party as a political slush fund to receive contributions in amounts greater than
permitted to his candidate committee, and masking money from unpopular energy entities.

The timing of donations suggests that the Brown Administration used the Democratic Party as a pass-through to Brown commit-
tees as reward for legislative or regulatory action on behalf of these companies. For example, at the end of December 2013, three
months after weakened fracking legislation was chaptered, Chevron donated $350,000 to the Democratic Party. One weck later,
the party donated $300,000 to Brown for Governor 2014, while Chevron donated $54,400 to the campaign that day—the maxi -
mum amount allowed. Weeks later, Brown came out against an oil severance tax, or well-head tax, that would have produced
billions for the state’s coffers. Chevron had long opposed the tax.

These 26 companies have found support in the Brown Administration by virtue of Brown'’s own staffers. Brown’s executive
secretary Nancy McFadden, and his former cabinet secretary Dana Williamson, both held high-level positions at Pacific Gas &
Electric. The Democratic Party paid them both for consulting and fund-raising services, while they worked for Brown. McFadden
and Williamson worked for the Party at various times between June 5, 2013 and March 25, 2016, Democratic Party spending
records show. Between 2011 and 2014, the energy companies gave $4.4 million to the California Democratic Party, while the
Democratic Party donated $4.7 million to Brown’s relection.

This review helps explain how the Brown Administration, despite its public posture hostile to the oil industry, privately aided oil
companies at key junctures while receiving major oil industry contributions. Brown quashed the oil severance tax as Democratic
Party support built for it. He rejected a fracking moratorium. He refused a Senate compromise with Assembly moderates on

the climate change bill, SB 350, to slash petroleum use in cars. Brown turned SB 350 instead into a Christmas tree for utilities

by granting them billions in new business and entrée into a vast, largely unregulated regional grid. Utilities responded in kind
with big contributions. In this pay-to-play environment, ratepayers also got the short end of the stick. Under Brown, the Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) has granted the three biggest investor-owned utilities in the state more than a combined $130 bil-
lion in rate hikes approved from 2011 through 2015, according to PUC 748 annual reports. California tops the nation in excess
clectricity generating capacity. In the last few years, energy regulators have approved billing Southern California ratepayers alone
at least $10 billion over the next two decades for four natural gas-fired power plants at Otay Mesa, Carlsbad, Huntington Beach,
and Alamitos, locking the state into fossil-fuel natural gas instead of embracing renewable alternatives like rooftop solar and bat -
tery storage to avoid building new plants.
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EXECUTIVE S8SUMMARY

Energy Companies Have Given Big Dollars and Received Big Favors

* Southern California Edison donated $130,000 to the California Democratic Party on the same day former PUC  President Mi-
chael Peevey cut a secret deal with an SCE executive in a Warsaw, Poland hotel room to make ratepayers, not sharcholders, cover
70 percent of the $4.7 billion cost to close the fatally flawed San Onofre nuclear plant. Peevey is now under criminal investigation
for conspiring to obstruct justice by illegally engaging in and concealing ex parte communications, and inappropriately interfering
with the San Onofre settlement process by pushing SCE to fund $25 million of greenhouse gas research at UCLA in exchange

for the deal.’ In the media’s glare, the case has been reopened. But Brown backed the dirty deal, telling Edison’s CEO personally,
according to an email by the CEO uncovered by the Public Records Act, that the Governor was willing to tell the media that SCE
was acting responsibly and had done all the right things in closing San Onofre. Brown praised Peevey subsequently in a taped
interview with the Mercury News where he called Peevey “a very effective leader” who “gets things done.” ?

* Emails from PG&E’s former top lobbyist Brian Cherry to his boss claim that Brown personally intervened with a PUC Com-
missioner to persuade him to approve a natural-gas fired power plant called Oakley for the utility. Ina January 1, 2013 email,
Cherry described a New Year’s Eve dinner with Peevey where the pair shared “a dram or two of Johnnie Walker Blue Label.”
According to Cherry, Peevey reminded him “how he and Governor Brown used every ounce of persuasion to get [PUC Com -
missioner Mark] Ferron to change his mind and vote for Oakley...Jerry’s direct plea was decisive.”* PG&E donated $20,000 to
the California Democratic Party the day after the PUC voted for the project. An appeals court would later strike the PUC deci -
sion down because the utility had not proved the plant’s necessity.

*« PG&E’s vice president Nancy McFadden was named Brown’s executive secretary. PG&E gave $25,000 to the Democratic
Party days before Brown’s election. While Cherry and Peevey fed names to McFadden to appoint the critical swing-vote com-
missioner in February 2011 to the PUC who could cast pro-utility votes, PG&E donated $75,000 to the Party. The same day
that Brown appointed ex-banker Mark Ferron to the commission, PG&E donated another $41,500. The appointment bolstered
PG&E’s sagging stock price and also lifted the value of up to one million dollars in PG&E stock options held by Nancy McFad -
den.

« Lawmakers sent Brown a package of six PUC reform bills in 2015 which would have increased oversight, transparency and
accountability at the PUC, and received unanimous, bipartisan support. Brown vetoed the reform bills on October 12, 2015.
One wecek later, PG&E donated $50,000 to the Democratic Party. In December, PG&E donated another $175,000 to the Party.

* Brown’s climate change bill, SB 350, gave utilities a monopoly on electric vehicle infrastructure and large-scale renewable en-
ergy projects to the disadvantage of rooftop solar, which was never added to the state’s renewable portfolio standard. Three weeks
after an eleventh hour amendment setting the stage for utilities to have access to a regional grid, PG&E donated $80,000 to the
Democratic Party. The utility donated another $50,000 two wecks after the bill was chaptered. Stock prices of California’s three
investor-owned utilities increased by at least 14 percent within two months.

+ Occidental Petroleum’s attorney, former Governor Gray Davis, successfully pressured Brown to fire two oil and gas regula-
tors who wanted oil companies to prove their wells wouldn’t contaminate groundwater under federal law before getting waste
injection permits, and had overhauled well safety to the disliking of oil companies. They had tried to enforce requirements for
injection wells after a Chevron worker was killed when he fell into a sinkhole filled with oil waste. Two months later, Brown'’s new
oil and gas supervisor granted Occidental a permit to frack in Kern County without an environmental review to protect aquifers,
violating EPA standards. Four days after that, Occidental contributed $250,000 to Prop 30, Brown’s effort to raise taxes. The
same day of the contribution, Brown bragged about expedited permitting in Sacramento where he reaffirmed his support of all
forms of energy development. “There are going to be screw-ups. There are going to be bankruptcies. There will be indictments
and there will be deaths. But we're going to keep going,” he said. * Occidental made a second $250,000 donation to Prop 30 seven
months later.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

* Sempra donated $115,000 to the California Democratic Party a week before PUC President Michael Picker reversed a nega-
tive PUC decision and approved an SDG&E gas-fired power plant in Carlsbad. Chevron, which produces and sells natural gas

in California, contributed $215,000 the day before the approval. The Carlsbad plant was approved without first considering
renewable resources and energy storage. Former PUC President Peevey had long been working to pave the way for the plant,
emails show. He had encouraged Sempra to lobby the city of Carlsbad aggressively. On January, 17, 2014, Peevey wrote Sempra’s
CEO about James Avery, SDG&E’s chief development officer. “| just want you to know that Jim Avery did an outstanding job of
managing the situation in Garlsbad, getting the city to support a new plant, etc. And he did it quickly. A tough assignment, very
welldone. My best.””

* Power plant developer NRG wasn’t a Brown donor until the company cut a sweetheart deal with the PUC to settle its case
against NRG for electricity price manipulation, touted as a win by the Governor’s office. * The company agreed to spend $100
million out of a $120 million fine to instal! electric vehicle charging stations. The release quoted Peevey saying that the deal
would “launch a virtuous circle” in which Californians would get comfortable driving EVs, while companies would invest in
building the state’s needed electric vehicle infrastructure.” “It will create jobs in California, help clean our air, and support at-
tainment of our greenhouse gas reduction goals,” the release said. Brown simultaneously issued an executive order to reach the
state’s goal of 1.5 million zero-emission vehicles on California roads by 2025. The punishment looked a lot like a no bid contract.
Two months later, NRGbegan donations to Brown, his causes, and his party that would come to $105,000. A lawsuit against the
PUC, filedby electric charging station competitor Ecotality, called the deal illegal because it awarded a monopoly to an out-of-
state company. As of 2015, NRG had not reached benchmarks for the work that was supposed to constitute their fine, and the
PUC has not taken action.

+ Brown'ssister has profited from his policies toward Sempra, parent of SoCalGas and SDG&E. Sempra invited Kathleen
Brown onto Sempra’s board of directors in June 2013, after the utilities had enjoyed two and a half years of favorable treatment
under her brother’s governorship. Sempra paid Kathleen Brown a total of $691,300 in stock and cash for her work from 2013
through 2015. Brown’s Administration has taken extraordinary steps to keep open Sempra’s biggest natural gas storage asset in
the West, Aliso Canyon, following the biggest methane gas leak from a well blowout in US history. Months into the efforts to stop
the leak, Brown issued anexecutive order keeping any investigation of the causes and whether it could or should be shut down se-
cret.8 During Brown’s Administration, Sempra’s stock has risen 116 percent, the most by far of the three investor-owned utilities.

* Brown’s sister Kathleen holds $749,000 worth of stock in real estate and oil company Forestar Group—which owns 700 acres
next to Porter Ranch where it plans to build a luxury home community, and another 1,000 acres of oil and gas interests in Cali-
fornia. She was on the board of directors, but stepped down one month after Brown issued his declaration of emergency at Aliso
Canyon, which ensured secrecy around the investigation, and the true threat of the wells to the real estate value in the area. 9 She
now sits on the board of Renew Financial, a funder of renewable energy projects that stands to gain from new utility business
spurred by legislation (SB 350) that increases renewables to 50 percent of California’s electricity generation by 2030.

* In 2012, 16 energy companies donated $1.2 million to Prop 30, Brown’s initiative to raise taxes. A large chunk of that sum
came from just two companies, Occidental and California oil and gas producer Aera Energy. The passage of Prop 30 in Novem-
ber 2012 cemented Brown’s national reputation as a budget-balancing governor after the election, likely saving the Brown Admin-
istration from presiding over persistent state budget problems and economic turmoil. Fracking legislation was introduced barely a
month later, and the Brown Administration helped to dramatically scale it back.

* On May 24, 2013, Chevron donated $135,000 to the California Democratic Party. That same day, lawmakers exempted an
common method of well stimulation from the fracking legislation. After the bill passed with an amendment dropping a morato -
rium on permits, Occidental gave $100,000 to one of Brown’s favorite causes, the Oakland Military Institute. Brown signed the
weakened bill. On December 23, 2013, Chevron donated $350,000 to the Democratic Party. On December 30, the Democratic
Party donated $300,000 to Brown for Governor 2014, while Chevron donated the maximum to Brown’s campaign, $54,400, on
the same day. In early 2014, Brown then came out publicly to oppose a proposed oil severance tax.
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EXECUTIVE S8SUMMARY

Brown has protected the oil and gas industry and its fossil fuel-reliant clients via a coterie of regulators and key staff. Many of
them walked through the revolving door of government to business and back again. Some feathered their nests during Califor-
nia’s energy crisis, and some continue to do favors for one another. Current PUC Commissioner Liane Randolph was previously
appointed by Brown as general counsel at the Natural Resources Agency, where she delivered ultimatums to the two oil well
regulators ultimately fired by Brown for refusing oil company demands for weakened well safety standards. Previously, Randolph
was an attorney at Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw, Pittman, where her clients included Chevron and the Western States Petroleum
Association. Former PUC President Michael Peevey, currently under criminal investigation for secret backroom dealing with the
utilities and rigging of proceedings that cost ratepayers billions, was a trusted Brown Administration confidante. The PUC in par -
ticular has shiclded companies from tough regulation and public investigations that assign blame and responsibility for disasters
and near disasters, and that hold companies and their executives responsible.

These key regulators have allowed utilities to raise connection fees and lower payments to customers who generate their own
solar power, and have endorsed building new fossil fuel power plants even without proven need, eschewing renewablealternatives.
Regulators have been willing to overlook utility negligence in accidents that put profits ahead of safety. They have protected
utilities from fines that could have been much bigger, permitted more natural gas plants than necessary, and have scuttled or sup -
pressed public investigations into disasters and near disasters.
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FULL REPORT

All in the Family

The Brown family has long been connected to fossil
fuels and utilities. Some portion of the Brown family’s
wealth comes from Indonesian oil. It began with Jerry
Brown’s father, Governor “Pat” Brown , who after
stepping down from office in 1967 helped Indonesian
generals who had overthrown Sukarno, the dictator
who had nationalized Royal Dutch Shell’s oil holdings.
Brown reportedly organized a consortium of banks to
lend $12 billion to the military junta.l¢

The generals gave Brown control of a California

oil trading company and half-ownership of a Hong
Kong office. The offices earned a fee for each barrel
traded, or as the Sacramento Bee’s Dan Walters put

it, got “a little taste, as they might say in the Mafia.”
When Chevron built an El Segundo refinery to bring
in Alaskan crude during Jerry Brown’s first administra-
tion, the state’s Air Resources Board, run by Brown’s

former campaign manager, passed an air-quality stan-
dard for sulfur that Chevron couldn’t quite meet with
Alaskan crude, but that Indonesian oil could. That
move helped secured the Brown family’s oil wealth.
The Brown family had ties with the utility industry
too. Brown’s late sister, Gynthia Kelly, wasmarried to
Joe Kelly, a long-time top PG&E attorney!!

While Jerry Brown served as Governor in the 1970s
and 80s, his father “Pat” also worked for Sempra’s pre-
decessor, Pacific Gas & Electric and Pacific Lighting,
to sell Californians on the alleged need for LNG from
Indonesia, according to the Ventura County Star.?

Brown’s fascination with fossil fuels is still evident. In
2014, he inappropriately directed his Division of Oil,
Gas and Geothermal Resources to map any oil or gas
that might underlie his own family ranch and quickly
received a 51- page report plus personalized satellite-
imaged oil and gas drilling map for the area. Brown’s
State Oil & Gas Supervisor, Steve Bohlen, had made
the mistake of emailing the report to Brown, creat-
ing an official record. When Brown found out, he
threatened to fire Steve Bohlen, according fo a lawsuit
against the state filed by the R. Rex Parris law firm on
behalf of Kern County farmers over rushing through
waste injection permits for oil companies. Bohlen
wound up resigning.!?

consumerwatchdoag.org
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While there are no oil or gas prospects
under Brown’s ranch, he does have one
investment that could grow in value
thanks to a fossil fuel. Brown’s Statement
of Economic Interests reveals a real es -
tate investment in Edgewater Park Plaza,
worth between $100,000 and $! million,
that Brown shares in East Oakland

with Phil Tagami, a friend and one of
Brown’s longtime financial supporters.
Tagami won significant business with the
city of Oakland when Brown was mayor.
Now, Tagami’s real estate company, Cal
ifornia Capital and Investment Group
(CCIG), which owns Edgewater, stands
to make significant profit from a plan

to ship coal out of the former Oakland
Army Base. CCIG is developing part of
the former base and has plans to lease a
new terminal to a company that wants

to ship coal from Utah to Asian markets.
Brown has refused to answer local law-
maker and environmentalists’ calls that
he oppose the deal that would release
coal dust along the East Bay transporta-
tion route, polluting the air and threaten-
ing public health.

Little Sister

Perhaps the most problematic family
connection to the utility and oil business
today is Jerry Brown’s sister Kathleen
Brown. In 2013, she left Goldman
Sachs’ Chicago office, where she chaired
regional investment banking, for a Los
Angeles partnership in the lobbying and
law firm of Manatt Phelps & Phillips.
Manatt represents energy companies
among others. When Brown joined
Manatt, The Wall Street Journal reported
thatKathleen Brown was especially
interested in the energy sector because
it was undergoing “transformational
change.”15

That year Sempra, parent of Southern
California Gas and San Diego Gas

& Electric, invited her onto its board.
Sempra wanted Kathleen Brown for
“her extensive experience in both the
public and private financial sectors, as
well as in-depth knowledge of California
government processes,” according to

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

its 2015 proxy statement. Brown sits on
Sempra’s environmental, health, safety
and technology committee, as well as
its corporate governance committee,
and LNG joint venture and financing
committee. Sempra paid Brown a total
of $691,000 in a combination of stock,
cash, and other remuneration for her
directorship between 2013 and 2015,
according to SEC filings.!6

The environmental committee on which
Brown sits would be responsible for pin-
pointing the reasons for the well blowout
at SoCalGas’s Aliso Canyon storage
facility. She has reason to want to defend
SoCalGas, given her position and size-
able Sempra investment. Her brother
issued a carefully worded declaration
assuring the public that a PUC “investi-
gation” was underway and that oil and
gas regulators would perform a technical
review of what went wrong. However,
the review will release only the results to
the public, effectively sealing evidence

in the investigation from the public. No
information about the review has yet
been released.

It has become imperative for the Admin-
istration to justify keeping Aliso open,
not for reasons of energy reliability but
for commercial priorities. Aliso Canyon
markets itself as a place for big compa -
nies that buy natural gas when the price
is right to store it there for a fee.17 But
the Administration has played the “reli-
ability” card. Southern California Edison
and other companies maintained that
“the loss of natural gas to those [power]
stations could ultimately lead to supply
shortages and possibly electricity black -
outs.”18 Energy regulators produced

a biased report, largely authored by
Southern California Gas, stating that the
state couldn’t do without Aliso Canyon
and could experience up to 14 days of
blackouts this summer without it.

The study left out that California has
excess natural gas storage capacity,

according to the Energy Information
Administration, while utilities them -
selves report that natural gas usage is

in steady modest decline. ! The report
also left out other gas storage facilities
that could substitute, and understated
existing pipeline capacity to bring in gas

on demand.20

At a California Senate hearing in May
on Aliso Canyon, utility executives them-
selves began to back-pedal on the verac-
ity of the report’s threat of blackouts. A
Southern California Edison executive
said, “the natural gas pipeline network

in the LA basin was sufficient to meet
demand” as long as the right amounts

of gas were ordered at the right time, the
Los Angeles Times reported.?!

At the same time, one subject regula-
tors don’t want to discuss is culpability
for poor maintenance of wells at Aliso
Canyon that led to the well blowout.
Governor Brown ensured that Sempra’s
dirty laundry about its safety culture will
never be aired. The only agency that
can launch a formal public investigation
is the PUC. Brown’s declaration about
the PUC investigation served to give
regulators cover, with no timeline or
obligation to inform the public whether
any SoCalGas negligence played a role
in the disaster. The PUC has declined to
even accept a petition from Consumer
Watchdog and the law offices of Aguirre
& Severson to open a public investiga -
tion into the causes of the Aliso Canyon
blowout, a violation of the California
Constitution that guarantees the public
the right to petition.22 By law, the PUC
must accept a public petition and rule
cither for or against a public investiga-
tion. They are doing neither.
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Meantime, Sempra’s stock has risen 116
percent under the Brown Administra -
tion, according to Bloomberg.

Kathleen Brown has one more invest-
ment that makes the situation even more
fraught. As of mid-2015, Kathleen
Brown held $749,000 worth of stock

in a real estate and oil company called
Forestar Group, according to Bloom-
berg. She became a company director
in 2007, resigning in 2016. Forestar
Group’s2014 annual report specifically
targeted increased regulation as a threat
to royalties earned from its oil-rich land
dueto the impact on “the timing and
cost of extractive activities.” Forestar,
which owns 1,000 acres of oil and gas
interests in California, also owns 700
acres of land next to Aliso Canyon and
is planning a 285-acre luxury home
community called “Hidden Creeks
Estates” near Porter Ranch, the commu-
nity most affected by the well blow out
at Aliso Canyon. Forestar would have an
interest in promoting the idea that the
natural gas storage field, studded with
wells as old as a century, is perfectly safe
for natural gas injections, in order to
preserve and maximize the value of its
investment.

Kathleen Brown resigned from that
company’s board a month after Jerry
Brown declared a state of emergency at
Porter Ranch in January 2016. She now
sits on the board of Renew Financial, a
funder of renewable energy projects that
stands to gain from new utility business
spurred by Governor Brown’s signature
on legislation (SB 350) that increases
renewables to 50 percent of California’s
electricity generation by 2030.

Stacking the PUC

When Brown took office in 2010, it
wasn’t clear what he would do with the
PUC. But he inherited a PUC President,
Michael Peevey, who had been serv-
ing since he was appointed by Gover-
nor Gray Davis. Brown kept Peevey

on; he had known him for years. He
admired Peevey, comparing him to John
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There are going to be

screw-ups.

There are

going to be bankruptcies. There

will be indictments and there will
be deaths. But we’re going to keep

going.”

- Brown on fracking and waste injection permits

Bryson, Brown’s PUC president during
his first administration.2? Bryson, who
went on to become Chairman, CEO
and President of Edison International,
SCE'’s parent, was one of the principal
architects of the electricity deregulation
disaster two decades ago.2*

Peevey too was a cheerleader. Peevey
had become an electricity broker after
leaving Edison, leading the charge for
deregulation in 1995, and had made
millions of dollars off of it. According

to an investor research analysis that year
by Bernstein Research, “Brown is a close
friend of commission president Mi -
chael Peevey, who has endorsed Brown’s
candidacy for Governor.”25 In fact, right
before starting his career at Edison,
Peevey had worked from 1973 to 1983 as
president of the California Coalition for
Environment and Economic Balance, a
non profit that Pat Brown had founded
to make “environmental and economic
balance a reality,” according to its mis-
sion statement.26

Peevey’'s CCEED leadership overlapped
with Jerry Brown’s first and second
terms as California Governor. Under
Peevey, in 1979, oil and gas companies
and utilities, and later investment banks,
funded an offshoot called the California
Foundation for the Environment and
Economy (CFEE). The foundation made
a name for itself taking PUC officials

like Peevey, state politicians, and utility
executives on free domestic and foreign

junketswhere they could rub shoulders

and cut deals about which ratepayers
knew nothing and that were not neces -
sarily in their interests.?’

Wall Street analysts at Bernstein Re-
search expected no change in the “cur-
rent leadership and policies of the Com-
mission” under Brown. Industry was
clearly excited about Peevey’s friendship
with Brown. A 1977 photo of Brown
with PG&E employees at The Geysers,
the company’s controversial geother-
mal field, showed just how far back that
friendship went. It was forwarded to the
PUC’s executive director Paul Clanon in
2010. “This is a classic! Paul—please for-
ward to Peevey. Thanks,” read the email
from PG&E’s lobbyist Brian Cherry.28

With Peevey in place, Brown appointed
two commissioners that were viewed as
consumer-friendly. Wall Street wasspec-
ulating wildly about who Brown would
appoint and if they would be environ -
mental advocates. In mid-January 2011,
Brian Cherry was already forwarding
Peevey PG&E’s own investment analysis
warning that Wall Street banks were
fretting that Brown’s picks might not
maintain a “balance” between the need
for regulatory oversight while still allow-
ing utilities to earn a reasonable rate of
return. Peevey’s advice to Cherry in an
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email was: “You should find away to get
this info to Brown as he makes his deci-
sions on Commissioners ASAP. Probably
best coming from a non- utility source,
such as investment banker(s).” In re-
sponse Cherry wrote Peevey: “Done.”2¢

Nevertheless, on January 25, 2011,
Brown appointed Michael Florio, a
former senior attorney for The Util-

ity Reform Network, and Catherine
Sandoval, a law school professor. The
day after the appointments, on January
26, 2011, PG&E’s investment analyst
reported continued UBS and Deutsche
Bank speculation on California utilities,
including whether Peevey would remain
president and if the third commissioner
Brown picked would make the PUC far
too consumer-oriented to the detriment
of investors.

On January 27, 2011 the senior invest-
ment analyst at PG&E reported JP Mor -
gan had downgraded PG&E and Edison
stock from a “buy” to “hold.”

Nancy McFadden, whom Brown

had hired as his Executive Secretary in
charge of appointments, legislation, and
policy from PG&E where she was execu-
tive vice president, had her own interest
in the price of PG&E stock. She joined
Brown’s staff with a $1 million cash
bonus from PG&E and up to $1 million
in PG&E stock options. The utility, a
big Democratic Party donor, had given
$25,000 to the Democratic Party days
before his election.

When PG&FE'’s stock was downgraded
following the Florio and Sandoval
appointments, Peevey advised Cherry,
“This information should go to the
Governor’s Office, probably best to
Nancy McF. Jerry has to be made aware
that actions have consequences and the
economy is best off with a stable utility
sector.”0

Emails produced by the Public Utilities
Commission through Public Records Act
requests show Cherry and Peevey call-
ing McFadden the utility’s “back door

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

route” on PUC appointments.®! Evi-
dence shows that McFadden intervened

in the decision on whom to appoint

to the CPUC, though pubilic officials

are prohibited from using their official
positions for personal financial benefit.
Cherry wrote Peevey, “Nancy asks if you
have any names you would recommend.
You can call her directly if you like.”32

In March 2011 Jerry Brown appointed
a long-time investment banker, Mark
Ferron, formerly of Deutsche Bank, to
the PUC. A pro-utility majority on the
commission was assured. PG&E’s sag-
ging stock jumped, benefitting McFad-
den as much as it did PG&E.

A conflict of interest complaint filed in
carly 2016 by Consumer Watchdog with
the Fair Political Practices Commission
about McFadden’s improper involve-
ment in the appointment fell outside the
statute of limitations, although McFad-
den is being investigated for her failure
to fully disclose her stock holdings in
PG&E.

McFadden herself was a product of the
revolving door, first working as a senior
advisor to Governor Gray Davis, before
taking a job at PG&E, and then working
for Brown. She didn’t land the Brown
appointment as Executive Secretary by
chance. In the Davis administration,
McFadden worked under Susan Ken-
nedy, a long-time political hand who
had been executive director of the Cali-
fornia Democratic Party. Kennedy was
Davis’s cabinet secretary and handled
the worst of the California energy crisis
by pushing legislators to arrange the sale
of billions in bonds to buy power, and
advocating to hike rates to save the utili-
ties. McFadden was her protégé. After
Davis appointed Kennedy to the PUC,
McFadden left for PG&E. According to
one insider, Kennedy had arranged for
McFadden to get the job at PG&E in

government relations.

In 2006, after three years as a PUC com-

missioner working alongside Michael
Peevey, Kennedy became Governor

1

Arnold Schwarzenegger’s chief of staff,
then a consultant to McKinsey, Alston &
Bird and other well-heeled outlets, and
started her own consulting firms, Caliber
Strategies, and SPK Consulting. PG&E
would be a client. Brown’s next picks for
the PUC would also be influenced by
Kennedy, via McFadden, to ensure that
a majority of commissioners would con-
tinue to vote in the interests of industry.

As Pecvey fomented scandal, Brown
would appoint Michael Picker, a
former aide and another product of the
revolving door to the PUC, to replace
Ferron in 2014. Picker’s association with
Jerry Brown and friendship with Susan
Kennedy went way back; Kennedy told
Jeff McDonald of the San Diego Union
Tribune that Picker had been her “very
first boss in politics” when she came to
California a quarter of a century ago. 3*
Picker served as deputy assistant for
toxic substance control under Brown in

1981.
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He would go on to be chief of staff for
Sacramento Mayor Joe Serna Jr., and
found Lincoln Crow Strategic Commu-
nications, a policy, media and campaign
strategy group, in 2000. When Ken-
nedy became Schwarzenegger’s chief
of staff, she hired Picker as an advisor
on renewable energy, and passed him
on as an advisor to the incoming Brown
Administration.

Brown would make Picker PUC
President once Peevey stepped down
under a cloud of corruption at the end
of 2014. Picker would continue to run
the PUC in Peevey’s image. Peevey, and
then Picker, would push a building spree
of fossil fuel-fired gas power plants. In
2013, Robert Weisenmiller, elevated

by Brown to Chair of the California
Energy Commission, maintained that
natural gas was “the operational glue”
of the California grid.3»

The Ferron Factor

The appointment of ex-Deutsche
Banker Mark Ferron to the PUC served
as a vaccination against tough enforce-
ment. Emails and other documents at
PUCPapers.org reveal that Ferron was
far more interested in delivering guaran-
teed, gold-plated rates of return to Wall
Street and sharcholders than he was in
regulatory oversight.

Ferron and other commissioners and
high-level staffers met with Wall Street
analysts regularly and discussed pending
business before the commission. In one
such exchange, between a Morgan Stan -
ley banker and Ferron on September 26,
2012, the banker confirmed a broad and
detailed list of questions to pass along to
all the commissioners who would meet
with him for three hours.

Prior to that meeting, Ferron wrote
Morgan Stanley that he had one “stipu -
lation”—that he be put on the distri-
bution list for research on Galifornia
utilities.?® The quid pro quo was the free
provision of exclusive reports so Ferron
could track Wall Street’s view of the
financial health of utilities in exchange

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

for information on how the PUC was ap-
proaching specific rate and enforcement
cases and other business.

Among the questions, Morgan Stanley
wanted fo know what the “hold up” was
for a Southern California Edison rate
hike, where the “various” investigations
into PG&E'’s deadly San Bruno explo-
sion stood, and if regulators were plan-
ning to come to settlement.37

In a memorandum to other commission -
ers on October 3, 2012, Ferron made

the case that holding SCE and PG&E
responsible for these disasters would af-
fect investor perception of California as
an “unfriendly place.” 39 He claimed that
this would lead to a higher “risk pre -
mium” on borrowed money for utilities,
which would “cost ratepayers multiple
billions in added expense.”

Morgan Stanley’s analysis of the Cali -
fornia visit, emailed to a select group

on October 4, 2012, said, “The key
takeaway from our meeting with all the
Commissioner offices at the CPUC is
that regulation will remain balanced.”
Ferron and others had evidently signaled
that PG&E would not face excessive
fines for its lethal San Bruno pipeline ex-
plosion. “A settlement relating to the San
Bruno explosion is progressing” Morgan
Stanley wrote. “We believe our

$500mn fine estimate remains appropri-
ate.”

On the San Onofre scandal, the PUC
appears to have told Wall Street not to
fret. “Conversely, a San Onofre investi-
gation is likely, but the CPUC appears
to be reserving judgment on the cause/
recovery. As a result we do notexpect a
near-term EPS [earnings per share] hit
to EIX/SRE [Edison International/
SCE]” the analysis continued .38 A PUC
administrative law judge would go on to
cancel the last phase of the public inves -
tigation into who was responsible for the
radioactive steam leak that permanently
shuttered the facility.
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Ferron reinforced the tradition Peevey
had begun in appeasing Wall Street.

In a 2010 email, Brian Cherry praised
Peevey’s performance in a videoconfer-
ence and Q&A with a Morgan Stanley
analyst. Peevey had told bankers that he
had no plans to “shrink” generous rates
of return, and that low fuel prices meant
utilities had extra money to engage in
“asset development initiatives.” No rate-
payer refunds were in the offing. Cherry
wrote in an email to Peevey, “Looks like
your interview got rave reviews.”+0

Peevey initiated Michael Picker into the
ways of Wall Street as well, asking bank -
ers to arrange a trip to New York for
him. In June 2014, Picker went on a per-
sonal Wall Street road show, complete
with a banker-supplied sedan, for a “full
day of 1x1 meetings + intimate group
meeting.”#! On the list were ten invest-
ment companies, including Goldman
Sachs and Prudential. Picker continued
to meet with bankers like UBS in Sacra -
mento. In August 2014, Picker wrote an
email expressing “my deep gratitude” to
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UBS honcho Julien Dumoulin-Smith,
“whose many research products already
reach my inbox in great profusion daily.”

Dumoulin-Smith would later write, “It’s
been described that you are cut from a
different cloth from other CPUC folks.

| tend to agree.” He thanked Picker

for his “insight,” calling it a “refresh-
ing change from a lot of folks we meet
with.” Experts, including the National
Consumer Law Center’s Charlie Harak
in an interview given to the San Diego
Union Tribune, say there is no reason for
regulators to meet with investors or rat-
ing agency analysts, unless it’s to extract
inside information.

A cache of Public Records Act emails
and other documents available at
PUCPapers.org show that Picker met
with Bank of America, Merrill Lynch,
UBS, and Credit Suisse representatives
at West Coast spots like San Francisco’s
acclaimed Vietnamese restaurant, the
Slanted Door. While Picker championed
California utilities, PG&E, Sempra, and
SCE donated heavily to the California
Democratic Party. Sempra donated
$65,000 to the party in May 2014, and
Southern California Edison donated
$130,000 in May and June, as Peevey
made arrangements for Picker’s visit

to Wall Street. PG&E made a $25,000
donation to the Oakland School for

the Arts on July 3, a week after Picker’s
visit, and donations to the party totaling
$435,000 between July and October.

Brown’s “Hands”

Publicly released emails confirm that
Brown remains loyal to old aides and
associates, and tolerates their corruption.
Michael Peevey, under criminal investi-
gation for his deal to require 70 percent
of the cost of closing San Onofre to  be
paid by ratepayers, in exchange for a
generous SCE grant to UCLA, was well
known for quid pro quos. A favorite tactic
was trading PUC support in regulatory
matters for utility contributions to ‘non-
profit’ organizations set up by Peevey
and the utilities to fund extra-curricular
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PUC activities. According to Senator
Jerry Hill, Peevey had approved the
spending of a total of $160 million in
ratepayer money to create seven ‘non-
profits,” including the California Clean
Energy Fund on whose board Peevey

sat with PG&E appointees. 3 Peevey had
demanded that the utility contribute $30
million to the Fund as a condition of his
support for PG&E’s bankruptcy reorga-

nization plan.

When Peevey decided to create a “PUC
Foundation” that would raise money
ostensibly for educational purposes,

he demanded money from utilities to
attend the fundraiser. PG&E, SCE, and
SDG&E each bought a $20,000 table for
the night of January 27, 2011. Brown
had planned to attend. But as soon as
San Francisco Chronicle columnists Phillip
Matier and Andrew Ross panned the
fundraiser as a way to create a slush
fund to “pay for activities not covered by
agency coffers,” Brown was out.+*

“Brown is not coming,” Peevey emailed
that afternoon to his friend, PG&E lob -
byist Brian Cherry. “Too much stuffin
the Chron—Matier and Ross, editorial.
Ugh.”45

While he wouldn’t be seen with Peevey
in public that January night in 2011,
Brown praised him to the San jose Mercu-
19 News editorial board in a taped video
interview in August 2014. “I would say
he's a very effective leader, hegets things
done.”

PUC Director of Policy and Plan -

ning, Marzia Zafar, recommended that
PG&E’s senior director of regulatory
relations read the article and watch the
video, according to an email from the
PUCPapers.org. “The article in this
weckend’s San Jose Mercury News features
Gov. Brown talking about how great
Pres. Peevey is but you have to watchthe
video to get a sense of Gov. Brown’s con-
fidence in Pres. Peevey,” she said. “The
video is the best. He says that he has to
go back all the way to his first term in the
late 70s to find an equally effective leader
for the PUC.” 46
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Brown’s hands would show up at a
goodbye dinner for Peevey in February
2015. Susan Kennedy, Peevey’s former
fellow commissioner who had told him
that she had been so “proud to be your
wingman,” 7 handled invitations and
rsvps. Michael Picker, Peevey’s successor
at the PUC, weas the official sponsor, who
would report that various organizations
paid at least $55,000 in sponsorships for
the dinner.+8

The invitation read, “You're invited

to join us in honoring Mike Peevey. A
lifetime of service to the people of Cali-
fornia.”+9 By then his own staff, outraged
by his facilitation of PG&E judge shop -
ping in a rate case and lax regulation of
PG&E prior to the San Bruno disaster,
described Peevey as “something like an
untouchable mob boss.”50 Brown would
defend him to the last.

Brown’s sister Kathleen, Robert Weisen-
miller, chair of the California Energy
Commission, Michael Picker who had
assumed Peevey’s position as PUC
President, and about 200 other friends
and energy industry contacts did attend
the 250-dollar-a-plate dinner. Peevey
was disgraced in public, but privately he
was still very much in with the circle of
Brown insiders who controlled the PUC.

Deregulation

A few of Brown’s hands in attendance
had profited from the energy crisis. In
fact, Peevey himself was one of the

chief architects of California’s deregula -
tion disaster. After leaving Edison, he
founded New Energy Ventures in 1995.
The electricity broker got paid by clients
for a portion of what was saved on their
energy bills. Unisource Energy, parent

of Tuscon Electric Power, invested $40
million in the venture, and guaranteed
another $26 million in debt.5!

Shortly after Governor Pete Wilson
signed deregulation legislation in 1996,
Peevey complained that “the flood gates
have not opened as much as | had hoped”
when it came to commercial customers
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peeling away from utilities to buy power
from him.52

By 1997, he was touting cheap coal and
nuclear power, as well as hydropower,
to customers. He boasted about selling
power from Quebec to a Rhode Island
utility. “This historic sale and purchase
signals the end of regulated monopolies
in the electricity marketplace and the be-
ginning of customer choice, competition
and lower energy prices,” he said.53

In 1999, he and his partners sold the
firm for about $100 million to AES,

the global power company that would
feature in federal investigations of collu -
sion to drive up power prices during the
California electricity crisis. Peevey and
his wife, Garol Liu, then just elected to
the state Assembly, had investments in
AES, Enron and Unisource. They would
sell more than $200,000 in PG&E and
Edison International stock in 2000—just

in time to avoid the worst of the crisis.>*

In 2001, Governor Gray Davis turned
to Peevey to help craft a way out of the
crisis. Traders selling on the spot market
had spiked electricity prices so much
that the legislature passed a law putting
the state in charge of buying power for
SCE and PG&E, which were teetering
on the edge of bankruptcy. Davis would
assign Peevey to sort through and choose
the bidders vying to sell power to the
state, ultimately signing long-term power
contracts for $43 billion.55

Utilities were allowed to bill customers
$20 billion for “stranded assets,” mean -
ing assets like nuclear plants they were
unable to sell off prior to the energy
crisis. Meanwhile, energy marauders
gouged consumers in 2000 and 2001

for at least an extra $40 billion beyond
the marginal cost of generating power,
according to a 2003 report by the Public
Policy Institute of California. 56

Then, in 2002, Davis made Peevey
president of the PUC~~to reconsolidate
utility control over power generation.
One of his first acts would be to saddle
ratepayers with an additional $8.2 bil-
lion to bring PG&E out of bankruptcy.

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

Robert Weisenmiller, Former California
Energy Commission advisor during
Brown’s first administration, founded
MRW & Associates in 1986 to provide
energy consulting to businesses, includ-
ing utilities. Peevey consulted Weisen-
miller on exemptions to get his clients
out of paying a so-called “competitive
transition charge” to pay for utilities’
unmarketable assets, even if customers
switched to different providers. “It’s be-
come kind of a parlor game to guess who
the ... exemptions are meant for and
who else might try to use them for their
own advantage,” Weisenmiller quipped
to the Public Utilities Fortnightly newsletter
in 1996.57

Mark Ferron, too, made money off the
energy crisis. He worked for Deutsche
Bank’s London office from 1996-2009,
the last several years as Chief Operating
Officer overseeing all operations, includ-
ing energy investments. Deutsche Bank
had been snagged in California’s elec -
tricity crisis, from its lobbyists expressing
interest in 2001 in buying California’s
grid to its Deutsche Bank Energy Trad -
ing division paying a $1.6 million fine in
2009 to settle allegations of California
market manipulation. After leaving
Deutsche Bank he had settled in Mill
Valley, California. Ferron founded the
Silicon Valley Social Venture Fund that
calls itself a “donor network™ contribut -
ing its financial, intellectual, and human
capital to “make a difference” in Silicon
Valley and beyond.?® Ferron had also
donated $25,900 to Jerry Brown’s 2010
campaign, according to state records.

Insiders would go on to award contracts
to favorites, and bilk ratepayers. In
2012, the state settled a case over price
manipulation during the energy crisis
with power plant developer NRG that
looked a lot more like a sweetheart con-
tract than a punishment®. The company
agreed to spend $100 million out of a
$120 million fine to install electric ve-
hicle charging stations. The release from
the Governor’s Office quoted Peevey
saying that the deal would “launch a
virtuous circle” in which Californians
would get comfortable driving EVs,
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while companies would invest in build-
ing the state’s needed electric vehicle
infrastructure. “It will create jobs in
California, help clean our air, and sup-
port attainment of our greenhouse gas
reduction goals,” the release said.

NRG had never donated a dime to
Brown, his causes, or the Democratic
Party. That changed within two months
of the settlement. The company would
go on to donate a total of $105,000.
Electric charging competitor Ecotality
was S0 incensed that it filed a lawsuit
against the PUC, calling the deal illegal
because it awarded a monopoly to an
out- of-state company. As of 2015, NRG
still hasn’t delivered on the work it prom-
ised. And under PUC President Michael
Picker, the company has not been held
accountable.

Picker has continued in Peevey’s foot-
steps. Under Picker, the PUC approved
a spate of natural gas power plants for
SCE when a boom in solar energy and
other renewables and an oversupply

of natural gas has raised serious ques-
tions about the state’s need for them,
especially when power plant capacity is
currently underutilized. 59 At the same
time as SCE got its wish for new power
plants, Kennedy was awarded a $100
million contract to install storage bat-
teries for the utility. She had chatted up
Picker in emails about the technology
she was developing. Companies like
hers, she wrote, “are the pioncers who
will bring these technologies to market
by offering them to conservative utilities
as a grid service.”6¢

Her company, Advanced Microgrid
Solutions, had star power, but little

else. The company was cofounded with
Jackalyne Pfannenstiel, a previous chair
of the CEC who had worked for PG&E
for two decades. The company had no
track record or projects in the works, ac-
cording to SCE testimony given before a
PUC law judge in 2015 on procurement
plans. “We looked at the personnel as to
whether or not they had the expertise to
do what they said they would do,” said
SCE’s Colin Cushnie, vice president of
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| would say he’s a very e f f ective leader, he

gets things done...
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- Jerry Brown praises Michael Peevey, under criminal ivesthigation for

umproper dealings with the utilities

energy procurement and management at
SCE. “Andin total, they were deemed
to be sufficient to be able to make con-
tracts.”s1

Lubricating Big Oil For Big Bucks

At the beginning of his administration,
Brown appointed oil and gas regulators
who were admired by environmentalists
for their diligence. That soon changed
under pressure from the industry. Gray
Davis had served as Jerry Brown’s chief
of staff in the 1970s and 80s. As Occi -
dental’s counsel in 2011, Davis pres-
sured Brown to give the oil industry a
break. According to depositions and
declarations in the RICO lawsuit against
oil companies, Brown, and the state,
California oil and gas regulators were
prevented by Brown’s operatives from
stopping oil waste injections into unpro -
tected aquifers. The regulators repeat -
edly warned that Brown’s orders to skip
provisions of the federal Safe Drinking
Water Act and to dole out oil and gas in-
jection permits to oil companies without
sufficient review would violate both state
and federal laws protecting groundwater.

In a declaration signed by Derek
Chernow, former acting director and
chief deputy director of the California
Department of Conservation, Chernow
described how he lost his job trying to
protect that groundwater.52 “I under-
stood that one of my job duties was to
ensure and improve California’s com-
pliance with the Safe Drinking Water
Act. This is a Federal law that requires
protection of groundwater from under -
ground injections of waste water from
oil production processes. This water...is

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

so dirty, it cannot be used for hydraulic
fracturing and must be disposed of in a
manner that prevents it from migrating
into fresh water.”

The need to protect groundwater
became more urgent in 2011 when oil
companies upped their requests for
injection well permits. The US Environ-
mental Protection Agency had advised
Chernow and his state oil and gas su-
pervisor, Elena Miller, that the Division
of O1l, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR) had no authority under state
law to issue gas waste injection permits
under the Safe Drinking Water Act. The
California Independent Petroleum Asso-
ciation then sponsored a bill introduced
by Senator Michael Rubio—later hired
as Chevron’s director of California gov-
ernmental affairs—to give DOGGR that
authority. Chernow and Miller required
wells to be remediated prior to injections,
and the US EPA, which had audited
California to ensure full compliance with
federal rules on protecting water, agreed.
Oil companies didn’t want to hear that.
They started pressuring Miller for per-
mits up front, with no testing, surveying
or required environmental documenta-
tion.

In early October 2011, Chernow de-
scribed a weekly meeting with Secretary
John Laird of the California Natural
Resources Agency. “During the meet-
ing, Laird took a call from Governor
Brown,” he wrote. “Laird finished the
call and, when he hung up, he told me
the Governor just received a call from
Gray Davis who served as counsel for
Occidental. Occidental wanted Gover-
nor Brown to fire me and the State Oil

& Gas supervisor because of the alleged

delays in permitting.”

Later that month, Brown’s office re-
quested documentation about Occiden -
tal’s waste gas disposal wells, operations,
and permitting process, which Chernow
supplied, stating in an email that he
would be “willing to follow any direction
as required...” On October 19, media
reports appeared in which Occidental
complained of being hurt by a hold up
in permits. Chernow reported that Gov -
ernor Brown’s office and his energy advi-
sor, Cli fRfechtscha f f,enheduled a
meeting with him around October 28,
2011.

Future PUC Commissioner Liane
Randolph, then deputy secretary

and general counsel at the California
Natural Resources Agency, attended the
meeting where Rechtschaffen told the
group that the Governor “wanted to do
things a different way.” 63 He turned the
meeting over to Randolph. “Randolph
slid a piece of paper over to Miller and
Chernow,” the RICO complaint said.
The document, called the “Temporary
Assistance Program,” looked a lot like
what the petroleum industry wanted. It
proposed that regulators approve injec-
tion well permits without complete engi-
neering studies or well casing diagrams.
That meant oil companies would be
allowed to inject contaminated waste -
water underground before any remedia -
tion of damaged well casings. “During
the meeting Rechtschaffen stated that
DOGGR must immediately fast track
permit approval,” Chernow stated in his

declaration.
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Chernow sent a memo to the Brown
Administration about the proposal. He
explained that the proposal violated both
state and federal rules requiring complete
review before injections started. Environ-
mentalists, he said, “willargue, correctly,
that the laws...are intended to prevent
damage before it occurs.”

In a meeting on November 2 attended
by Miller, Chernow, Liane Randolph
and natural resources undersecretary
Janelle Beland, and which Rechtschaffen
joined by phone, “Rechtschaffen started
yelling-—he was angry about the memo-
randum...He further yelled at them
that they had their orders,” the lawsuit
said. Miller told Rechtschaffen that the
proposal violated the Safe Water Drink-
ing Act, and that the EPA had agreed
that the proposal, passed on to them by
Chernow, was modeled on the Western
States Petroleum Association proposal
that DOGGR had already rejected.

“Rechtschaffen told Miller and Cher-
now this was an order from Governor
Brown. He also notified Miller that she
must make a public statement about the
policy change,” the lawsuit said. After
Rechtschaffen hung up, “Randolph tried
to reassure them and said it was their
job to assume the Governor has a higher
purpose. Randolph also told them that

they were to do what the Governor sees
fit even if they don’t know the reason.”

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

The next day, November 3, Chernow
was fired. Ultimately, the oil industry
was allowed to drill more than 2,400
injection wells for the disposal of its toxic
waste into the state’s protected aquifers.
They included aquifers with water clean
enough to drink or use for crop irriga-
tion, according to the Sacramento Bee.5%
An Assoctated Press analysis found that 46
percent of those injection wells either
got permits or began injections under
Governor Jerry Brown.55

After Chernow was fired, Brown as-
signed Rechtschaffen to temporarily take
over Chernow’s job.

Two months later in January 2012,
Brown’s new oil and gas supervisor
granted Occidental a permit to frack in
Kern County without an environmen -
tal review that should have protected
aquifers. Four days after that, Occiden-
tal contributed $250,000 to Prop 30,
Brown’s ballot initiative to raise taxes.
It made a second $250,000 donation to
Prop 30 seven months later. Thousands
of aquifers were ultimately polluted.
The Administration has submitted

an application to the US EPA for an
exemption for fracking and waste dis-
posal into aquifers in San Luis Obispo’s
Arroyo Grande oilfield and is preparing
another for the Round Mountain oil
field in Kernb6

17

Fracked Up

Oil money also shaped California’s
efforts to enact legislation to regulate
fracking in the state and shut down plans
to enact an oil extraction tax.

Hopes had run high that Governor
Brown would accept an outright ban

on fracking in California. Not only did
Brown oppose such a ban, disappointing
environmentalists, but his office report-
edly significantly weakened legislation
regulating fracking. The involvement
of Brown’s executive secretary Nancy
McFadden, who held stock in Linn En-
ergy, a company that would benefit from
less oversight, is the subject of a pending
FairPolitical Practices Commission com-

plaint filed by Consumer Watchdog.

Introduced at the end of 2012 by Sen.
Fran Pavley, SB 4 would have regulated
fracking through permitting, monitor-
ing of environmental effects, and public
disclosure of fracking chemicals. March
2013 amendments included language to
place a moratorium on fracking until the
practice could be studied and deemed
safe for the environment. The Western
States Petroleum Association, Occiden-
tal, Chevron and other oil companies
swung into action.

Jerry’s plea was
decisive....

~former PG&E lobbyist Brian Cherry,

now under criminal investigation, on

22

Brown’s lobbying of a PUC Commus -
stoner to approve a billion-dollar natural
gas-fired power plant that a judge would

later determine was unnecessary.
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Oil companies did not want the legisla -
tion to expand to include lucrative and
long-standing cyclic steam and steam
flooding extraction techniques. Sources
in the Capitol report that Brown Admin -
istration officials, including McFadden,
sought amendments to weaken the bill.

By May 24, 2013, Senate amendments
specifically exempted steam injection
from the bill. Chevron donated
$135,000 to the California Democratic
Party that same day. On June 8, the
moratorium on fracking permits was
dropped. Occidental gave the Governor
$27,200 on June 29. After the bill was
signed by the governor on September 20
Occidental gave another $100,000 to the
Oakland Military Institute on October
9. Between the bill's introduction and
its chaptering, energy companies had
donated more than $700,000 to Brown’s
campaign.

McFadden reported holdings valued up
to $100,000 in Linn Energy when she
began working for Brown, a company
that would acquire Berry Petroleum and
its 3,000 California fracking wells.

Severance Down

Save California, every other major oil
producing state has a well-head, or oil
severance, tax. SB 241 would have im-
posed an oil severance tax in California.
The bill passed a Senate committee in
May 2013 but was placed on the Senate
Appropriations “suspense file” on May
20. If the measure had been enacted, it
would have generated revenue gains of
$814 billion in 2013-14 and §1.5 billion
in 2014-15. SB 241 was shelved just four
days before Chevron’s $135,000 dona-
tion to the Democratic Party.

In December 2013, three months after
weakened fracking legislation was
chaptered, Chevron donated $350,000
to the Democratic Party. One week later,
the Party donated another $300,000 to
Brown for Governor 2014, while Chev-
ron donated $54,400 to the campaign
that day—-the maximum amount al -

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

lowed. Brown then came out against the
oil severance tax in January 2014, just
as Democratic support was building for
a revived legislative and potential ballot
measure campaign to enact a version of
SB 241. “I don’t think this is the year for
new taxes,” he said after he released his
proposed 2014-2015 budget. 47 “When I
went up and down the state campaign -
ing for Proposition 30, I said it was tem-
porary and it is going to be temporary. I

just think we need everything we can to

live within our means before going back
again to try and get more taxes.”

A Change in Climate: SB 350

SB 350 was introduced in February
2015. It doubled energy efficiency in
buildings, and increased the state’s
renewable energy requirement to half
of the state’s electricity by 2030. It also
proposed to slash in half the amount of
petroleum to be used in cars.

There was a lot for utilities to like. It
gave them billions in new business
updating the grid for electric vehicles

and providing charging stations, and
carte blanche for new renewable projects
and transmission lines. It also allowed
rooftop solar to be excluded from the
new renewable energy standard. And an
amendment in the last days of session
opened the door to a regional Western
grid where utilities could import and
export electricity with little regulation.

SCE donated $130,000 to the California
Democratic Party two weeks after SB
350 was introduced in February 2015.
Within weeks of the September 2015
amendment to the bill authorizing Cali-
fornia’s integration into a larger Western
grid, PG&E donated $80,000 to the
California Democratic Party.

The oil industry spent millions lobbying
to prevent a reduction in the use of pe-
troleum in cars, but Senate pro Tempore
Kevin de Leon fashioned a compromise
with moderates in the Assembly that
included checks and balances on the

Air Resources Board.58 It was Brown’s
eleventh hour decision to reject De
Leon’s compromise. Brown summed it
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up like this: “No company wants to see
its business cut 50% just because some
governor of California says, ‘Hey, that’s
what we're going to do.’” %9 That left lob-
byists and staffers close to the deal disap -
pointed, calling the decision inexplicable
and wrong-headed. At the signing of the
scaled-back bill, Brown said he planned
to use his executive power through the
Air Resources Board to keep rolling the
ball forward, but a subsequent court
decision raised questions about his abil -
ity to do so. Addressing lawmakers on
why he did not want to add any limits
on ARB, he said, “I love the Legislature
but I don’t want to entrust you with too
much power.”70

But the bill Brown signed was a Christ-
mas tree for the utilities. A regional West-
ern grid has been a long-held goal of'the
utilities, dating back to electricity deregu-
lation. In 1996, PG&E vice president Jim
Macias talked of “tremendous advantag-
es of having interconnection of states.”

The idea of a Western grid was a casu -
alty of the failure of deregulation, but

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

Brown revived it in last-minute amend-
ments to SB 350 that created a study
and road ahead for the concept. A Cali-
fornia Independent System Operator
(CAISO) study supporting the concept
was released in July 2016. Governor
Brown was pushing legislation to estab -
lish the Western grid in the last month
of the legislative session in August 2016,
but was forced to pull back in the face of
legislative opposition.

The Western grid is a dream for utilities.
Utilities would be able to continue to

justify their traditional business model

of building large power plants and other
infrastructure paid for by ratepayers,
while discouraging wide installation

of rooftop solar and the adoption of
smaller-scale battery storage technol -
ogy that could avoid the need for new
gas- fired power plants. Theshifttoa
Western grid also opens California up to
the import of cheap but dirty coal-fired
power, the pricing of which would be
largely opaque to ratepayers. Berkshire
Hathaway's PacifiCorp, a giant power
producer running plants in six western

19

states, is entering the market. A halfa
dozen other utilities are also lining up.
According to its own factsheet, 62 per-
cent of the power PacifiCorp generates
comes from coal.”?

One of the regulators who is backing

this regionalization is Mark Ferron.

After he stepped down from the PUC

for health reasons in 2014, Brown
reappointed him to the CAISO that
manages California’s electricity grid. It
has sponsored about 190 transmission
development projects since 2006 worth
about $7.5 billion -virtually all of them
to the financial benefit of investor-
owned utilities that typically realize their
highest guaranteed profit on transmission
lines. According to a presentation that
Ferron gave in March 2016, “west-wide
coordination enables increased reduction
in carbon emissions” and “consumers
across the region will save millions of

dollars per year.”3
Utility Favors

One of the biggest problems facing the
Brown Administration in 2011 was what
to do about PG&E in the wake of the le-
thal San Bruno explosion that had killed
eight and levelled a neighborhood the
year before. Brown himself apparently
wanted to mitigate the damage. Emails
released in 2015 by the City of San
Bruno showed that Governor Brown’s of-
fice choreographed statements by Peevey
and Commissioner Mike Florio about
the public investigation into San Bruno.

The Governor’s staff knew in advance
about a pending statement from Florio,
seen as more pro-ratepayer than others,
and Peevey about the commission’s
consideration of a fine against the utility
in January 2012, according to Jeff Mc-
Donald of the San Diego Union Tribune.
“...Peevey and Florio are expected to
issue a joint press release today stating
their intent to work jointly to resolve the
pending San Bruno and other investiga-
tions,” wrote then PG&E vice president
Thomas Bottorff to PG&E's chairman
Anthony Earley. “Peevey will not be
ceding control of the [investigation] to
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“Occidental wanted Governor Brown to f ire

me and the State Oil & Gas Supervisor...”
- Fomrer Department of Casenvattion dificial Derek Chermow

Florio,” the email said. “The Governor’s
Office is aware of and approved the joint
statement.” 74

Susan Kennedy too was working to help
PG&E. PG&E was a client of Kennedy’s
Caliber Strategies. A March 2012 email
from Kennedy to PG&E lobbyist Brian
Cherry indicated she had spoken with
Peevey about the San Bruno explosion.
“Peevey liked the idea of an indepen -
dent forensic analysis,” her email said.
“New CPSD [Consumer Protection and
Safety Division] director might present
an opportunity to dump Overland,” she
wrote. Overland was an independent
consultant who had audited the util-

ity after the explosion. It discovered

that ratepayer money was used to pad
executive bonuses and pay shareholders
instead of for safety. 75 Kennedy did not
succeed in dumping Overland, but it
was clear that Kennedy was working to
shield PG&E from scandal.’% Under the
Brown Administration, PG&E was let off
the hook for the diversion of ratepayer
money.””

In May 2013, PUC staff recommended
that PG&E pay $2.25 billion for failing
to maintain its gas main in San Bruno.
Behind the scenes, that fine was knocked
down to $1.6 billion in 2015. PG&E was
allowed to use most of the “fine” to pay
for the very upgrades that customers
had ostensibly financed through their
rates for decades, but that the PUC and
PG&E had never tracked.’8

The PUC’s Office of Ratepayer Advo-
cates, customers’ only representation
within the PUC, had said customers
shouldn’t pay a dime “given PG&E’s
mismanagement of its pipeline system
and that customers have already paid
for the costs of such pipeline mainte -

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

nance and upgrades.” Michael Picker
defended the fine. “The purpose of a
fine is todeter behavior,” he told the Los
Angeles Times’s Ivan Penn in response to
a question about the fine's size. “It's not
revenge. We didn’t want to fine them just
to punish them.”7¢

Brown also appears to have played an
instrumental role in helping Peevey
muscle PUC votes for fossil fuel projects
that weren’t necessarily needed. PG&E
wanted to build the Oakley gas-fired
plant, but Mark Ferron didn’t think it
was needed. According to a January 1,
2013 email from former PG&E lobby-
ist Brian Cherry to his boss, Cherry and
Peevey spent New Year’s Eve sipping
Johnny Walker Blue Label. Cherry
wrote, “he reminded me how he and
Governor Brown used every ounce of
persuasion to get [commissioner Mark]
Ferron to change his mind and vote

for Oakley.. Jerry’s direct plea ...was
decistve. Peevey suggested that Tony
[Earley, PG&E CEO] call the Governor
personally and thank him.” 80 A day
after the PUC voted yes, PG&E sent a
$20,000 check to the California Demo-
cratic Party.

In February 2014, an appeals court
judge threw out the PUC decision on
Oakley. The judge said that PG&E had
not proven that a plant in Contra Costa
County was needed. CAISO claimed
that the plant would be needed by 2020
to back up wind and solar plants, but
supplied no evidence to the judge. On
top of that, no one from CAISO would
testify in court.8!

Brown also pushed for power plant op -
erator AES to renovate two natural gas-
fired power plants in Huntington Beach
for SCE, approved by the PUC, over
the objections of J.P. Morgan, which

controlled the rights to the plant’soutput.
“Any attempt by JPMorgan Venture to
stand in the way of this important con -
tract should be soundly rejected,” Brown
wrote to the FERC on November 28,
2012.82 SCE had donated $50,000 to the
Democratic Party on November 6, 2012.

The evidence of Brown’s intervention

in the approval of unnecessary, pollut-
ing natural gas power plants and the
continued flow of utility money into the
coffers of the California Democratic
Party and his own causes, raises trou-
bling questions about whether Brown
has intervened elsewhere. On March 7,
2015, an administrative law judge at the
PUC ruled against an updated $2 billion
natural gas power plant at Carlsbad for
SDG&E. Instead the judge said SDG&E
could buy more power from wind and
solar sources.®3 On May 21, the PUC
reversed that decision, which is now in
litigation.%* Sempra made large dona-
tions totaling $115,000 to the California
Democratic Party a week before the
PUC reversal. Could Governor Brown
have intervened there too?

Reliability for Decades To Come

In March 2013, Michael Peevey struck
a secret deal in a Warsaw hotel room to
put $3.3 billion worth of the $4.7 billion
cost to close down defective nuclear gen -
erators at San Onofre onto ratepayers.
He pressured SCE to give UCLA a $25
million grant to study global warming
as part of the deal. The PUC gave SCE
a wrist slap -- later fining Edison $16.7
million for failing to report the private
talks.

On June 6, 2013 Edison International
CEO Ted Craver turned to Jerry Brown
to defend the settlement and Peevey's
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actions. Senator Barbara Boxer had

evidence that Edison may have lied to
federal regulators about what it knew

of the faulty equipment before it was
turned on, and she was demanding a
criminal investigation.$? Craver reached
Brown by phone as the Governor was
meeting with President Obama at Ran -
cho Mirage. Afterwards, Craver emailed
his board that Brown had “indicated

a willingness” to tell the media that he
thought the company was acting respon-
sibly and focused on the right things,
Craver wrote. “He said what we were
doing seemed right under the circum-
stances, good to reduce uncertainty...”
Craver described Brown taking a
“swipe” at the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission for “bungling the process which
was going to cause harm to California.”
Craverwrote that Brown “fished for
whether we were going to blast NRC or
Boxer; I'said, ‘No,” I didn’t see any mile-

age in that.”86

In a statement released the next day,
Brown directed energy regulators to
come up with a long-term plan ensur-
ing electricity “reliability for decades
to come” in the wake of San Onofre’s
closure.87 In October 2013, Robert
Weisenmiller told Marc Lifsher of the
Los Angeles Times “that Brown cornered
him in August and bluntly warned him
to ‘make sure the lights don’t go out
down there’ in Southern Caiifornia.” 8
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An industry publication, California Current
got a hold of a draft copy of the long-
term plan and published it in

September 2013. The plan indicated
that SDG&E’s proposal for the Pio Pico
natural gas power plant in Otay Mesa
and the Carlsbad plant was as good as
approved. A reporter spilling the beans
like that bothered regulators. California
Current “makes it sound like Pio Pico and
Carlsbad are done deals...,” wrote CEC
advisor Kevin Barker to top regulators
at the PUC, and the CAISO.89“I¢ll be
good to reiterate that these are options
during the [energy policy] presentation
and that it says timely decision for Pio
Pico, not approval.”

In March of 2013 the PUC had re-

jected approval of the Pio Pico plant

on grounds that it would not be needed
until at least 2018, and that would leave
room for enough renewable energy

to come on line. Peevey went to work

to reverse that decision. In February,
2014 the PUC approved Pio Pico after
Peevey pushed it through with help from
Weisenmiller, who wrote a letter sup-
porting the project at Peevey’s request90

The CEC is responsible for environ-
mental permitting of large thermal
plants, forecasting state energy demand,
promoting energy efficiency standards,
renewable energy, and rencwable
transportation technologies. It is not

TY HANDS
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responsible for determining the need
for power plants. Weisenmiller’s letter
was inappropriate. But all the regula-
tory agencies were working in tandem
to satisfy Brown’s apparent appetite for
natural gas power plants to fill the void
left by the shuttering of San Onofre,
despite the fact that the state is required
to up its energy from renewable sources
to 50 percent by 2030.

By November 2013, the PUC would
approve four new natural gas power
plants for SCE, and another for SCE

in Oxnard in May 2016. Each of those
projects cost roughly $1.5 to $2 billion a
piece and ratepayers will pay for them.
The fundamental question remains
whether these investments are really
needed, or whether the state could have
relied more heavily on solar power,
including rooftop generation. In just
the last three years, California’s share
of solar power production has jumped
from under one percent to 6.7 percent in
2015, according to California’s Inde-
pendent System Operator. That doesn’t
count rooftop solar and smaller com -
mercial installations. Battery storage is
a technology ripe for utilizing to store
renewable energy, and leaps in energy
efficiency, and new time-of-use rates,
can also shave demand.9!

Instead, under the Brown Administra -
tion, the amount of power that Califor -
nia generates from natural gas rose from
45 percent to 60 percent between 2011
and 2015, largely justified by the deci-
sion to close San Onofre. Ironically, the
CAISO estimates that a crash in natural
gas prices means that the amount of
money utilities can make off of selling
electricity from natural gas power plants
is substantially below their fixed costs92

New gas-fired capacity “does not appear
o be needed at this time,” the CAISO
wrote in a May report. The bad news

is that Southern Californians will be
paying at least $10 billion for the next 20
years for new natural gas plants whether
they are needed or not.
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Worse, ratepayers are also picking up
the tab for duds. In the wake of the
energy crisis, the California legislature
and regulators suspended a requirement
that utilities must justify what they build
as “useful and in use” before ratepay-
ers pay to jumpstart new power plants.
Under Peevey, and then Picker, build-
ing new natural gas-fired power plants
without having to prove demand became
a convenient way to pad the pockets of
utility shareholders.

The Los Angeles Times has reported that
Californians are paying billions of dol-
lars for the now-shuttered San Onofre
plant, tens of millions for an Edison
coal plant in Nevada that was found to
be in violation of the Clean Air Act and
closed, and more for never-completed
PG&E transmission lines after partners
pulled out or permits were denied. An
upgrade at Aliso CGanyon will cost So-
CalGas customers another $200 million,
whether the natural gas storage facility
is shuttered as area residents want, or
not.93

Brown’s Secrets

Even as Brown has broadened the

use of fossil fuels, he has tried to keep
details of crooked deals under wraps.
PUC President Michael Picker declined
to reopen the San Onofre settlement
despite the fact that a public investiga-
tion into the causes of the San Onofre
leak was abruptly cancelled by a PUC
administrative law judge, and despite
the absence of a PUC determination

on whether SCE acted reasonably in
deploying defective steam generators in
the first place. “I can’t say | find a basis
in the record to do that,” Picker told the
Los Angeles Times” Ivan Penn at the end
of 2015. “I don’t think it’s the greatest
settlement, but on balance it’s a fair and
reasonable settlement.” 9 Underlegal
pressure and intense media scrutiny, the
PUC was forced to reverse itself and
reopen the case.

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

But the PUC still refuses to release
dozens of emails on the subject between
Picker and the Governor’s office, accord-
ing to attorney Mike Aguirre who has
sued to get them. Brown has so far au-
thorized the PUC to spend $12.3 million
on outside counsel to prevent the emails
release.9 It is unclear whether Brown
even has the power to  approve such
spending. According to the California
Department of General Services, the
PUC signed contracts with private law
firms that they were not permitted to ex -
ecute, among a host of other problems.
The audit by DGS found that the PUC
didn’t maintain required paperwork and
paid vendors even when the work was
not performed to specifications, accord-
ing to the Los Angeles Times. The report
“referenced more serious issues that
were not made publicly available,” the
Times wrote 96

On October 12,2015, Brown vetoed
six bills meant to reform the PUC by
making it easier to sue the commission,
appointing an inspector general within
the State Auditor’s Office to oversee the
PUC, and by requiring legislative review
if the agency hired outside counsel for
criminal investigations. He called many
of the reforms “unworkable.” They
were no doubt unworkable for utilities.
A week after the veto, PG&E donated
$50,000 to the California Democratic
Party. Two months later, it donated
another $175,000 to the Party97

Now, Brown is working with legislators
on a proposal to revamp the agency that
critics say is more cosmetic than substan-
tive. The plan targets low-hanging fruit,
strengthening ex parte rules and subject-
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ing Public Records Act denials to judicial
review. But more substantive reforms
from the 2015 legislation, including
Superior Court review of PUC deci-
sions, are not included. Nothing in the
proposed reforms would flip the PUC’s
priorities so ratepayers no longer take a
backseat to investors.9

hdog.org

ConsyUmeryy

ED_001523_00000855-00022


consumerwatchdog.org

BROWN'S DIRTY HANDS 23

CONCLUSION

While Governor Brown has taken oil and gas companies to task over climate change, his Administration has helped oil companies
that have contributed to his campaigns at key junctures: compromising well safety that led to the methane leak at Aliso by the
firing of tough well regulators, stopping momentum for a well-head tax, permitting fracking to continue in the state, and deciding
to abandon legislative reforms that could have reduced petroleum usage in the state. The oil and gas companies have funneled
major contributions to Brown, often through the Democratic Party, in return for the favoritism his Administration has shown
them.

With regards to utilities, the corruption so well documented under former PUC President Michael Peevey, who is now under
criminal investigation for his coziness with utilities, has continued through the Brown Administration, just in more surreptitious
ways. Brown, his appointees and aides have protected the old guard at the PUC, the proliferation of fossil fuel powered natural
gas plants, and utility investors. Utilities have responded in kind with large, well-timed donations.

Twenty six energy companies that have contributed to Brown and his causes have shaped a legacy that is one of a governor who
has time and again chosen the interests of dirty energy companies and their investors over the environment and the consumer.
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$300,000.00 © $250,000.00 $550,000.00
AES ‘ $15,000.00 $15,000.00
$10,000.00 $10,000.00
Berkshire Hat;:way Energy $5000.00 $5,000.00
Berry ;:;;rxleum . $50,000.00 $50,000.00
Breitburn Operating . . $29,750.00 $29,750.00
cA |ndepeﬁt;;nt Petroleum Assaciation ~ $9,918.00 $100,000.00 $5,917.77 $5,000.00 $120,835.77
ot ' $50,000.00 $6,000.00 $56,000.00
Chevion $54,400.00 $1,337,500.00 $65,000.00 $25,000.00 $5,000.00 $1,486,900.00
Clean Ene;;;w $25.900.00 $32,400.00 $100,000.00. $60,000.00 $218,300.00
u(;moco?hi"ips $50,000.00 $100,000.00 $150,000.00
ngxonMObil $20.000:00 $20,000.00
$100,000.00 $100,000.00
$50,000.00 $50,000.00.
Manatt. Phelps & Phillips $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Naftex Opt;;;;ng Co $10,000.00 $10,000.00
. | $30,000.00 $25,000.00 $10,000.00 $20,000.00 $25,000.00 $110,000.00
$1,000.00 $1,000.00
$500,000.00 $94,950.00 | $27,200.00 $217,400.00 $235,000.00 $1,074,550.00
Paci f ic Caast Energy $5,250.00. $5:250.00
PGRE (S/:;;idiaries:;:,/:ssotg;ﬁes) $25,000.00 $112,145.00  $54,200.00 $2,574,924.00 $75,000.00 $125,000.00 $2,966,269.00
. ”Msempra - . / $32,400.00 $53,200 $1;294:000:00 $1,379,600.00
WSigna! Hill Petroleum V : $20,000.00 $20,000.00
on (S ; $58,500.00. :$54,400.00 $1;500,195.00 $1;613,095.00
$10,000.00 $10,000.00
$25,000.00 $25,000.00:
Vaquero Energy $35,000.00 $35,000.00
. $25,000.00 $25.000.00.
$5,000.00 $5,000.00
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4/29/09

5/12/09-5/13/09
8/9/09
8/31/09
11/20/09
11/20/09
12/14/09
12/29/09
12/31/09
1510
2/1910 . 2/24/10
8110
3/10/10
3/10410

3/10/10
3/10/10

3/10/10
3/10/10
3/10/10
3/10/10
3/10/10
311510
3/16/10
3/29/10

3/80/10
4(7110
4/7/10
4/9/10

4/12110

4/13/10
4/22/10
429110
4/29/10
5/19/10

5/21/10
5/21/10
52110
5/21/10
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$45,000.00

California Democratic Party
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RIBUTIONS & FAVORS

$50,000.00

California Democratic Party

Chevron

$25,000.00

California Democratic Party

ConocoPhillips

$30.000:00 California: Democratic:Party. SoCalEdison
$43,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$30.000.00 California Democratic Party. SoCalEdison
$2,500.00 California Democratic Party Chevron

$8.000.00

Brown for:Governor-2010

Multiple Occidental Employees

$9,000.00

Brown for Governor 2010

Occidental

$1:000.00

Brown for:.Governor 2010

PG&E Senior Vice President = Thomas:E Bottorff

$10,000.00 Brown for Governor 2010 PG&E
$25,000.00 California: Democratic Party Sempra
$40,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra

$3.500.00

Brown For Governior 2010

Multiple PG&E Executives-and Vice President

$1,500.00

Brown for Governor 2010

PG&E Senior Vice President - Rand L Rosenberg

$5.:000.00

Brown for Governor:2010

Edison International Civic:Action:Committee

$4,000.00

Brown for Governor 2010

Edison International Southern California Edison -
Chairman and CEO - John E. Bryson

$8.000.00

Brown for: Governor: 2010

Multiple Occidental- Employees

$22,160.00

Brown for Governor 2010

Multiple PG&E Executives, Vice Presidents , and

Employees
$6.000.00 Brown for-Governor 2010 Qgccidental
$2,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

$12,000.00

Brown for:Governor: 2010

PG&E CEO'and:Chairman:- Peter:A'Darbee

$250.00

Brown for Governor 2010

PG&E Political Affairs Manager - Dana Williamson

$6.500.00

Brown for Governor 2010

Sempra

$10,000.00

California Democratic Party

SoCalEdison

$1.000.00

Brown for:Governor.2010

PG&EVice President : Brian Cherry:

$2,500.00

Brown for Governor 2010

Edison International Southern California Edison -
Chairman and CEO - John E. Bryson

$75,000.00

California:Democratic:Party

PGRE

$50,000.00

California Democratic Party

Chevron Policy Govt. & Public Affairs

$35,000.00

California Dembocratic:Party.

SoCalEdison

$60,000.00

California Democratic Party

Sempra

$5.000.00 Brown for:Governor:2010 Edison:International Business Executive:=-Robert:
Adler
$40,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra

$1:500.00

Brown:for Governor-2010

SoCalEdison Employees

$10,679.87 Brown for Governor 2010 PG&E

$4:320.13 Brown for.Govemnor. 2010 PGEE

$1,000.00 Brown for Governor 2010 Qccidental Chairman & Chief Executive - Ray R.
Irani

$50,000.00

California Democratic Party

Chevron ‘Policy:Govt. & Public‘Affairs

$3,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$5,000.00 California:Demacratic:Party. SoCalEdison
$45,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
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5/28/10

$4,100.00

Brown for:Governor:2010

IONS & FAVORS

QOccidental

5/28/10

$10,900.00

Brown for Governor 2010

Occidental

$25.000.00

Brown for:Governor 2010

SoCalEdison

7/15/10 - 7/23/10

$3,500.00

Brown for Governor 2010

SoCalEdison Employees

712310

$2.000.00

Brown for-Governor 2010

Edison International:Employees

7/26/10

$2,500.00

Brown for Governor 2010

SoCalEdison CEO

7129110

$1:000:00

Brown for Governor 2010

Edison:International Southern:California Edison =
Chairman:and CEO ziJohn E:‘Bryson

7/29/10 - 8/6/10

$4,500.00

Brown for Governor 2010

SoCalEdison Employees

8/26/10

9110

$25,000:00 Brown for:Governor.2010 QOccidental
$75,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$21,800.00 Brown for:Governor2010 Occidental

911110

$5,000.00

Brown for Governor 2010

PGA&E- Director, Workforce Development - Van Ton-

Quinlivan

9/2/10 - 9/3/10

$1,150:00

Brown for:Governor 2010

Multiple: Occidental Employees

9/3/10

$5,000.00

California Democratic Party

ConocoPhillips

9/8/10

$125,000:00

California Democratic Party

PGRE

9/8/10

$100,000.00

California Democratic Party

PG&E

$2.500.00

Brown for:Governor:2010

PGA&E-SVP Public Affairs =:Nancy E.:Mcfadden

9126110

9/27/10

$10,000.00 Brown for Governor 2010 PG&E- Director, Workforce Development - Van Ton-
Quinlivan
$25.000.00 Occidental

California:Democratic Party.

$10,000.00

Brown for Governor 2010

PG&E Former Executive - Daniel D Richard

10/15/10

$2,000.00

Brown for:Governor 2010

Edison:international Southern: California Edison =
Chairman and CEO.= John E:‘Bryson

10/18/10

$50,000.00

California Democratic Party

PG&E

10/16/10

$22,000.00

California: Democratic.Party:

Sempra

10/20/10 - 10/25/10

$3,015.00

Brown for Governor 2010

PG&E Employees

1012110

$15.:220.13

Brown for Governor.2010.

PG&E

10/26/10

$25,900

Brown for Governor 2010

Clean Energy

10/28/10

$25,900.00

Brown for:Governor: 2010

Sempra

$32,400.00

California Democratic Party

Clean Energy

10/29/10

10/30/10

11210

$7:400.00 California:Democratic Party. Occidental

$25,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

$50,000.00. California:Democratic Party SoCalEdison
BROWN APPOINTS PG&E's MCFADDEN AS EXEC SECY

$5,000.00 Governor's 2011 Inaugural Committee

World Ol

118/11

Cherry Fingers McF as "Back Door Route” to PUC Appts.

12711

Cherry Advises Peevey to Call- McF with Names

12811

$25,000.00

Oakland Military Institute

Clean Energy

2071

39111

316

32111

3/22111

3/22/11

$75,000.00 California:Democratic Party. PGAE
$10,000.00 Oakland Military Institute Chevron
$50,000.00 California:Democratic Party: SoCalEdison
$25,000.00 Qakland Military Institute Occic;:antal
$6,500.00 California Democratic:Party PG&E
$35,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

312211
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8/25/11
414/
4/12/11
412111
4/25/11
4/25/11
5/6/11

5110011
5113111
5/20/11
5127/11
8111
8/1311
7/268/11
9/10/11
9/10/11
9/15/11
91511
9/30/11
11311
12/12/11
12/16/11
182
118112
11912
12512
12712
1/30/12
213/12
2/6/12
2/6/12
211012
21012
220112
2127112
319112
3/9/12
34212
312112
3/15/12
3/18/12

3712
31712
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$5,000.00

Governor's 2011 Inaugural Committee Chevron
$25.000.00 Oakland: Military Institute PGRE
$40,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$45,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra

$5,000.00 Oakland School for the Arts Chevron
$25.000:00 Oakland'School-for the Arts PG&E

$50,000.00

California Democratic Party

Chevron Policy Govt. & Public Affairs

$50.000:00

California: Democratic Party:

Chevron Policy Govt::& Public Affairs

$25,000.00

California Democratic Party

PG&E

$25.000.00

©akland School forthe Arts

Clean:Energy

$50,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
$1,000.00. California:Democratic Party: Sempra
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
$15,000.00 California:Democratic Party. SoCalEdison
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$383:00 California Democratic Party. PG&E
$678.50 California Democr;t/ic Party PG&E

$25,000:00

California:Democratic Party.

ConocoPhillips

$10,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$25,000.00: California. Democratic Party. SoCalEdison
OIL REGULATORS FIRED
$35,000:00. California Democratic Party. Sempra
$5,000.00 California Democratic P;rty Sempra
$250,000:00 Prop:30 Qccidentat
$25,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
$25,000.00 California Democratic'Party. Sempra
$100,000.00 Oakland Mititary Institute Occidental

$75.000.00

Prop:30

Freeport-McMoran-©il & Gas

$25,000.00

California Democratic Party

PG&E

$10:000:00

Oakland Military-Institute

Clean Energy.

$80,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$60;000.00 California: Democratic Party PGRE
$25,000.00 WProp 30 PG&E
$195.00 California Democratic Party. SoCalEdison
$10,000.00 Qakland Military Institute Chevron
$6,000.00 PG&E

California Democratic:Party

$25,000.00

Prop 30

ConocoPhillips

$25.000:00

California:Democratic Party.

Occidental

$30,000.00

California Democratic Party

ConocoPhillips

$25:000:00 California: Democratic Party Occidental
$25,000.00 Oakland Military Institute PG&E
$60,000.00: California: Democratic:Party: SoCalEdison

$25,000.00

Prop 30

CONOCO Phillips

$65,000.00

California' Democratic Party

SoCalEdison

$5,000.00

Prop 30

Sun Edison
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31712
3/23/12
32311 ZM
3/28/12
3127112
3/28/12
3/29/12
41112
41712
4/19/12
4/19/12
5212
( 31112
5/16/12
5/18/12
5/19/12
5/31/12
6/86/12
82012
MWWWB/ZS/ 12
6/26/12
6/30/12
iz
726112
726112
7i26/12
81612
81712
82112
8/24/12
8/30/12
912412
927112
10/2/12
10/8/12
10110112
1010012
10/19/12
10/22/12
10/26/12
10/29/12

10/29/12

10/29/12
10/30/12
10/30/12

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

$25,000:00 Prop.30 Vaquero Energy.
NRG GETS SWEETHEART EV ELECTRIFICATION DEAL
NRG SETTLES CA PRICE MANIPULATION SUIT:
$5,000.00 /WOakIand School fo: the Arts Chevron
$125,000.00 Prop:30 Aera Energy
$100,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$5:469.00. Prop:30 CAIndependent Petroleum Association
$25,000.00 Prop 30 VENOCO
$45,000.00 California Democratic Party. Sempra
$21,250.00 Prop 30 Breitburn Operating
$3.750.00 Prop 30 Paci-f ic.Coast Energy
$65,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$25,000.00 Oakland School-for:the Arts PG&E
$100,000.00 California Democratic Party Chevron
$15,000.00 Califernia Democratic Party. ConocoPhillips
$35,000.00 Prop 30 Berry Petroleum
$5.000.00 Oakland School for the Arts NRG
$10,000.00 Oakland School for the Arts Clean Energy
$75,000:00 California:Democratic Party: SeCalEdison
$112.00 California Democratic P;rty PG&E
$150.000.00 California:Democratic Party. PG&E
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$5,000:00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$225,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$15,000.00 California Democratic:Party: Sempra
$5,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
$250,000:00. Prop:30 Occidental
$20,000.00 California Democratic Party PG!;E
$5,000.00. California Democratic:Party: Calpine Corporation
$10,000.00 Prop 30 Signal Hill Petroleum
$125,000.00 Prop 30 Aera Energy
$25,000.00 Brown for Governor 2014 Sempra
$25.000.00 Brown:for-Governor.2014 Tesoro
”//\/‘/51,000. 00 Prop 30 Oberon Fuels
$100,000.00 Brown: Yeson Props 1:& 2 CAIndependent Petroleum'Association
$25,000.00 California Democratic Party NRG
$10,000.00. California:Democratic Party. PGEE
$25,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$25.000.00 Prop:30 Macpherson Qi
$1,000.00 Brown for Governor 2014 Sempra
$4.449.00 Prop:30 CA:Independent Petroleum Association
$50,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
$30:000:00 California Bemocratic Party. SoCalEdison
$8,500.00 Prop 30 Breitburn Operating
$25,000:00 Prop:30 Ereeport-McMoran Qil:&:Gas
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10/30/12

10130112
10/30/12
10/30/12
11212
11512
115/12
11612
1120012
12/8/12
12/19/12
12/20/12

1227112
17413
1/18/13
2/19/138
312113
3/20/13
3/22/13
3/26/18
3/26/13
3/26/13
4/8/18
4115/13
4/24/13
520113
5/8/13
5/24/13
B5/24/13
6/4/13
6/6/138
B/7/13

6/7/13
6/7/13

8/7/13
6/18/13
6/25/13
62713
812713
6/29/13

6129113

729113
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$25,000.00

Prop 30
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0

Macpherson Oil

$10:000.00 Prop:30 Naftex Operating:Co
$1,500.00 Prop 30 Pacific Coast Energy
$10,000.00. Prop:30 Vaquero Energy:
$10,000.00 Prop 30 Signal Hill Petroleum
$15.000:00 Prop:30 Berry Petroleum

$15,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra

$50.000:00 California: Democratic Party. SoCalEdison

$40,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra

SB'4 FRACKING BILL INTRODUCED

$5,000.00 Oakland Military Institute Occidental
PUC APPROVES OAKLEY:GAS PLANT.FOR PGE

$20,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

$5,000.00. NRG

Qakland :Military Institute

$25,000.00

California Democratic Party

Calpine Corporation

$25,000.00

Oakland Military:Institute

Clean:Energy

$7,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

$25.000:00 California:Bemocratic Party. Qccidental

$25,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
PUCREJECTS SDGS&E PIO PICO PLANT AT OTAY.-MESA

$65,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison

$65,000:00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison

PEEVEY/SCE SECRET DEAL ON SAN ONOFRE
$25,000.00 Oakland Military:Institute Chevron
$5,000.00 Qakland School for the Arts Chevron

$25,000.00

Qakland:School for'the Arts

Clean:Energy

SB 241 OIL TAX GOES INTO SUSPENSE FILE

$25.000:00 Oakland Military Institute PG&E
$135,000.00 California Democratic Party Chevron
SB4EXEMPTS CYCLIC STEAM-FROM REGS
$25,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
BROWN TELLS SCE HE WILL :SUPPORT.CROOKED DEAL
$5,000.00 Oakland School for the Arts NRG
$65:000.00 California Democratic:Party. PG&E
$25,000.00 Oakland School for the Arts PG&E
BROWN DIRECTS REGULATORS TO.ENSURE ELECTRIC
POWER "RELIABILITY FOR DECADES TO. COME"
SCE ANNOUNCES CLOSURE OF SAN ONOFRE
SB4'DROPS MORATORIUM ON PERMITS
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
$50,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$5,000.00 Brown:for. Governor 2014 NRG
$27,200.00 Brown for Governor 2014 Occidental
$65,000.00 California Democratic Party npra
$125,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
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8/9/13
9/19/13
9/20/13
10/9/13
1nns
116/13
111113
1114/13
112113
1211118
12/123/13
12/30/13
12/80/13
12/30/18
12/30/13
19144
121114
12114
1/2914
2/5/14

3/18/14
3/13/14
313114
31714
317114
3/26/14
4/8/14
4/9/14
4/15/14
4/25/14
4/98/14
5/6/14
5/7114
5/8/14
5/13/14
3/20/14
6H114
6/20/14
6/23/14

7121114
/28114
7/28114
8/13/14
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$25,000:00 Brown for-Governor 2014 PG&E
$25,000.00 Brown for Governor 2014 SoCalEdison
SB 4 CHAPTERED
$100,000.00 Qakland Military Institute Occidental
$65,000.00 California:Democratic Party. PG&E
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$10,000:00 Brown:for Governor: 2014 ExxonMobil
$80,500.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$2:000.00 Brown for Governor: 2014 PG&E
$5,000.00 Oakland Military Institute Occidental
$350,000.00 California: Democratic Party. Chevron
$27,200.00 Brown for Governor 2014 Chevron
$27:200:00 Brown for-Governor:2014 Chevion
$27,200.00 Brown for Governc:r 2014 SoCalEdison
$2:200:00 Brown:for:Governor 2014 SoCalEdison
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$5,000.00 Oakland Military:Institute AES
$5,000.00 Qakland Military Institute Clean Energy
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party: PGAE
PUC APPROVESWSDGEICALgiNE PLANT AT OTAY MESA
APPEALS COURT.OVERTURNS PUC OAKLEY DECISION
$10,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$10:000.00 California Democratic Party. PG&E
PUC TELLS SCEISDGEWkEPLACE SAN ONOFRE POWER
$60,000:00. California Democratic Party: Occidental
$50,000.00 California Democratic Party Occidental
$105,000.00 California:Democratic Paity Chevron
$50,000.00 California Democratic Party Wéempra
$10,000.00 California:Democratic Party SoCalEdisen
$15,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$5,000:00 Oakland:School for:the:Arts NRG

$5,000.00

Qakland Military Institute

Calpine Corporation

PUC PREZ PEEVEY SETS UP WALL ST VISIT FOR PICKER

$27,200.00 Brown for Governor 2014 PG&E

$65,000.00 California'Democratic Party. Sempra

$65,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison

$5,017.77. California:Democratic Party CA‘Independent Petroleum:Association

$10,000.00 Oakland Military Institute Clean Eneréy

$65,000.00 California Democratic Party. SoCalEdison

PICKER TALKS UP UTILITIES TO WALL ST INVESTORS

$25,000.00 Oakland:School for:the Arts PG&E

$30,000.00 California Democratic Party Chevron Policy Govt. & Public Affairs
$70,000:00 California- Democratic Party PG&E

$125,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

$10,000.00 California: Democratic:Party. PGAE
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$5,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E

910114 $150,000.00 California Democratic Paity PG&E

912514 $5,000.00 Brown for Governor 2014 Berkshire Hathaway Energy
9/26/14 $25,000.00 Brown:for Governor:2014 NRG
10/8/14 $10,000.00 Brown for Governor 2014 ExxonMobil
10/10/14 $250,000.00 Props 1:&2 Aera Energy.
10/15/14 $75,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
102114 $27.200.00 Brown for.Governor:2014 Sempra
10/22114 $5,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
10/22114 $100,000.00 California Democratic Party SaoCalEdison
10/24114 $40,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
1115115 $5,000:00 Qakland ‘Military Institute NRG
' $1,000.00 Oakland Military Institute Calpine Corporation
$25,000.00 Oakland: Military:Institute CleanEnergy.
$5,000.00 Oakland Military Institute CA Independent Pe;;oleum Association
$10.000.00 QOakland Military-Institute Chevron
2011115 $5,000.00 Oakland Military Institute AES
2024115 S$B:350 CLIMATE CHANGE BILLINTRODUCED
$5,000.00 Oakland School for the Arts Chevron
3/6/15 $65,000.00. California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
3/6/15 ' $65,000.00 California Democr;;(ic Party SoCalEdison

PUC:PROPOSES DENYING SDGE CARLSBAD PLANT

3/30/15 $50,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$65,000.00 California- Democratic Party. Sempra
$215,000.00 California Democratic Party Chevron
4/8/15 PICKER ISSUES CONDITIONAL APPROVAL :ON.CARLSBAD
$25,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
5112/15 $5,000:00 Qakland Schoolfor the Arts NRG
5/21/15 / PUC APPROVES CARLSBAD PLANT FOR SDGE/NRG
5127115 ‘ $25.000:00 Oakland Schoolforthe Arts PG&E
6/5/15 $35,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
675 $10,000.00 California:Democratic Party. SoCalEdison
617115 $50,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
8/6/15 / $20.000.00 California Democratic Party. Calpine Corporation

REGIONAL 1SO WRITTEN INTO SB 350

911115 LEGISLATORS STRIKE SB 350 SLASHING OIL IN-HALF

9/29/15 $5,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
9/29/15 $75.000:00 California: Democratic Party. PG&E
10/7115 SB 350 CHAPTERED
10/12/15 BROWN VETOES SIX'BILLS TO REFORM-PUC

1019115 $50,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
10/23/15 SOCALGASALISO CANYON BLOWOUT DISCOVERED

11191 PUC APPROVES NEW NATGAS PLANTS FOR SCE
AT ALAMITOS, HUNGTINGTON.BEACH, STANTON

12110115 $175,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
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Y COMPANY CON

IBUTIONS

INDIVIDUAL

12/23/15

12/29/15
1/6/16

117118
2/1/16
2/15/16
3/2/16
/1116
3/25/16
3/25/16
421116
421116

4/25/16

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

California-Democratic Party.

$75,000:00 SoCalEdison

$65,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison
BROWN DECLARES ALISO CANYON STATE OF
EMERGENCY:

$25,000.00 California State Protocol Foundation NRG
$10:000.00 Oakland Military Institute Chevron

$5,000.00 Qakland Military Institute AES

$5,000.00 Oakland: School forthe'Arts Chevron
$25,000.00 California Democratic Party PG&E
$21,750.00. California. Democratic Party. PG&E
$100,000.00 California ngocratic Party PG&E
$65.000.00 California:Democratic:Party. Sempra
$65,000.00 California Democratic Party Sempra
$150,000:00 California: Democratic:Party: Cheyron
$50,000.00 California Democratic Party SoCalEdison

PUC-APPROVES SCE/NRG OXNARD PLANT.
$10,076,549.40
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Immigration to the United States and World-
Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions
By Leon Kolankiewicz and Steven A. Camarota

The findings of this study indicate that future levels of immigration will have a significant impact on efforts to
reduce global CO,emissions. Immigration to the United States significantly increases world-wide CQ, emissions
because it transfers population from lower-polluting parts of the world to the United States, which is a higher-
polluting country. On average immigrants increase their emissions four-fold by coming to America.

Among the findings:

+ Theestimated CO, emissions of the average immigrant (legal or illegal) in the United States are 18
percent less than those of the average native-born American.

+  However, immigrants in the United States produce an estimated four times more CO , in the United
States as they would hawve in their countries of origin.

+ U.S. immigrants produce an estimated 637 million metric tons of CO ,emissions annually — equal to
Great Britain and Sweden combined.

+  Theestimated 637 tons of CO, U.S. immigrants produce annually is 482 million tons more than they
would have produced had they remained in their home countries.

+  If the 482 million ton incresse in global CO,emissions caused by immigration to the United States were
a segparate country, it would rank 10th in the world in emissions.

+  The impact of immigration to the United States on global emissions is equal to approximately 5 peroent
of the incresse in annual world-wide CO, emissions since 1980.

+  Of the CO,emissions caused by immigrants, 83 percent is estimated to come from legal immigrants and
17 percent from illegal immigrants.

» Legal immigrants have a much larger impact because they have higher incomes and resulting emissions,
and they are more numerous than illegal immigrants.

»  Theabowe figures do not include the impact of children born to immigrants in the United States. If they
were included, the impact would be much higher.

»  Assuming no change in U.S. immigration policy, 30 million new legal and illegal immigrants are expected
to settle in the United States in the next 20 years.
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 In recent years, incressss in U.S. CO, emissions have been driven entirely by population incresses as per
capitaemissions have stabilized.

Leon Kolankiewicz is an environmental ientist, planner, and consultant whase work has included analysss of the environmental
impacts of alternative energy technologies, including their greenhouse gasemissions. Steven A. Camarota is the Director of Research
at the Center for Immigration Studies
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Introduction

Thesmall body of ressarch on  immigration’s
environmental impact in the United States hes tended
to focus on the effects of the population growth induced
by immigrants and their U.S.-born offspring on the
U.S. environment alone." In contrast, the present
study attempts to quantify the direct contribution of
immigrants in the United States to growing U.S. and
global carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions. Since American
emissions per capita are much higher than almost all of
the immigrant-sending countries, immigration to the
United States hes significant implications for world-
wide emissions.

Greenhouse ges (GHG) emissions, the most
important of which is CO ,, raise the concentration of
these geses in the earth’s atmosphere. M ost scientists
think this increese is causing average global temperatures

population grew by an almost identical amount. This

is powerful direct evidence that increeses in US. CO ,
emissions are driven by population increases as per capita
emissions have stabilized. ” Adding more people to the
United States, at least recently, has meant a proportional
increase in emissions.

Comparing U.S. Emissions to
Irmmigrant-Sending Countries

Research by the Center for Immigration Studies, the
Pew Hispanic Center, and the Census Bureau shows
that new immigration and births to immigrants are
the determinate factors in future U.S. population
growth. Immigration is now the driving force behind
continued U.S. population growth, accounting directly
(immigration itself) and indirectly (through births to

to rise. There is concern that warming in turn may trigger immigrants) for at leest three-quarters of our annual

far-reaching, long-term effects on the Earthv's climate and
biosphere, and consequently, on human civilization. 2
Thus, the impact of U.S. immigration on annual CO ,
emissions isan important ressarch question.

U.S. Population Growth Drives

Increasing CO, Emissions

Thdarge population and comparative prosperity of
the United States are underpinned by the consumption
of fossil fuels on a prodigious scale. 1n one year alone
(2006), Americans burned 1.1 billion tons of coal, 7.6
billion barrels of petroleum, and 21.6 trillion cubic fest
of natural ges.’

A fundamental consequence of the combustion
of coal, oil, and natural ges to generate electricity, run
cars, and heat homes is the relesse of CO  , into the
atmosphere.* Total U.S. emissions of CO , have been
the highest in the world for many years — until just
recently. It now appears that in 2006 China surpassed
the United States in annual CO , emissions.” However,
the United States still leads the world’s largest economies
in per capita emissions. China’sannual per capita CO ,
emissions in 2005 were just four tons, below the global
average and only one-fifth of America’s per capita
emissions of 20 tons.®

In recent years U.S. per capita CO , emissions
have held steedy and the rise in overall U.S. emissions
is entirely due to population growth. The link between
population and CO,emissions is shown in a 2002 study
that found GHG emissions in the United States from
fossil fuel combustion grew by almost 13 percent from
1990 to 2000. Owver the same time period, the U.S.

17cv1906 Sierra Club v. EPA

increese of three million residents. TheCenter for
Immigration Studies has projected that if the current
level of (legal and illegal) immigration continues, the
U.S. population will grow from 300 million in 2007 to
468 million by 2060. Longer-range projections done by
the Census Bureau show a U.S. population by 2100 of
between 571 million and 1.18 billion using the Bureau’s
middle or high range immigration scenario. @ The U.S.
population would grow some even without immigration,
but there is no question that immigration is the primary
reason the U.S. population continues to increese by
about three million each year.

Of course, if immigrants had remained in their
home counties they would still have produced some
CO,, but as we will se, their output would have been
agreat deal less because immigration represents a large-
scale population transfer from the less consuming, less
industrialized, and less CO ,emitting parts of the world
to one of the highest consuming, most industrialized,
high CO , emitting parts of the world — the United
States. Table 1 compares per capita CQemissions in the
United States with per capita CO,emissions in the top-
25 immigrant-sending countries.

Table 1 shows extreme variability in per capita
CO, emission rates from country to country. More
deweloped ocountries of origin — such as Canada,
European countries, and Japan — have higher annual
per capita CO,emissions, though with the exception of
Canada, even the industrialized countries such as Great
Britain, Germany, and Italy all have much lower per
capitaemissions than the United States. Less-developed
countries from Asiaand Latin America, which are the
primary immigrant-sending counties, have much lower
annual per capita CO ,emissions than does the United

ED_001523_00000856-00002
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States. The most extreme example, Haiti, hes a per capita What is most important about the table is that
CO, emissions rate of barely more than 1/100 that of it shows that almost all of the top immigrant-sending
the United States. In contrast, Canada’s per capita CO, countries to the United States have dramatically lower
emissions are comparable to America’s, which is not CO, emissions per capita. By and large, people who
surprising considering the similarly large sizz and migrate to the United States aspire to improve their
advanced level of development of this neighboring material standard of living, and as noted above, this
North American country. generally entails a higher level of energy consumption
and, thus, CO ,emissions. If Table 1
indicated that U.S. CO,emissions per

Table 1. Carbon Dioxide Emissions per Capita from Fossil | cpitawere lower oreven thesameas the

s : primary immigrant-sending countries,
Fuel Consumption: Comparison Between U.S. and Top-25 it is likely that immigration fo the

- | effect on world-wide GHG emissions,
Annual CO, Emissions  US.CO, Emissionsper | g)thoygh total U.S. emissions would
per Capita (Metric Tons  Capita/Sending Country CO, still rise dramatically. But, in fact, the

Country per Person; 2005y Emissions per Capita (2005)

United States has much higher per
United States 20.14 10x | capita CO, emissions — five times
Mexico 375 54x | higher — then the world average (20
Chinz 407 49x | vs. four metric tonsannually). Asa
India 1.07 188x | result, immigration to the United
Philippines 0.89 226x | States hes significant implications for

Vietnam 0.96 21.0x | world-wide CO, emissions.
El Salvador 092 219x
Cuba 291 6.9x

Former USSR 1188 17x | Methodology for

Korea 1027 20x L :
Dominican Republic 195 103x | Estimating Immigrant

Canada 19.24 1.0x oot
Guaterrala 0.90 »ax | CO,Emissions
Colombia 1.36 148x | One obstacle to estimating annual

United Kingdom 955 21x | immigrantand native-born per capita
Jmaica 422 48x | CO,emission rates is that there are no
Germany. 10.24 20x | datathat disaggregate rates of these
Haiti 0.21 9%.0x | two population cohorts. For that
Hondures 0.99 203X | matter, there are also no data that
Poland 7.38 2.7 | break down per cgpita CO , emission
Il;{(?tl,l);dor ?gg jg i rates along other important categories
: : of the United States, such as by urban
lran 6.96 29x .
Per 112 180x | & suburban vs. rural, rich vs. poor,
Brazil 194 104x | @partment dwellers vs. homeowners,
Japan 965 21x | orbyethnic/racial origin. One way
around this absence of data is to use
Notes: Top-25 countries of origin of immigrant population in the United annual income as a surrogate for
States, s listed in “Immigrants in the United States, 2007: A Profile of annual CO, emissions. Thereis a
Anerica's Foreign-Born Population.® Countries of origin are listed in order strong positive correlation between
of the size of their immigrant population in the United States. Per capita income and CO,, emissions, especially
CO, emissions from U.S. Department of Energy, Energy Information | those associated with fossil  fuel
Administration, 2007.% consumption; that is, an incresse in
ZSee sdnoe i0. income is associated with an increese,
Doe not '“C'%‘de Taw_van of Hon_g ang. . . though not necessarily a proportionate
¢ Includes Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Lithuania, and other former Soviet . . ..
States. increese, in carbon emissions."
Higher-income Americans simply
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tend to consume more fossil energy than lower-income Rather than assuming that all immigrants in
Americans, such as by driving instead of taking the bus,  the United States have the same annual per capita CO ,
longer commutes to larger homes in distant suburlbs emissions as native-born Americans or the average for the
(large, detached dwellings that take moreenergy to heat  United States as a whole, this study postulates a broad
and cool), consuming more goods and services with correlation between a person’s annual income and his or
substantial energy “embodied” in their manufecture her annual CO,emissions. This premise is explored and
production and delivery, taking more airline flights, etc.  supported by Table 2, which lists the per capita income
and per capita CQ,emissions for each of the 25 countries

Table 2. Comparison of per Capita Incomes and per Capita CO, Emissions
Between U.S. and Top-25 Countries of Origin of Inmigrants in the U.S.

Purchasing Power U.S. per Capita Purchasing U.S. CO, Emissions per

Parity: Gross National Power Parity/Sending Country  Capita/Sending Country

Income per Capita  per Capita Purchasing Power CO, Emissions per Papita

Country (Dollars, 2005)° Parity (2005)

United States $41,950 1.0x 1.0 x
Mexico $10,030 42x 54 x
Chiner $6,600 6.4 x 49x
India $3,460 121 x 18.8x
Philippines $5,300 7.9x% 226X
Vietnam $3,010 13.9x 21.0x
El Salvador $5,120 184 x 21.9x
Cuba $5,200¢ 8.1x 6.9 x
Former USSR? $10,640 3.9x 1.7x
Korea $21,850 19x 20x
Dominican Republic $7,150 5.9x 10.3x
Canada $32,220 1.3x 1.0x%
Guatemala $4.410 9.5x 224 x
Colombia $7.420 5.7 x 148x
United Kingdom $32,690 13x 2.1x
Jmaica $4,110 102x 4.8x
Germany $29,210 14x 20x%
Haiti $1,840 228X 96.0 x
Honduras $2,900 14.5x 20.3 x
Poland $13,490 3.1x 27x
Italy $28,840 1.5x 24 x
Ecuador $4,070 10.3x 113x
Iran $8,050 52x 29x
Peru $5,830 7.2x 18.0x
Brazil $8,230 54x 104 x
Japan $31.410 1.3x 21x

Notes: * Per capita income data from World Bank, 2007
2 Purchasing power parity is the true exchange rate of different currencies based on differences in standard of
living and overall pricing among different nations.

5 Does not include Taiwan or Hong Kong.

¢ BExact figure not tabulated or provided by Cuban government. Gross national income per capita estimated
by the World Bank (2007) to be global lower middle-income ($876-$3.465). For this analysis, the midpoint
of this range was used, and then multiplied by 2.4, which was the average factor of increase between gros
national per capita income and purchasing power parity for all Latin American countries in the teble with a
gross national income per capita below $3,465.

4 Includes Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Lithuania. and other former Soviet states.
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listed in Table 1. This comparison is useful because it income increases, per capita CO , emissions increase as
depicts the correlation between per capita incomeand  well, although not always in lockstep. In thisstudy then,
per capita CO,emissions from fossil fuel consumption in  the same relationship is assumed to hold for different
countries from three continents. Figure 1 (p. 6) isascatter populations of immigrants in the United States.

plot, in which for all countries except Haiti (a statistical That carbon dioxide emissions are a function of
outlier), per capita income ratios (X or horizontal axis)  income means that they do not conform to a pattern
are plotted against per capita CO ,emissionsratios (Y  that environmental economists have observed with
or vertical axis). In country after country, as per capita  other pollutants and “negative externalities.” As national

Table 3. Estimated per Capita Income and CQ Emissions by Inmigrants’ Countries of Origin

Number of Average Immigrant Income Per Capita CO,
Immigrants in Annual  Relative to Average Emissionsin Per Capita CO,
U.S (1,000s) IncomeinU.S. U.S. Income (Not Country of Emissions in
Native Income)  Origin (Tons) U.S. (tons)

Average U.S. $35,038 100 % 20.14 20.14
Mexico 11671 $18,636 532 % 3.75 10.71
Ching 2,007 $37,943 1083 % 590 21.81
India 1,704 $50,466 144.0 % 1.07 2901
Philippines 1,665 $35,389 1010% 0.89 20.34
Vietnam 999 $34,867 99.5 % 096 20.04
El Salvador 998 $20,509 58.5 % 092 1179
Cuba 980 $27,835 794 % 291 16.00
Former USSR 973 $35,007 999 % 9.02 20.12
Korea 906 $35,733 102.0 % 10.27 2054
Dominican Republic 856 $18,582 53.0% 195 10.68
Canada 699 $52,015 1485 % 19.24 29.90
Guatemala 681 $18,115 517% 0.90 1041
Colombia 669 $27.251 718% 1.36 15.66
United Kingdom 590 $50,791 1450 % 955 29.19
Jamaica 550 $32,054 915% 4.22 1843
Germany 514 $38,815 1108 % 10.24 22.31
Haiti 514 $31,264 89.2% 021 17.97
Hondures 439 $19,766 564 % 0.99 11.36
Poland 427 $30,073 85.8 % 7.38 17.29
ltaly 418 $30,734 87.71% 8.35 17.67
Ecuador 411 $27,348 81% 1.79 15.72

371 $48,358 138.0% 6.96 27.80

354 $31,163 889 % 112 1791

338 $30,657 87.5% 194 17.62

286 $41,448 1183 % 965 23.82
All other countries 7,260 $36,816 105.1 % 4.19 21.16
All Immigrants 37,2680 $29,692 84.7 % 4.19 17.10

Notes: 2 Includes immigrants from Taiwan and Hong Kong, apportioned according to their relative frequency in the
United States.

® Includes immigrants from Russia, Ukraine, Armenia, Lithuania, and all other republics forrmerly in the Soviet Union,
apportioned according to their relative frequency in the United States.

¢ Includes all immigrants from other countries not specifically listed in the top-25 countries, broken down (and apportion
according to their relative frequency) by the following regions: Europe, South Asia, Ezst-Southesst Asia, Middle East,
Central Anrerica, Caribbean, South America, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Oceana.

Source of “Number of immigrants® and “ Average income in U .S.” columns: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of
March 2007 Current Population Survey (CPS). Income figures reflect total income for persons 18 vears of age and older.
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economies’ incomes and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) with the highest number of immigrants in the United

increese at first, pollution and environmental blight
often increase initially but later decreese as incomes
continue to grow. When graphed, this relationship takes
the form of an inverted or upside-down “U.” Because
of itssimilarity to the pattern of inequality and income
first articulated by Nobel Prize-winning economist
Simon Kuznets, this pattern of pollution and income
has been dubbed the “Environmental Kuznets Curve”
(EKC). However, while any number of air and water
pollutents and aesthetic/ecological assaults, ranging
from rampant deforestation to litter, display this pattern,
peak pollution levels occur at different income levels for
different pollutants, societies, and time periods.

TheEKC explains societies’ behavior when
applied to toxic contaminants that are a visible nuisance
and health threat to large numbers of people, such as
lead, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide polluting the
air, or raw sewage and industrial effluent defiling water
bodies. 1t is less applicable in the case of pollutants or
damege that are hidden, dispersed, or cumulative, like
from carbon dioxide emissions or extravagant energy
use.

Table 3 (p. 5) uses the average annual per capita
incomes of immigrants in the United States to estimate
immigrants’ CO , emissions in 2007. These emissions
are compared to per capita emissions in the immigrant’s
home country. The first column lists each immigrant
home country in descending order, from the country

Figure 1. Income vs. CQ, Emissions
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States (Mexico) to the country in 25 ™ place (Japan).
After Japan, an entry for “all other countries” is listed,
referring to the more than 100 countries that collectively
account for about a fifth of immigrants to U.S. shores

The second column in Table 3 lists the number
of immigrants in the United States from the country
identified in the first column as of 2007° The figures in
this column do not incluck children born to immigrants
in the United States. The third column displays the
average annual income of immigrants in the United
States from each country. The fourth column compares
this income to the average U.S. income in 2007; a figure
above 100 peroent (like Canada) means immigrants
from the country in question earn more on average
than Americans do; a figure below 100 percent (like
Honduras) means they have a lower annual income than
Americans on average.

The fifth column is per capita CO , emissions
in the immigrants’ countries of origin, while the sixth
and final column is the estimated annual per capita CQ
emissions in the United States besed on the countries’
average annual inoomes. Comparing columns five and
six shows the estimated incresse in CO , emissions that
occurred by the act of immigrating to and living in the
United States. There is clearly great variation in the income
and CO,output of immigrants in the United States. For
example, Mexican immigrants are estimated to produce
only about half & much CO , as the average person
in the United States. Howewer,
this is still more than double the
output of the average person in
Mexico. Canadian immigrants on
the other hand produce almost 50
percent more in CO , emissionsas
the average person in the United
States.

The final row of Table 3
shows that the average per capita
CO,emissions for all immigrants in
the United States was 4.19 metric
tons in their sending countries.
In the United States, those
same immigrants had estimated
emissions of 17.1 tons, about four
times as high as the average per
capitaemissions in their countries
of origin. Thus, the 37.3 million
legal and illegal immigrants now
living in the United States in 2007
produced about four times s

15
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much CO, as they would have had they stayed in their
home countries.

Table 4 shows by how many times immigrants
in the United States increased their per capita CO |
emissions relative to average annual per capita emissions
in their countries of origin. It is a measure of just how
much emissions have increased because of immigration
to the United States.

1t should be noted that native-born Americans

compared to just native-born Americans they produce
82 percent as much.

Ovwerall, the more than 37 million immigrants
(legal and illegal) living in the United States account for
an estimated 637 million metric tons of CO ,emissions
each year or 10.7 percent of the U.S. total of 5,957
million metric tons. This is somewhat below their total
share of the total population because of their lower
average income. Based on estimates developed by the

have aslightly higher annual per capita income ($36,008) Center for Immigration Studies we estimate that of the

then the overall average in the United States ($35,038)
shown in Table 3. This is because the overall American
average includes both native-born and foreign-born
Americans’ incomes and the inclusion of immigrants
pulls the national average down somewhat. Thus, while
Table 3 shows that immigrants on average produce
about 85 percent as much CO , as the average person
(immigrant or native-born) living in the United States,

Table 4. Factor of Increase in CQ Emissions

Estimated per Capita CO, Emissions of

Immigrants in U.S. / per Capita CO2

Country Emissions of Countries of Origin
29x%

37x

27.1x

22.9x%

20.9x

12. x

55x

22X

2.0x

55x

16x

116x

115x

3.1x

4.4 x

22x

856 x

115x

2.3x

21x

8.8x

4.0x

16.0x

91x
2.5x
5.1x
4.1x

Mexico
China

India
Philippines
Vietnam

El Salvador
Cuba

Former USSR
Korea
Dominican Republic
Canada

Guetermala
Colombia

United Kingdom
Jmaica

Germany

Haiti

Hondurss

Poland

ltaly

Ecuador

lran

Peru

Brazil

Japan

All other countries
All immigrants
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637 million tons of CO , emitted by immigrants, 83
percent is from legal immigrants and 17 percent is from
illegal immigrants. Although about 30 percent of the
37.3 million immigrants living in the United States in
March 2007 are estimated to be illegal aliens, they have
much lower average incomes than legal immigrants.
For this reason illegal immigrants produce a smaller
share of CO , emissions than legal immigrants. Illegal
immigrants also produce significantly less than native-
born Americans.

Impact of U.S. Inmigration on
Global Emissions

It is instructive to put the estimated output of immigrants
into context. The estimated 637 million tons of CO
emissions generated by immigrants is roughly equal
to theannual CO , emissions of Brezil, Argentina, and
Venezuela combined (the three largest emitting countries
in South America). It is also equal to the CO,emissions
of Great Britain and Sweden together. If immigrants in
the United States were a separate country, they would
rank seventh in world CO , emissions, behind China,
the United States, Russia, Japan, India, and Germany.
Of course, if immigrants had stayed in their home
countries, they also would have produced greenhouse
gasss. If the current stock of immigrants in the United
States hed stayed in their countries of origin rather than
migrating to the United States, their estimated annual
CO, emissions would have been only 155 metric tons,
assuming these immigrants had the average level of CQ
emissions for a person living in their home countries.
This is 482 million tons less than the estimated 637 tons
they will produce in the United States. This 482 million
ton increese represents the impact of immigration on
global emissions. 1t isequal to approximately 5 peroent
of the increese in annual world-wide CO , emissions
sinae 1980." If the 482 million ton increase in global
CO, emissions caused by immigration to the United
States were a separate country, it would rank 10th in
the world. Immigration to the United States thus
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hes significant implications for global greenhouse gas
emissions. And it is the total output that mattersto CQ,
concentrations in the atmosphere, because CO, emitted
anywhere is dispersed everywhere.

1t should be noted that Tables 3 and 4 are based
on the assumption that immigrants in the United States
would have emitted CO, at rates like the average person
in their country of origin if they had remained there.
However, in certain cases, particularly Asian countries,
this assumption may understate immigrants’ actual
emission rates if they had stayed in their home countries
because immigrants in the United States from several
Asian countries are more educated then is the average
person in their home countries. Higher education
levels should result in higher incomes and higher CO ,
emissions in their home countries. This would mean
that the immigrant-induced increase in global emissions
would be lower than estimated above. However, there is
astrong resson to believe that even if COemissions were
higher for immigrants from these countries it would not
significantly change the above estimates.

If we assume that immigrants from India
would have produced three times the CO , emissions
as the average person in that country and that those
from China, the Philippines, and Vietnam would
have doubled, it changes the underlying findings only
slightly.’® Even making this assumption of much higher
emissions in their home countries would still mean that
immigrants overall would produce 3.7 times as much
CO, in the United States as they would have in their
home counties. Thids very similar to the 4.1-fold
increase found in Table 4. 1t must be remembered that
highly educated immigrants from Asia acoount for a
modest share of all immigrants in this country. 1t also
should be remembered that immigrants from the largest
sending country, Mexico, have very similar education
levels to the average person in that country. Moreover,
even if their emissions were much higher in their home
countries, their output would still be much less than in
the United States.

Assuming no change in US. immigration
policy, 30 million new legal and illegal immigrants are
likely to settle in the United States in the next 20 years?®
Primarily because of immigration (new immigrants plus
their descendents), the U.S. population is projected to
grow by more than 20 percent over this time period, or
by at least 60 million® Even if per capita CQO, emissions
could be reduced by 20 percent in the United States
over the next 20 years, total annual U.S. CO, emissions
would remain the same. Total emissionsare what matters
for the global environment. Efforts to reduce greenhouse
ges emissions must include some understanding of how

9
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immigration and population growth contribute to
greenhouse gas emissions.

Conclusion

Ovwerall, our findings indicate that the average immigrant
(legal or illegal) in the United States produces somewhat
less CO, then the average native-born American.
However, immigrants in the United States produce
about four times more CO, in the United States s they
would have in their countries of origin. The estimated
637 metric tons of CO, U.S. immigrants produce is 482
million tons more than they would have produced had
they remained in their home countries. This 482 million
ton incresse represents about 5 percent of the increese
in annual world-wide CO,, emissions since 1980. These
figures do not include the impact of children born to
immigrants in the United States. If they were included,
the impact would be even higher.

When it comes to dealing with global warming,
environmentalists in the United States have generally
chosen to adopt what might be described as piecemeal
efforts to oppose new sources of fossil fuel-based energy,
such as the construction of new coal-fired power plants.
They have also supported energy conservation/efficiency
(e.g., compect fluorescent light bulbs) and more use of
renewable souross like wind and solar energy. But they
have assiduously avoided the underlying issue of growing
energy demand driven by immigration-fueled population
growth. In response to concerns over immigrant-induced
population growth, some American environmentalists
have even argued that it does not matter where on the
Earth people live because the world’senvironment is so
interconnected. This analysis has shown that when it
comes to CO , emissions it matters a great deal where
people live. Per capita CO , emissions are dramatically
higher in the United States than in almost every
immigrant-sending country. Large-scale immigration to
the United States therefore has enormous implications
for world-wide CO,emissions.

Some may be tempted to see this analysis a5
“blaming immigrants” for what are really America’s
failures. It is certainly ressonable to argue that Americans
could do much more to reduce per capitaemissions. And
it is certainly not our intention to imply that immigrants
are particularly responsible for global warming. As we
report in this study, immigrants produce somewhat less
CO, on average than native-born Americans. But to
simply dismiss the large role that continuing high levels
of immigration play in incressing U.S. and worldwide
CO, emissions is not only intellectually dishonest, it
is also counter-productive. One must acknowledge a
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problem before a solution can be found. The effect of Some involved in the global warming issue

immigration is certainly not trivial. If immigrants in the have recognized immigration’s importance. Chief U.S.

United States were their own country, they would rank  climate negotiator and special representative for the

seventh in the world in annual CO , output, ahead of  United States, Harlan Watson, has acknowledged high

such countries as Canada, France, and Gresat Britain. immigration to the United States is thwarting efforts to
Unless there isa change in immigration policy, slow its rising GHG emissions. “It'ssimple arithmetic,”

30 million (legal and illegal) immigrants are likely to said Watson. “If you look at mid-century, Europe will be

settle in the United States over the next 20 years. One can at 1990 levels of population while ours will be nearing 60

still argue for high levels of immigration for any number peraent above 1990 levels. So population does matter.?!

of reesons. However, one cannot make the argument for  This research confirms Watson’s observation.

high immigration without at lesst understanding what

it means for global efforts to reduce the emission of

greenhouse gasss.
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account for 82 percent of the aggregate income. For more
discussion of the characteristics of the illegal immigrants
e “Immigrants in the United States 2007: A Profile of
America’'s Foreign-born Population,” available at v,
cis.org/articles/2007 /back 1007 htmi.

" The March 2007 Current Population Survey shows
that the vast majority of immigrants in the United States
arrived in 1980 or later. Global CQ, emissions from fuel

for all income levels. For low income levels (i.e., multiples consumption and flaring were 18,331 million metric

below five), it is assumed that CQemissions additionally
increase proportionately with per capita income growth.
For higher incomes, CO , emissions increese less than
proportionately with per capita income growth (i.e.,

at 0.8 for income multiples between fiveand 10, 0.7
for multiples between 10 and 30, and 0.6 for higher
multiples).”

2 New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics, 2 " edition.
Acoessed May 1, 2008 at:hitp:/ fvww.georgetown edu/
faculty/aml6/pdfs&zips/PalgraveEK C .pdf .

tons in 1980. Global emissions in 2005 were 28,193
million metric tons. Thusannual world output of
CO, incressed by 9,862 million metric tons during this
quarter-century, or 54 percent. The estimated increese
in immigrants’ CO, emissions in the United States over
what they would have been in their countries of origin is
482 million metric tons.

'® |ran is another country whose immigrants in the
United States are much more educated than the average
person in Iran. We do not adjust their assumed output
for the following reason: Iran hes relatively high per
capita emissions for a developing country mainly
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http://www.siteresouroes.worldbank.org/
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Center for Immigration Studies

because of the flaring of natural ges associated with its
oil industry. However, much of the oil Iran produces
is consumed outside of Iran. Thus the actual per capita
output actually attributable to fossil fuel consumption
by the people of Iran is less than is implied by their per
capita numbers found in Tables 3 and 4. So it makes
little sense to adjust their figures upward in the way
we do India, China, Vietnam, and the Philippines. Of
course, this means that immigration from iran to the
United States represents an even larger impact on world-
wide CO , emissions because emissions caused by the
consumption of the people of that country are actually
lower than implied by the tables.

® In recent years the Current Population Survey and
the American Community Survey, both collected by the
Census Bureau, have indicated that about 1.5 million
new immigrants settle in the country each year. There

is some undercount in these surveys of recently arrived
immigrants, and therefore it is more likely that 1.6 million
new immigrants arrive each year. The Pew Hispanic
Center assumes a 5.2 percent undercount in the overall
immigrant population. This is based research by Passal,
Van Hook, and Bean as part of a Census Bureau contract
through Sabre Systems. But even assuming only 1.5
million new arrivals would still place the total number
of new arrivals over 20 years at 30 million — 1.5 x 30.

It isalso worth noting that immigration to the United
States, both legal and illegal, hes been steadily incressing
for 40 years. If that long-standing trend continues, then
significantly more than 30 million new immigrants
will arrive in the United States, assuming no change in

policy.

2 Projections by the Census Bureau, the Center for
Immigration Studies, and the Pew Hispanic Center all
show that the U.S. population grows by about 1 percent
each year. Thus, over a 20 year period, population growth
is very roughly 20 percent. The Center for Immigration
Studies projections can be found at, www.cis.org/
articles/2007/back707 .html. The Pew Hispanic Center
estimates can be found at: http://pewhispanic.org/files/
reports/85.pdf. The Census projections can be found at:
http://www.census.gov/ ipc/www/usinterimproj/.

2 Doyle, Allister. Aug 30, 2007. Reuters News Service.
hitp:/ fafrica reuters.com/wire/ news/usnl.30472039.
hirnd .
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Backgrounder

Immigration to the United States
and World-Wide Greenhouse

Gas Emissions
By Steven A. Camarota and Leon Kolankiewicz

Thefindings of thisstudy indicatethat future |evels of immigration will have
asgnificant impact on effortsto reducedoba CO ,emisions. [mmigration
to the United Sates Sgnificantly inareases world-wide CQemissons because
it transfers population from |ower-polluting parts of theworld to the United
Saes which isahigher-polluting country. On averageimmigrantsincresse
their emisionsfour-fold by coming to America

Among thefindings

+ Theetimaed CO , emisionsof theaverageimmigrant (legd or
illegd) in the United Satesare 18 peroent |essthan those of the
average naive-born American.

« However, immigrantsin the United Saes produce an eximated four
timesmore CO , in the United Sates asthey would havein their
oountries of origin.
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