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Executive Summary 

Purpose Since 1985 domestic oil production has declined, and oil imports have 
increased. While these trends may be largely explained by the decline in 
the world price of oil and the relatively high cost of new U.S. produc
tion, they may have unfavorable implications for U.S. energy seciuity. 
To assist in the evaluation of additional petroleum tax incentives, the 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the House Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce asked GAO to examme (1) the effects of 
a range of possible tax incentives upon U.S. petroleum production and 
federal revenues, (2) the effective federal corporate tax rates on invest
ments in petroleum production and other industries, and (3) the compar
ative tax treatment of petroleum investments in the United States and 
other nations. 

Background Proposed tax incentives for petroleum production include a range of 
provisions—such as tax credits and faster and larger deductions of 
costs for tax purp*>ses—that would increase the after-tax profitability 
of eligible investments. Some of the proposed tax incentives would 
increase allowances for depletable costs, which include initial payments 
to landowners for exploration and development rights as well as geolog
ical and geophysical costs (costs of survey, seismic, and related activi
ties for locating and acquiring petroleum properties). Proposals have 
also been made for mtn-e favorable tax treatment of other exploration 
and development costs, including intangible drilling costs, which are the 
costs of labor, services, fuel, and other site preparation and drilling 
expenditures that are nun salvageable. Tax incentives have also been 
proposed for certain investments in enhanced oil recovery, which entails 
use of ir\iectant.s and ndvanced techniques to increase oil production. 
Finally, tax incentives have been proposed for certain investments in 
stripper wells, which produce 10 barrels or less of output per day. 

The provisions considered in this report include those proposed by the 
Bush administration in the 1991 budget submission; those examined by 
the Department of Energy (t)OE) in the 1987 report, Energy Security; and 
those considered by the .Joint Committee on Taxation in 1987. GAO did 
not independently estimate the production and revenue effects of these 
incentives, but instead reviewed existing information on the impacts of 
such proposals. 

Results in Brief Additional federal tax incentives for petroleum investments would prob
ably increase U.S. petroleum production to a limited extent. For 
example, the two incentives proposed in the administration's 1991 
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budget for which DOE production estimates are available would increase 
U.S. petroleum production by a total of 0.2 to 0.3 percent. This increased 
production, however, would come at the expense of substantial per 
barrel federal revenue losses, GAO estimates that federal revenue losses 
could be $3 to $14 for each barrel of additional production resulting 
from these two proposals. Other policies, such as filling the Strategic 
Petroleimi Reserve (U.S. oil reserves available for use in an energy emer
gency), may be more effeaive approaches to increasing U.S. energy 
security. 

GAO analysis and other recent studies of effective tax rates for new 
investments show that additional incentives would further contribute to 
a federal tax system that already favors petroleum production invest
ments over those in mosl other industries. Some proposed incentives 
would also further favor certain types of petroleum production invest
ments and categories of producers over others. The favorable tax treat
ments received by the industry as a whole and by certain activities 
within the industry both provide incentives for relatively inefficient 
investments within the Industry. 

Finally, U.S. producers are making petroleum production investments 
abroad, rather than in the United States, largely because of factors 
other than taxes. Petroleum investments abroad have become relatively 
more attractive than those in the United States largely because of the 
decline in the price of oil and generally more favorable foreign geologic 
characteristics, including lower finding and development costs, Some 
foreign governments have eased their tax and royalty treatment of 
petroleum production in response to lower petroleum prices, however, 
which could provide additional incentives for investing abroad. 

GAO's Analysis 

Production and Tax 
Revenue Estimates Raise 
Cost-Effectiveness 
Concerns 

Although there is imeertainty surrovmding the production, tax revenue, 
and cost-effectiveness estimates for the proposals, GAG'S review indi
cates that the proposals it considered are expected to have small to 
modest effects relative to total U.S. petroleum production and consump
tion. The administration's estimate for the average annual revenue loss 
for all of the petroleum tax incentives proposed in the 1991 budget com
bined is $400 to $500 million. 
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While production estimates are not available for ali of these incentives, 
DOE did release production estimates for two provisions in October 1989. 
For these proposals—repeal of the transfer rule (a rule goveming deple
tion allowances) and eased tax treatment of certain intangible drilling 
costs—DOE estimates that future U.S. petroleum production (including 
both oil and natural gas) would increase by a total of about 25,000 to 
40,000 barrels per day. These figures imply a 0.2 to 0.3 percent increase 
in future U.S. production of oil. On the basis of the 1989 administration 
figures, GAO estimates that the proposal for eased treatment of certain 
intangible drilling costs could cause federal revenue losses of $3 to $6 
for each barrel of additional production resulting from the incentive. 
Repeal of the transfer rule could cause revenue losses of $ 11 to $ 14 for 
each barrel of additional production resulting from the incentive. (See 
pp. 32-34.) 

ix>E considered some tax provisions that it expected to have somewhat 
larger production impacts (i.e., increases of about 3 percent of future 
U.S. production) in Energy Security. However, GAO found a series of con
cerns with the Energy Security modeling, including possible tendencies 
to overestimate production effects, that it brought to DOE^S attention 
beginning in early 1989. DOE'S October 1989 production estimates for 
repeal of the transfer rule are one-eleventh of the estimates for this pro
vision In Energy Security. (See pp. 34-36.) 

In general, tax provisions targeted to exploration and other new produc
tion are more cost effective than provisions applying to all existing pro
duction, such as some increases in depletion allowances, GAO'S analysis 
shows that provisions applying to all existing production could lead to 
revenue losses per barrel of additional production that exceed the price 
of oil, which in 1989 averaged about $ 16 per barrel at the wellhead (i.e., 
before transportation costs). Even provisions aimed at new production 
will generally benefit some investments that would occur without new 
incentives, in addition to encouraging some genuinely incremental pro-
duction^that is, production that would only occur with the incentives. 
(See pp. 36-37.) 

In contrast to tax incentives, other policies are available that may better 
increase U.S. energy security, in terms of reducing U.S. vulnerability Co 
an oil supply disruption. In recent work GAO has suggested several 
options, including developing alternative fuels, increasing fuel efficiency 
in transportation, and continuing development of the Strategic Petro
leum Reserve as quickly iis is fiscally responsible. (See pp. 71-73.) If, for 
example, the estimated revenue cost of the administration's proposals 
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were instead invested in filling the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, then 
approximately 80 to 100 miUion barrels of oil (assuming a delivered cost 
of $20 per barrel) could be added over the next 4 years. In addition, in 
the event that the stored oil is sold during a crisis, the budgetary 
receipts would very Ukely more than offset the cost of the initial 
purchases. (See pp. 39-40.) 

GAO recognizes that oil tax incentives could provide other benefits in 
addition to petroleum production. Incentives would increase petroleum 
industry employment and exploration and development capacity, for 
example. The incentives would also be an economic stimulus to certain 
portions of the economy. Proponents of additional tax incentives also 
suggest other arguments for them, including the risk associated with 
exploration and the favorable tax treatment of certain investments 
(such as research) in other industries. (See pp. 41-49.) 

GAO is concemed, however, with the effectiveness of the provisions in 
terms of increasing long-term energy security. Reduced taxes for the 
petroleum industry would require higher taxes on other activities, 
increased federal debt, or reduced federal spending. In addition, the 
increased exploitation of U.S. reserves during a period of relatively low 
oil prices that could be encouraged by incentives may be a security dis
advantage. (See pp. 71 -73.) 

Marginal Effective Tax 
Rates on U.S. Petroleum 
Investments Are Already 
Relatively Low 

All of the proposed incentives would reduce effective tax rates on petro
leum production. However, analyses by GAO, the Congressional Research 
Service, and others estimate that the marginal effective federal corpo
rate tax rates—i.e., the tax rates on genuinely incremental invest
ments—for domestic petroleum production are already among the 
lowest for a m^or industry, due to the effects of existing tax incentives, 
(See pp. 51-59.) These analyses estimate marginal effective rates on 
petroleum production investments to be about half of the statutory rate 
of 34 percent for integrated producers (i.e., producers with significant 
refining or retail activity). Marginal effective rates can be near zero for 
independent (i.e., non integrated) producers eligible for percentage deple
tion, a favorable tax treatment for depletable costs. These relatively low 
marginal rates already provide incentives to make petroleum production 
investments that have pretax returns below those of investments in 
other industries—i.e., relatively inefficient investments. Some petro
leum production investments face negative marginal effective rates. 
This means that such investments are actuaUy more profitable after 
taxes than before taxes because they help reduce taxes on other income. 

PageO GAO/GGD-90-75 Petrolenm Tax IncenUvca 



Execadvc Summary 

The low marginal effective tax rates on petroleum investments arise 
largely duie to the tax treatment of intangible drilling costs. This treat
ment can allow most drilling costs to be deducted from taxable income 
immediately, rather than being depreciated over time as are most other 
business investments. Independent producers face lower effective tax 
rates than integrated producers because they can be eUgible for more 
favorable treatment of both intangible drilling costs and depletion 
allowances. (See pp. 21-27 and 54-59.) 

Some of the proposed tax incentives would add to the existing favorable 
treatment of certain types of related petroleum production investments 
(e.g., drilling over geological and geophysical work) or certain categories 
of producers (e.g., independent over integrated firms). However, other 
proposals, such as ones affecting geological and geophysical work or 
depreciable equipment used in enhanced oil recovery, could provide 
more even treatment of activities within the industry. (See pp. 59-60.) 
Proposals providing more even treatment may result both in more cost-
effective uses of federal revenue and in more efficient private invest
ment than proposals aimed at activities already subject to low effective 
tax rates. 

Investment Abroad Driven 
Largely by Factors Other 
Than Taxes 

Petroleum producers are making investments abroad, rather than in the 
United States, largely because the decline In the price of oil combined 
with generally favorable foreign geologic characteristics, including 
lower finding and development costs, has made foreign petroleum pro
duction investment relatively more attractive than U.S. investment. The 
proposed tax incentives are not likely to spur substantial new produc
tion in the United States that would otherwise be undertaken in foreign 
countries. 

Petroleum producers select regions and countries for exploration and 
development on the basis of overall after-tax financial retums, which 
reflect finding and production costs as well as taxation. In general, U.S. 
petroleum producers face higher average effective income taxes on their 
foreign production earnings than on their domestic production eamings. 
(See pp. 62-68.) Some foreign countries, though, have eased their tax or 
royalty treatment of petroleum production in response to lower petro
leum prices. These changes could lead to low marginal effective tax 
rates on new investments in some countries, and hence provide addi
tional incentives for investing abroad. (See pp. 68-69 and 94-97.) 
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Matters for 
Congressional 
Consideration 

Before approving additional tax mcentives for petroleum investments, 
Congress should weigh carefully their costs and benefits. Given the 
expected federal revenue losses, GAO believes that providing additional 
tax incentives is not the most effective method of providing significant 
increases in U.S. energy security. In addition, where the incentives ben
efit types of activities and classes of producers that are aheady rela
tively favored by the tax code, they will tend bo encourage relatively 
inefficient investments. 

Agency Connments DOE and the Department of the Treasury provided comments on a draft 
of this report. These comments and GAO'S detailed evaluation of them 
are included in appendixes III and IV and are considered in the report 
where appropriate. 

IX)E stated that it disagreed with major findings of the report and with 
GAO'S overall conclusion that additional tax incentives are of question
able merit. DOE does not believe that extractive industries should face 
the same type of capital recovery for tax purposes as other industries or 
that the petroleum industry currently receives favorable tax treatment. 
DOE also does not accept the marginal effective tax rate analyses 
presented. In addition, DOE beUeves that the U.S. tax system has been an 
important factor encouraging petroleum production investments abroad. 
Finally, DOE had criticisms of the report's discussions of specific tax 
incentives and the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

GAO disagrees with DOE and believes that all of the report's fmdings and 
conclusions are well supported, GAG'S reasons for disagreeing with DOE 
are discussed in detail in appendix UI and in appropriate chapters of the 
report. 

Treasury stated that tax incentives for the domestic petroleum industry 
are an essential part of the administration's energy security policy. 
Treasury also believes that an approach that includes filling the Stra
tegic Petroleum Reserve, encouraging the development of altemative 
energy technologies, promoting energy conservation, and increasing tax 
incentives for the petroleum industry is the best means of increasing 
energy security. 

Treasury's comments largely restate the administration's proposals for 
additional tax incentives and its view that these proposals are 
warranted. 

Page? GAO/GGD90-TS Pctrdnun 1 ^ Inccntivea 



Contents 

Executive Sununary 

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

Chapter 2 
Current and Proposed 
Tax Treatment 

Chapter 3 
Production and Tax 
Revenue Estimates 
Raise Cost-
Effectiveness 
Concems 

Chapter 4 
Petroleum 
Investments Face 
Relatively Low 
Marginal Effective 
Federal Corporate Tax 
Rates 

Chapter 5 
Petroleum Investment 
Abroad Explained 
Largely by Factors 
Other Than Taxes 

The U.S. Petroleum Production industry 
Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 
Agency Comments 

Current Federal Corporate Taxation of Petroleum 
Investments 

Altemative Tax Incentive Proposals 
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 

Revenue, Production, and Cost-Effectiveness Estimates 
Filling the Strategic Petroleum Reserve Appears More 

Effective Than Tax Incentives 
Tax Incidence; Who Benefits From Tax Incentives? 
Arguments For and Against Tax Incentives 
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 

Marginal Effective Tax Rates Measure the Tax on New 
Investment 

Marginal Effective Tax Rates for Petroleum Production 
Are Below Those for Most Other Industries 

Marginal Effective Tax Rates and Proposed Incentives 
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 

Factors Other Than Taxes Appear to Explain Foreign 
Petroleum Investment 

Foreign Tax Treatment Is Complex and Varies Greatly 
Many Governments Have Recently Improved Their Terms 

for Petroleum Investment 
Agency Comments and Our Evaluation 

12 
12 
17 
20 

21 
21 

27 
31 

32 
32 
39 

40 
41 
49 

51 
51 

54 

59 
61 

62 
62 

65 
68 

69 

Pages GAO/GGD.90.76 Petrolenm Tax Incentives 



Contents 

Chapter 6 
Policy Considerations, 
Conclusions, and 
Matters for 
Consideration 

Appendixes 

Glossary 

Bibliography 

Tables 

Energy Security and Tax Incentives 
Conclusions 
Matters for Congressional Consideration 
Agency Comments tuid Our Evaluation 

Appendix 1: Average Effective Tax Rates 
Appendix II: Summary of Petroleum Tax Treatment in 

the United States and Selected Foreign Ckiuntries 
Appendix III: Ck)nunents From the Department of Eiiergy 
Appendix IV: 0>mments From the Department of the 

Treasury 
Appendix V: Major Contributors to This Report 

Table 2.1: Summary of Tax Treatment of Petroleum 
Exploration, Development, and Production Costs 

Table 3.1: Tax Incentives Proposed in Administration's 
1991 Budget 

Table 3.2: Tax Incentives Examined in 1987 by DOE or 
the Joint Committee on Taxation 

Table 4.1: Lucke and Toder Estimates of Marginal 
Effective Federal Corporate Tax Rales 

Table 4.2; Effects of Intangible Capital on Estimated 
Marginal Effective Corporate Tax Rates 

Table 5.1: U.S. and Foreign Petroleum Finding and 
Development Costs, 1978-1988 

Table 1.1: API Estimates of Average Effective Rate of 
Federal Corporate Income and WindfaU Profit Tax, 
1980-1988 

Table II.1: Summary of Petroleum Tax Provisions for the 
United States and 11 Other Petroleum Producing 
Countries 

Table 11.2: Some Recent Tax and Regulatory Changes 
Affecting Investment in Petroleum Production for 
Selected Countries 

71 
71 
73 
76 
76 

78 
82 

98 
125 

131 

132 

135 

22 

33 

35 

56 

58 

64 

80 

84 

94 

Page 9 GAO/GGI>9(^7B Petn^eum Tax Incentives 



Contenta 

Figures Figure 1.1: U.S. Oil Production, 1970-1988 13 
Figure 1.2: U.S. Natural Gas Product ion, 1970-1988 14 
Figure 1.3: U.S. Reserves of Crude OU and Natura l Gas, 14 

1970-1988 
Figure 1.4: U.S. Oil and Natural Gas Prices, 1970-1988 15 
Figure 1.5: U S , Drilling and Geophysical Crew Activity, 15 

1970-1988 
Figure 1.6: U.S. Petroleum Consumption, Production, and 16 

Imports , 1970-1988 

Abbreviat ions 

AMT Al terna t ive minimum t a x 
API American Pet ro leum Inst i tute 
CBO Congressional Budget Office 
COE Crude oil equivalents 
CRS Congressional Research Service 
DOE Depar tment of Energy 
EU Energy Information Adminis t ra t ion 
EGR Enhanced oil recovery 
G&G (jeological a n d geophysical 
IDC Intangible drilling cost 
IRS In t ema l Revenue Service 
JCT Joint Commit tee on Taxa t ion 
OPEC Organization of Pet ro leum Expor t ing Countr ies 
R&D Research and deve lopment 
SPR Strategic Petroleum Reserve 

Page 10 GAO/GGI>«0-76 Petrolenm Tax Incentives 



Contents 

P"«e 11 GAO/GGn9fr7ft Petroleum Tax Incentives 



Chapter I 

Introduction 

Declining domestic petroleum production and increasing petroleum 
imports have led to administration, congressional, petroleum industry, 
and other proposals for the adoption of a range of tax incentives for 
petroleum exploration, development, and production. To assist in the 
evaluation of these incentives, we were asked to examine the impacts of 
these proposals on (I) domestic petroleum production and federal reve
nues, (2) the federal taxation of petroleum extraction relative to other 
industries, and (3) the comparative U.S. and foreign tax treatment and 
economic attractiveness of petroleum investments. 

The U.S. Petroleum 
Production Industry 

Over the period 1970 to 1988, U.S. domestic oil and natural gas produc
tion and reserves declined despite an overall rise in oU and gas prices. 
Although drilling activity historically has been clearly responsive to 
price changes, production appears to be much less responsive. For 
example, by 1981 oil and natural gas prices were more than three times 
their 1970 level, yet domestic oil and gas production and reserves both 
declined.' If oil and natural gas production in the future reflects this 
general pattern of limited responsiveness to prices, then sizeable tax 
incentives would be required lo significantly offset or reverse the trend 
of declining production. 

Figures 1.1 through 1.6 provide an overview of petroleum industry 
trends over the period 1970 to 1988. Figures l.l, 1.2, and 1.3 show that 
production and reserves of oil and natural gas have generally declined. 
Oil production in the lower 48 states declined almost every year over 
this period. However, it was offset in the latter half of the period by 
increases in Alaskan oil production. Production from stripper wells— 
wells that produce no more than 10 barrels per day—remained essen
tially constant from 1970 through 1988.̂  Prices Increased rapidly In the 
late 1970s and early 1980s—even after adjustment for inflation and the 
estimated windfall profit taxes due on oil production—but have since 
declined (see fig. 1.4).' Inflation-ac^usted 1989 wellhead oil prices were 
about 6& percent greater than deflated 1970 prices, however. Figure 1.5 

'This price increase is net nf adjustmenia for inflaiion and the cmde oil wirdfail profit tax—ar 
imponant federa] tax upon petroleum prodiKtion ir the early 1980s that was repeaied in 1988. 
Without these adjustjnent.s the price increase would be substantially larger. 

-Reported stripper well outpui is entirely in the lower 48 states, and is aiso induded Ln the output 
levels for this region in Hgurp 1.1. 

•'The oil prices in figure 1.4 renecl average U.S. wellhead prices (i.e., prices before transportation 
costs) in constant (1988) dollars, as deflated by the GNP deflator. We estunated average prices net of 
windfall profit taxes using Intemal Revenue Service data in order to reflect that a portion of the pnce 
increase was captured by this rax. 
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shows that the pattems of total oU and gas weUs drilled and geophysical 
crew activity were simUar to the pattems of prices over the period 1970 
to 1988.̂  A comparison with figures 1.1 through 1.3 suggests, however, 
that these activities did not lead to corresponding increases in levels of 
production or reserves." Finally, figure 1.6 shows the increase in imports 
that has occurred since 1985. Currently, imports represent about half of 
U.S. consumption. 

Figure 1.1: U.S. OII Production, 1970-1986 

4.0 WllleniofBtfnto 

1870 1971 1*72 1 < n 1974 1 » n 197B 1977 IVTB 1979 IBM 1981 19K 1981 1BS4 1988 1968 1987 1988 

Total output 
Lower 48 itatst output 
Strippsr wall output 
Alukan output 

Sources: American Petroleum Insiitute, Energy Information Administralion. and independent Petroleum 
Association of America. 

^Geophysical crew activity involves survey, seismic, and related work for the location of petroleum 
properties. 

^Additions CO crude oil reserves—as measured by revisions, extensions, and discoveries—can vary 
si^ficantly from year to year. A 3-year moving avervge (or similar measure) of these additions, 
however, does Indicate a general Increase from the mid 19708 through the latter 1980s. 
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Figure 1.2: U.S. Natural G a s Production, 1970-19B8 
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Source: American Petroleum Institute. 

Figure 1.3: U.S. Reserves of Crude Oil and Natural Gas, 1970-1988 
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Source: American Petroleum Institute. 
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Figure 1.4: U.S. Oil and Natural Gas Prices, 1970-1988 
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Sources: American PatrDlaLin Institute, Conoressional Researth Service, Dni/McGraw-Hil, and 
GAO cakutatem. 

Figure1.5:U.S. Drilling and Geophysicat Crew Activity, 1970-1988 
320 tndsx, 1970 «100 

1070 ISrt 1972 1073 1674 1978 107B 1977 1978 1971 1900 1BS1 IflBZ 1S83 1984 1085 1988 1887 1( 
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Sources: American Petroleutn Institute, Society ot Exploration Geologists, and GAO calculaiions. 
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Igure 1.6: U.S. Petroleum Consumption, Production, and Imports, 1970-1988 

Bllllone ot Barrels 

1970 1971 1973 1973 1974 1978 1978 1977 1978 1979 1880 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1988 1987 1988 

)Mw>H Consumption 
• » « Production 
^ ^ ^ B Imports 

Note Consumption is demand lor refined products Production includes natural gas liquids. Imports 
include refined products 

Source- American Pelroteum institute 

The relationships among oil and natural gas production, prices, and 
activities illustrated graphically here are also supported by econometric 
studies of the industry. Generally, these studies show that oil supply is 
not very responsive to the price of oil but that driUing activity is. The 
implication of these studies is that the increased activity accompanying 
higher prices has diminishing returns. 

Industry statistics also show differences between the exploration and 
development activities of integrated firms, which have substantial 
refining or retail activity, and independent firms, which do not. Based 
on data reported by the Petroleum Industry Research Foundation, Inc., 
the group of firms currently represented by the 16 largest integrated oil 
companies accounted for 55 percent of oil production and 45 percent of 
natural gas production from 1980 through 1987.̂  Over this period these 

'The actual number of firms represented by this group has varied over this time period due to 
mergers and acquisitions. 
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firms also accounted for 51 percent of additions to domestic oil reserves 
and 23 percent of additions to natural gas reserves.' These firms drilled 
about 13 percent of the new exploratory and developmental wells from 
1980 through 1987. Correspondingly, independent firms historically 
have drilled about 85 percent of all U.S. wells." On average the large 
firms' wells yielded more than 3 times the oil and gas reserves as the 
industry average." Larger companies had higher costs per well, however. 
Expenditures for geological and geophysical work and for drilling and 
equipping wells made up 16 percent and 21 percent, respectively, of the 
exploration costs of the 19 largest firms in 1988, according to the Amer
ican Petroleum Institute. These expenditure categories accounted for 9 
percent and 45 percenl of the exploration costs of the rest of the 
industry. Expenditures on improved recovery of oil accounted for 12 
percent of the large firm development costs, as compared to 2 percent 
for the rest of the industry. 

Objectives, Scope, and 
Methodology 

In response to a request from Congressman Philip R. Sharp, Chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Energy and Power of the House Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, we examined a series of issues related to the use 
of tax incentives for petroleum production. Our objectives were to 
examine (I) the impacts of a range of proposed petroleum tax incentives 
on petroleum exploration, development, and production and on federal 
revenues; (2) the relative federal corporate tax burden on investments 
in petroleum ventures and in other U.S. industries; and (3) the compara
tive petroleum tax policies of the United States and other nations to 
determine whether favorable tax treatment was a mtyor cause of 
increasing investment abroad and declining U.S. production.'" 

' These figures ref]ect additions through exploration, revisions, and improved recovery and are net of 
substantial downward revisinas in Alasltan gas reserve figures that were made from 1985 through 
1987 by three ofthe large finns These downward revisions were made because of the recognition 
that these reaer\'es have no ectmomically accessible maricet at present. According to the Petroleum 
Industry Research Foundation, if the downward revisions in Alaskan reserv«?s attributable to one of 
these firms are excluded, the H'l large firms accounted for 57 percent of net additions to combined oil 
and gas reserves ir 1987. 

"According to the Independent I'etrnleum Association of Anierica there are currently about 12,000 
independent producers of oil and natural gas. TheM producers range from one-person operations to 
large corporations. 

" AlKiul. 4f> perci*nt ui large finns' exploratoPr' wells were productive, as compared to aboul 25 percent 
for the rest of the industr>' uver the period 1980 ttirough 1987. The large firms experienced a 92 
percent siicces-S rate for developmental wells as compared to a 77-percent rale for the resl of the 
industry 

'"Ftecause oil production is dominaU'd by corporate producers, our work focused on corporate tax 
policy. 
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The tax incentives considered in this report include modifications to 
depletion rules, major increases in depletion allowances, more favorable 
treatment of various exploration and development expenses, and tax 
credits for enhanced oil recovery (which involves the use of certain 
injectants and advanced techniques to increase oil production) and 
stripper well costs (see Glossary)." The provisions considered Include 
those proposed by the Bush administration in the 1991 budget submis
sion; those examined by the Department of Energy (w^t:) in the 1987 
report, Energy Security; and those considered by the Joint Committee on 
Taxation (.ICT) in 1987.'- While additional provisions have been 
advanced in various legislative proposals, this set of provisions spans a 
wide variety of altematives and therefore enables coverage of represen
tative features of various other provisions. The report focuses t»nly on 
the production component of the petroleum industry, as opposed to the 
transportation, refining, and marketing components of the industry. 

To accomplish the first objective we reviewed production and revenue 
estimates presented by DOE in Energy Security.'' The not;estimates were 
the most prominent estimates of production effects of alternative tax 
incentives at the time of our review. To evaluate these estimates we 
inter\'iewed present and former DOE staff who participated in this work. 
We also reviewed work documents that DOK made available. We did not. 
however, examine the revenue-estimating methodology of the Depart
ment of the Treasury, which contributed to DOK'S reptnt. In addition, wc 
present revenue estimates for the incentives proposed by the Bush 
administration for 1991 and estimates for a series of proposals 
examined by the JCT in May 1987, which was the latest publicly avail
able set of .ICT analyses at the time of our review. We also report DOK 
production estimates released in October 1989 for two of the Bush 
administration proposals. We did not examine the methodology under
lying these estimates. Finally, to develop further insights into the cost 
per barrel of alternative petroleum rax incentives, we developed a rela
tively simple economic model of the responsiveness of petroleum supply 
to tax changes. 

' 'These modificatjona are term«i tax incentives in ihis report bet.au.se they wnuld increa.'»e the incen
tive for various petaileum activitJes. In other sUidies these provisions arc alwf t*>rmed lax prefercnu-s 
or tax expenditures, which highliglit-s the faut that ihc modifications would also impl.v relarivcly 
favorable lax treatment nnd t'X|iw?t4Xi tux revenue losses 

' • ^ r analysis initially fotiist-don tho udministration's 1990 biid>!t;c pidpteals. The 1991 provHwals 
are Ihe same, however Tlie-K T analy.sis is reprinted in the.lune 4. 1987, Djily if<;pon for 
Rxecutivea. 

'•'Selected references are listi-d in the Bibliography. 
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Chapter 1 
IntroducUon 

To accomplish the second objective we reviewed government, interest 
group, industry, and academic studies of both average and marginal 
effective tax rates. As part of this work we asked the Congressional 
Research Service (CRs) to provide us with a series of estimates of mar
ginal effective tax rates. While we provided some of the assumptions to 
be used for these calculations, we did not examine the database or com
puter program used in the calculations. 

We analyzed international tax incentives on the basis of discussioas 
with experts and a review oflhe literature on taxation in approximately 
12 countries with potential petroleum exploration interest to U.S. inves
tors. We selected the countries based on their relevance to the petroleum 
industry and discussions with congressional staff. The countries include 
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Colombia, Canada, Denmark, Ecuador, 
Indonesia, the Netherlands, Norway, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States. 

In addition to involving efficiency issues such as the cost-effectiveness 
of alternative policies and the lax burdens on alternative investments, 
decisions on petroleum tax incentives involve considerations of the 
national security, distributional, and environmental effects of these 
incentives versus alternative energy policies. However, these last three 
issues have been only partly addressed because a full treatment was 
beyond our scope. 

We discussed aspects of all of the above areas with experts from leading 
accounting and consulting firms, including Arthur Andersen, ICF 
Resources Inc., Price Waterhouse, and The WEFA Group; firms and 
industry groups, including the American Gas Association, the American 
Petroleum Institute (API), Amoco Inc., the Independent Petroleum Asso
ciation of America, and the Petroleum Industry Research Foundation, 
Inc.; a public interest group. Citizens for Tax Justice; research organiza
tions, including the Institute for Intemational Economics, Resources for 
the Future, and Tax Analysts; and universities, including Carnegie-
Mellon University, Stanford University, the University of Maryland, the 
University of Pennsylvtmia, the University of Texas, and the University 
of Virginia. We also discussed these issues with experts at the Congres
sional Budget Office (<TO)), CRS, DOE, including the Energy Information 
Administration (EIA), and Treasury, including the Internal Revenue Ser
vice (IRS). In addition, a draft of this report was reviewed by experts al 
CBO and CRs and their commenis were incorporated where appropriate. 
Finally, we also briefed industry representatives on the contents of a 
draft of this report. 
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This review was done from July 1988 through October 1989 in Wash
ington, DC, according to generally accepted govemment auditing 
standards. 

A tfpnpv P n m m p n t < l ^ ^ ^^^ Treasury provided written comments on a draft of this report. 
A g e n c y l^OimiltJiiLo Relevant portions of their comments are discussed at the ends of chap

ters 2 through 6, and changes have been incorporated into the report 
where appropriate. Appendixes III and IV present the DOE and Treasury 
comments in their entirety along with our detailed analyses of them. 
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Chapter 2 

Current and Proposed Tax Treatment 

Federal corporate income taxation of petroleiun investments is complex, 
with special provisions in the tax code affecting the different types of 
cosls associated with these investments. The administration and recent 
legislative initiatives have proposed a range of additional tax incen
tives—including tax credits and faster and larger deductions of certain 
costs for tax purposes—that would modify these provisions. 

Under federal income tax law, deductions are generally allowed for the 
depreciation of investment costs over the period that the investment 
produces income—i.e., the economic life of the investment. Some invest
ment costs, however, receive favorable tax treatment under deprecia
tion rules that allow faster write-off (i.e., deductions) than the actual 
rate of economic depreciation. The fastest possible write-off, called 
expensing, allows a taxpayer to deduct the cosls in the taxable year 
incurred. Most of the current and proposed petroleum tax provisions 
involve the write-off treatment allowed for particular types of invest
ments by certain categories of producers. 

Current Federal 
Corporate Taxation 
Petroleum 
Investments 

of 
Current and proposed petroleum tax provisions dislinguish among the 
following types of costs: 

depletable cosls, which reflect the cost of the petroleum deposit, 
including both the up-front payments paid lo landowners for the right to 
explore for and produce petroleum (bonuses) and the costs of geological 
and geophysical work; 
intangible drilling costs, which are the labor, energy, road-building, and 
other cosls of site preparation and drilling, except for the cost of equip
ment and stmctures owned by the producer; 
depreciable costs, which reflect the use of equipment and structures 
owned by the producer lo find and produce petroleum; and 
operating costs, including pumping expenses, royalties (payments to 
landowners that are determined by production levels or value), and 
state severance taxes (taxes assessed by states, based on production 
value or volume). 

In addition, a number of the altemative minimum tax provisions of the 
federal corporate income tax can affect petroleum investment. 

Table 2.1 summarizes the basic tax treatment of these costs imder cur
rent law. This treatment and a variety of proposed modifications to it 
are explained in detail in the remainder of this chapter. 
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Current and Proposed Tax Treatment 

Table 2.1: Summary of Tax Treatment cf Petroleum Exploration, Development, and Production Costs 

Tax treatment 
Type of cost 

Depletable 

Examples 

Cost of property, including bonus 
(payments to landowners) and 
geological and geophysical work 

Intangible dnllirg 
costs (IDCs) 

Depreciable 

Operating 

Independent firms 

Percentage depletion (15 percent of 
gross income) allowed on first 1.000 
barrels of average dail/ production, 
subject to limitations (transfer rule, 50 
percenl net income limit, 65 percent 
overall taxable income limit, alternative 
minimum tax {M^A )̂ recovery of 
deductions in excess of original basis) 

Same treatment as integrated firms on 
remainder of production. 

Labor, site preparation, and drilling Can tje expensed {sub)ect to AMI 
services involved in drilling exploratory recapture of excess lOCs on 
and developmental wells successlul wells) 

Integrated firms 

Cost depletion (ded jci ion of share of 
depletable costs equal to fraction of 
remaining reserves pumped and sold 
in the year) Any remaining depletable 
costs can be fully deducted upon 
abandonment 

Unsuccesslul wells can be expensed. 
Successful wells can be 70-percent 
expensed, with remaining 30 percent 
deducted straight-line over 5 years 
[subject to AMT recapture of excess 
IDCs on successful wells) 

Equipment and structures used (o 
find, pump or store petroleum 

Royafties; labor, eleclncity, or fuel 
used to pump, state severance taxes. 

Deprecjaled according to schedules Depreciated according to schedules 

Expensed Expensed. 

Nole See lext and glossary for addilional details 

Depletable Costs Costs of the petroleum property, including bonus and geological and geo
physical (G&G) expenses, are considered depletable costs. Producers are 
allowed to recover these costs over a period of time to reflect the deple
tion of their economic interests in petroleum reserves. 

There are two forms of depletion allowances. The first, percentage 
depletion, may be elected only by independent producers—producers 
without significant retail or refining activity—on the first 1,000 barrels 
of average daily production. Integrated firms—firms that have retail 
.sales of more than $5 million on an annual basis or refine more than 
fiO.OOO barrels on jmy given day during the tax year—must use the 
s(?cond form of depletion, cost depletion.' 

Percentage depletion is based on a percentage of the value of a prop
erty's output. Currently, independent producers are entitled to a deduc
tion of 15 percent of the gross income from a property for up to 1,000 

'This rep<.irt i-onsiders only the t.;ix treatment of petroleum prwiucers, JLS opposed lo t^at of renpienis 
(jf honu.sand royalty paymenL-^ I n ' , ntyalty owners). Pioyalty owners may also be eligible for deple
tion i i l iow^ces on t f i taj i i ini'<inti> 
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barrels of average daily production. Percentage depletion deductions do 
not directly reflect the property's cost or remaining basis (that is, the 
portion of the original investment not already recovered through deple
tion deductions). Total percentage depletion deductions may, for 
example, exceed the original cost of the property. Percentage depiction 
is subject to certain limitations, however, as discussed in the sections on 
the alternative minimum tax (AMT) and on the proposed modifications to 
depletion rules.- The current depletion rate of 15 percent has been in 
effect since 1984 and represents the culmination of a scries of reduc
tions from the rate of 137.5 percenc that was in effect from 1926 through 
1969. Before 1975, both independent and integrated firms could claim 
percentage depletion on an unlimited amount of production. 

Under the second depletion method, cost depletion, taxpayers deduct 
the share of their remaining cost basis that corresponds to the share of 
reserves depleted during the tax year. Thus, if producers pay lease 
bonus and G&G costs totaling $100,000, and 10 percent of reserves were 
pumped and sold in the first year, then the producer could claim cost 
depletion of $10,000. The following year, the remaining basis would be 
$90,000 ($100,000-$ 10,000); if 10 percent of remaining reserves were 
also pumped in this year, the allowance would be $9,000. Total ct)st 
depletion allowances cannot exceed the cost of the proporty and GAG 
work.-

Although independent producers often use percentage depletion, ihey 
also at times use cost depletion. For example, only cost depletion can be 
used on production over tho 1,000 barrel per day limit for percentage 
depletion. In addition, the law requires use of the depletion method that 
results in the greater.allowance. In the early years of production, for 
example, cost depletion deductions may exceed allowable peruentage 
depletion deductions. Firms may, therefore, use eost depletion initially 
imd then switch to percentage depletion in later years. Finally, when 
unproductive or unprofitable properties are abandoned, firms may 
deduct the remaining basis in the property.' 

-Fiirexample, allowahh* ptTceiitag*-depleiion i.s limited to ihe lesser of (!:'> [H-rcvnt of (.fveiaJl taxable 
income hefore the deplf tion allowjun-e ;md ccrtjuniithiTdediK lions or Tji) [xrcvnt ol'iaxable mmine 
fmin iJic property, 

'Where it is ascertained UI;L1 iJie remaininj? recoverable rcscnes uri' niatrri.illy jJrfiiUTor Ifss ihan 
the prior rstimati.', the csi ii[i;il.> iiiiisl Ix' revi,si'd 

'The remaining basis is dcfim'̂ l as ihc initial M>SLS minas ihc act'iimiiUitcd dciilfl.mn. il ;itiy 
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While some of the tax proposals discussed in this report would increase 
the ability of taxpayers to claim percentage deletion, repeal of the per
centage depletion allowance is a revenue-raising option that would elimi
nate a tax preference, CBO reported in February 1990 that eliminating 
percentage depletion allowances for oil and gas as well as hard minerals 
would increase federal revenues by $3.8 billion over the period 1991 
through 1995. DOE, in its comments on this report, estimates that the oil 
and gas component of this total would be about $1.9 billion or less. 

In tangible Drilling Costs intangible drilling costs (iDCs) are the expenditures for labor, fuel, ser
vices, and nonsalvageable malerials associated with preparing sites and 
drilling wells. All of these expenditures can be deducted from income for 
lax purposes by independent producers in the year they are incurred, 
i.e., expensed. Integrated firms may expense all IDCS incurred on unpro
ductive wells and 70 percent of IDCS incurred on productive wells; the 
remaining 30 percent can be deducted using straight-line depreciation 
over 5 years.̂ ^ 

Although outlays on iocs themselves have no direct salvage value (in 
contrast to drilling equipment that can be used elsewhere), if they lead 
lo fmding or development of petroleum reserves, they have contributed 
to an investment with value. Thus, they are analogous to the expenses 
for labor, energy, and other nonsalvageable items that are used in con
structing a building that then has value that depreciates over time.'̂ ^ 
Although the percentage of costs represented by iDCs varies wilh the 
type of oil investment, tWE reports that iDCs usually represent 75 to 85 
percent of total drilling expenditures. 

The ability lo expense iocs (or deduct them from income over a shorter 
period than the investment's productive life) raises the after-lax present 
value of investments in iDCs over akerRative investments that are 
allowed only more gradual depreciation deductions.^ nxs contribute to 
an asset wilh long-term value—productive oil wells. The fact that they 
are largely allowed to be expensed is widely viewed as a tax preference 
when contrasted with the treatment of most business investments, 
which are depreciated for tax purposes more in line with their actual 

''Under straight-line depreciation, an equal porUon of costs ia deducted in each year. 

''For tax purposes, for example, buQdings and other a.isets that are constmcted by their owners—like 
those assets that are purchased—are depieclated, 

^Kor example, an investor would generally prefer to have a deduction equal lo tlOO of income today 
racherthanadeductionoftIO per year in each of the next 10 years. 
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economic depreciation. The expensing of nxs incurred on successful 
wells, for example, is one of the tax expenditures reflected in the admin
istration's budget and in the Joint Committee on Taxation (jcr) report 
on tax expenditures.^ 

A number of tax experts have also noted that expensing of IDCS on 
unsuccessful wells is also a form of tax preference and that, in principle, 
these costs should also be depreciated over time. This view holds that 
the expenses for unsuccessful wells and properties can be viewed as 
part of the cosl of developing successful properties that have value that 
depreciates gradually." 

Oil industry representatives, in contrast, said that they believe the 
expensing of IDCS associated with both successful and unsuccessful wells 
is appropriate, as the inputs (e.g., labor and services) are not long-lived. 
Some other types of intangible investments—such as advertising and 
research and experimentation—are also expensed or eUgible for rela
tively favorable tax treatment, even though they also may have value 
that depreciates gradually. 

While some of the proposals discussed in this report would make the 
treatment of IDCS more generous—for example, by also allowing a tax 
credit for a portion of them—restricting IDC tax treatment to more 
gradual deductions based on actual depletion of a property's reserves 
would reduce or eliminate a tax preference while also raising revenue. 
CBO has estimated that repealing the expensing of IDCS for successful 
wells as well as comparable development costs for hard mineral pro
ducers would raise about $5.5 billion over the period 1991 through 
1995.'" To a large extent the federal revenue gain from repealing the 
expensing of IDCS would result from an acceleration of tax payments. 

Depreciable Costs investments in equipment used in petroleum production, such as piunps, 
tanks, and pipelines, are depreciated accordmg to schedules, just as are 
mosl investments in other industries. Under current law, most of this 

^Tax expenditures are defined as deviations from a tax system that generally treats all income 
sources alike. 

"The atulyses of marginal effective tax rates dlacussed In chapter 4, for example, in effect view the 
actual depreciation rate for DCs for unsuccessful wells as being the same as for successful wells. 

"-'DOE, initscommentson this repoit, estimates a lower figure of 13 billion for oil and gas IDCs alone. 
However, we do not believe its methodology for making this estimate Is generally appropriate, as 
discussed in appendix til. 
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type of equipment is depreciated under the Modified Accelerated Cost 
Recovery System based on an accounting procedure termed the 7-year 
double declining balance method. This method depreciates the equip
ment over 7 years, with the deductions being relatively greater in the 
early years. This schedule is approximately consistent with economic 
rates of depreciation for the equipmeni, given reasonable economic 
assumptions." 

Operating Costs Operating costs include the costs of energy to operate pumps, royalties 
paid to landowners, and severance (and other) taxes paid to state and 
local governments. All of these costs are deductible from income for tax 
purposes in the year they arise. This approach is consistent with the 
treatment of business expenses and taxes in other industries. In general, 
proposed tax incentives would not modify this treatment. 

Alternative Minimum Tax 
Provisions 

In addition to being liable for income taxes computed on a regular basis, 
taxpayers may also be liable for an additional amount that reflects the 
alternative minimum tax (AMT). The AMT is calculated by firsl applying a 
reduced tax rate—20 and 21 percent for corporate and noncorporate 
taxpayers, respectively—to a larger tax base than the regular tax.'-
This process results in determination of the tentative minimum tax. If 
the tentative minimum tax is greater than the regular income tax, then 
the difference between these two values is the AMI. 

The tax preference items that are added back into the tax base for pur-
po.ses of calculating tht.' AMT include some specifically related to petro
leum production. First, percentage depletion amounts that exceed the 
adjusted basis for the property in that year are a tax preference item.'̂  
Second, excess iix ŝ—a measure of the difference between allowable IDC 
deductions for tax purposes and a slower methtxi of recovery—are tax
able to the extent that they exceed 65 percent of net oil and gas income. 
Third, depreciation deductions for equipment and stmctures that exceed 

' 'Ttiese iissumplions invdhi' r;ir<','i cl' inflation and investors' required rates nf return, which are used 
lo calculate the present value i -t deprtciatiun deductions for tax purposes, 

'-TlushiLst; reHects rct^iilai i;L\:iIile income (1J increased by certam lax preference items that are not 
subjei.-t ll) the regular tax and Cii wilh some ilcriLS adjusted in compuung the AMT so that favorable 
rcRLilar lav treatment is n^diu*..! 

' 'Tlius. for example, if ro[;d ttepjetnm dcdu<lion.s t.i> date exceed ttte toil of a property and G&G 
work, clicn any addiliiinal ihenintaftc <lcpleLi<in deductiorw are added buck lo taxable inwme for pur-
lj(js*"iof itic AMT 
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depreciation based on a slower recovery schedule are also a tax prefer
ence under the AMT. Finally, to address the concem that firms reporting 
substantial eamings pay little or no income tax. another provision adds 
to the AMT tax base a portion of the difference between a measure of 
earnings reported for financial statement purposes and altemative min
imum taxable income." 

The first of these Items, the percentage depletion preference, Is, by defi
nition, only relevant for independent petroleum producers. The second 
item, the excess IDC preference, is relevant both for integrated and inde
pendent petroleum producers. The depreciation preference and the earn
ings adjustments affect all types of industries. Finally, while AMT 
payments raise tax payments for some taxpayers, they generally can be 
used as credits in future years against regular taxes.'" 

Alternative Tax 
Incentive Proposals 

The tax incentives considered in this report include modifications to 
depletion rules, m;:yor increases in depletion allowances, more favorable 
treatment of various exploration and development expenses, and tax 
credits for enhanced oil recovery and stripper well costs. The provisions 
considered include those proposed by the Bush administration in the 
1991 budget submission; those examined by DOK in the 1987 report. 
Energy Security; and those considered by the .KT in 1987. While addi
tional provisions have been advanced in various legislative proposals, 
this set of provisions spans a wide variety of alternatives and, there
fore, enables coverage of representative features of various other provi
sions. This section provides a description of the basic features of these 
provisions. Additional properties of these incentives, including their 
estimated effects on produ{;tion and federal revenue, are discussed in 
chapters. 

Modifications to Depletion 
Rules 

The Bush administration has proposed two modifications to rules that 
limit the ability of producers to claim percentage depletion allowances 
on some properties. As discu.ssed earlier, only independenl producers 
are eligible lo claim percentage depletion, and even these producers may 
not claim it on more than 1,000 barrels of average daily production. 

'^For years beginning nfter l9H!t altcnuirive minimum taxnblc income is merra-sed by 75 percent uf 
the amount by which an arî jiisicd measure of current oaming.s cxctvdsii 

'•'Oneexception, however, b thai li»- individual t;i.\;iaycrs .̂ MT pit>inf'nLs due rodcpleiiun prefer
ences mav- not be u.scd U)((ff.̂ ".'! fimiit rt'HuLir iiunnie NIV [iaymeni> 
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One proposed modification is repeal of the transfer rule, which gener
ally prohibits use of percentage depletion on acquired properties with 
proven petroleum potential. Thus, on such properties independents must 
use cost depletion and do not have the ability to use percentage deple
tion, which can be more generous. Repeal of the transfer rule would 
allow independents to claim percentage depletion on production from 
these transferred properties, just as they claim such depletion on pro
duction from properties they acquire that are of unproven potential. 

The second proposed modification would modify the "net income limit," 
which under current law limits the amount of percentage depletion that 
can be claimed to 50 percent of the net income from a property. The 
administration has proposed raising this limit to 100 percent of the 
property's net income. Thus, if in a year a property produces $100 
worth of oil and has $60 worth of costs, the net income would be $40. 
Under current law, an independent producer could claim a $15 depletion 
deduction on this property, based on the full 15 percent depletion rale. 
On the other hand, if revenues were $100 but costs were $80, the net 
income would be only $20. In this case the producer could not claim the 
full $15 of depletion but would be constrained by the net income Umit to 
claim only $10 of percentage depletion (50 percent of net income). The 
50 percent net income limit ensures that at least half of the net income 
from a property is subject to taxation. Raising the limit to 100 percent of 
net income would allow all of a property's net income to be offset by 
percentage depletion allowances. Eliminating the limit completely would 
allow percentage depletion deductions from a petroleum investment to 
partially offset other income."' 

Major Increases in 
Depletion Allowances 

DOE investigated two proposals that would significantly expand the per
centage depletion allowance. One of these would raise the depletion rate 
for independent producers from the current 15-percenl level to 27.5 per
cent of the value of production. The second proposal would allow all 
producers to claim percentage depletion at a 27.5-percent rate on all new 
production. Neither of these proposals has been made by the Bush 
administration, though they have appeared in various forms in congres
sional proposals. 

' ''Under current law allowable percentage depletion deductions are also limited to 6B percent of 
overtdl taxable income, A proposal considered by the JCT m 1987 would repeal this proviston, too. 
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More Favorable Treatment 
of Exploration and 
Development Expenses 

A number of potential incentives would lead to more favorable treat
ment of various exploration and development expenses. The Bush 
administration has proposed two incentives that would lead to more 
favorable treatment of IDCS incurred in exploratory drilling. The first 
proposal applies to the regular tax for all producers, while the second 
applies to the AMT for independent producers alone. Provisions 
examined by DOE in Energy Security and by the JCT include tax credits 
for exploration and development investments and more favorable treat* 
ment of G&G expenses.'" 

The first Bush administralion proposal would provide a tax credit for 
iDCs incurred for exploratory drilling. The credit proposed by the admin
istration would be 10 percent of the first $ 10 million of investments and 
5 percent for additional Investments; phase-out of the proposed credit 
would begin if average domestic wellhead oil prices are al least $21 per 
barrel for a year. A proposal considered by DOE would provide a 5 per
cent investment tax credit for exploration and development costs, 
including G&G costs, IDCS, and lease equipment and stmctures costs.'" 
Finally, the JCT examined a provision with a much larger credit (50 per
cent) for wildcat iocs. Wildcat iocs appear to be similar to the adminis
tration's notion of exploratory IDCS.'^ 

An exploration and development credit shares some similarities with the 
investment tax credit that existed for qualifying investments in all sec
tors before its repeal by the Tax Reform Act of 1986. Although the Tax 
Reform Act eliminated the investment tax credit for all sectors and 
investment classes, a ptjrtion of research and experimentation expenses 
can be eligible for a credit. In addition, the inveslment tax credit was not 
generally applicable to IDCS or G&G experxses. 

' ' We consider proposed modifications to G&G cost treatment here because they relate to a form of 
exploration. Because G&G expenses are currently depletable costs, however, these modifications 
could be viewed as changes m depletion rules, 

"*Cash bonuses paid to landowners for the nght U) explore and develop petroleum are also costs 
related to exploration and development, although they might be excluded from receipt of a ta\ credit. 
If they are not excluded, market forces may lead the tax credit to be largely passed through to land
owners in the form of higher bonus payments. As discussed in chapter 3, other incentives may also 
be. at least in part, passed throuKh to landowners, 

'''Wildcat IDCs in the provision considered by ihe JCT are defmed as IDCs associated with explora
tory wells at least 2 miles from any producing oil or gas well and not within a proven petroleum field. 
The administration proposal addressing exploratory well IDCs may not be as restrictive. 
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The second Bush administration proposal would relax the AMT provision 
that currently recaptures favorable treatment of IDCS incurred in explor
atory drilling activities. Currently, the expensing of IDCS is treated as a 
tax preference for purposes of the AMT.̂ ' 

The final set of proposals would lower the effective tax rate on G&G 
investments. Under current law G&G expenses are recovered by cost or 
percentage depletion, depending on whether the producer is an inte
grated or eligible independent firm.^' Provisions considered by DOE in 
Energy Security and by the JCT in 1987 would allow expensing of G&G 
costs in the same manner as iocs, DOE also examined a possible tax credit 
for G&G costs. These proposals have not been made by the Bush adminis
tration, however. 

Enhanced Oil Recovery 
and Stripper Well 
Provisions 

Incentives have also been suggested that would encourage enhanced oil 
recovery (EOR) or that would benefit stripper wells.̂ - The Bush adminis
tration has proposed a 10 percent lax credit for capital expenditures on 
new tertiary EOR projects. Tertiary EOR involves use of chemicals, gases, 
or heat to extract oil. The administration proposal would start phasing 
out the credit if the average U.S. wellhead price of oil is at least $21 per 
barrel for a year. The .icr in 1987 considered a 10 percent tax credit for 
quaUfied research and experimentation in EOR and a 10-percent credit 
for certain investments used in stripper well production. A tax credit 
would lower the after-tax cost of qualifying investments in these activi
ties. The EOR credit considered by the JCT would not subsidize methods 
used in commercial application, however. 

^'Specifically, to the extent that "excess IDCs" exceed 65 percenl of net oil and gas income, they 
become income subject to the AMT. if the producer is sul^ject to this lax in addition to the regular 
corporate tax, Excesa IDCs are defined as the difference between the amount expensed (plus ihe 
amount of IDCa ir»curred in the tax year which are amortized over .5 yeare in the case of integrated 
firms) and che amount that could be deducted based on straight-line recovery over 10 years or 
another acceptable cost-depletion method. [IDCs incurred on unsuccessful wells are not subject to this 
AMT provision, however.) The Bush administralion budget proposal would eliminate 80 percent of 
the excess ItX^s due to exploratory drilling by independent producers as a tax preference item for the 
AMT. 

^'When an entire area of a survey is abandoned, G&G cnscs can be deducted as an ordinary business 
expense 

"'•^Stripper wells are defmed as wells producing on average no more than 10 barrels a day of oil during 
any 12-month period. 
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Agency Comments and 
Our Evaluation 

DOE believes that tax treatment of investmenis in exhaustible resources 
should be fundamentally different from that of other industries, DOE 
also disagreed with the view that the expensing of IDCS on both suc
cessful and unsuccessful wells represents a tax preference, DOE beUeves 
that because outlays on IDCS have no direct salvage value they should 
not be compared to outlays on other assets in terms of their tax treat
ment. Finally, DOE also suggested that the estimated revenue gains we 
reported for repealing the tax preferences for expensing iDCs incurred 
on successful wells and for percentage depletion were too high. 

We disagree with DOE'S view about the proper tax treatment of invest
ments in exhaustible resources. Our view—that percentage depletion 
allowances and expensing of successful investmenis to produce petro
leum are tax preferences—is widely accepted. Both of these tax prefer
ences are reflected in the tax expenditure analyses of the President's 
budget and the Joint Commitlee on Taxation, for example. The view 
that expensing of unsuccessful wells is, in principle, a tax preference is 
recognized by some, but not all, experts in taxation. Our report does not 
take the position that the tax treatment of IDCS should be revised to 
require capitalization of dry holes. However, we believe the treatment of 
these costs is relevant to an analysis of potential additional tax incen
tives for these investments. Lastly, we have clarified that CBO'S esti
mated revenue effects of repealing the percentage depletion allowance 
(p. 24) and expensing of IDCS incurred on successful wells (p. 25) that we 
report include the effects of repealing comparable provisions for hard 
mineral producers. We also have included the revenue estimates 
reported in DOE'S comments. 

Treasury's comments largely restated the administration's proposals. In 
general, Treasury had no significant critical comments on our analysis 
of basic tax treatment issues. 
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The proposed lax incentives vary significantly in terms of their esti
mated impacts on petroleum production and federal revenue and in 
terms of their cost-effectiveness. Although we found that there is uncer
tainty about the magnitudes of the production, revenue, and cost-effec
tiveness figures, some generalizations can be made. 

DOE analysis suggests that the proposals it examined are expected to 
have small to modest impacts on domestic petroleum production relative 
to total U.S. production and consumption. In addition, the cost-effective
ness of petroleum tax incentives is sensitive to the extent to which the 
provisions affect all production, only new production, or only genuinely 
incremental production. Other policies, however, such as filling the Stra
tegic Petroleum Reserve (SPR), may be more effective means of 
increasing energy security. 

While the provisions could lead to increases in petroleum industry 
employment and wages, basic economic principles suggest that in the 
long run much of the benefit of the provisions is expected to accrue to 
owners of petroleum reserves. Finally, all of the proposed incentives 
would decrease the taxation of petroleum investments relative to invest
ments in other industries. Most of the proposals would also maintain or 
increase relatively favorable treatment for certain types of petroleum 
investmenis or producers. 

Revenue, Production, 
and Cost-Effectiveness 
Estimates 

Although there is uncertainty about the magnitudes of production, tax 
revenue, and cost-effectiveness figures for the proposals, our review 
suggests that the proposals are unlikely to be a cost-effective approach 
for significantly increasing U.S. energj' security. Current DOE production 
estimates are available for only two parts of the adminLstration pro
posal; repeal of the transfer mie and eased AMT treatment of certain 
IOCS. These estimates imply that future domestic oil production would 
increase by a total of only about 0.2 to 0.3 percent' On the basis of 
administration figures, we estimate that these proposed tax incentives 
could result in federal revenue losses of S3 to $ 14 for each barrel of 
additional production stimulated by the incentives. 

Table 3.1 reports revenue estimates for the four incentives proposed by 
the Bush administration. The administration estimates that provisions 

'Because U.S. oil consumption in the early \ii90s is expected lobe roughly double domestic produc
tion, the estimated effects of tax incentives would be roughly half the magnitudes reported here, if 
viewed as a percentage of fiiturf 1 i,S, consumption irtstead of production. 
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modifying depletion rules and treatment of investments in enhanced oil 
recovery would lead to relatively small revenue losses; provisions 
affecting exploration and development were expected to lead to larger 
revenue losses. 

Table 3.1: Tax Incentlvaa Propoaad In AdminlatraUon'a 1991 Budget 

Provisiona 

Buah administration 
estimatea ot average 
annual revenue loaa 

{million dollars/ 
year)' 

Oil and natural gaa 
production increase 

(thousand barreia 
COE/day)" 

Oil production 
increase aa 

percentage of U.S. 
production In 1993^ 

Eallmated revenue 
loaa par banal of 
additional output 

($/barrel COE)" 

Modiflcationa to depletion rulea 

Eliminate the transfer rule and increase 
the net income allowance to 100 percent 
for independent producers and royalty 
owners S50 or less 

Exploration and development 
proviaions 

5 and 10 percent tax credits for 
exploratory intangible drilling costs 300 

Eliminate 80 percent of exploratory IDC 
lax preferences from AMT for 
independent producers 100 

Enhanced oil recovery provision 

5« 0.04" 11-14' 

NA 

20-35 

NA 

0,2-0,3 

NA 

3-6 

10 percent tax credit for capital 
expenditures on new tertiary enhanced 
oil recovery projects 50 or less NA NA NA 

"Source. Department of the Treasury, February 1969. The 1991 Budget revenue loss estimates for these 
provisions for their first year are $49 million, $190 million. $79 million, and $17 million, respectively 

"DOE esi<matGs. October 26. i989 Crude oil equivalents (COE); not available {NA), 

'^GAO calculations, based on Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimate of 6 59 million barrels per 
day in 1993 lor crude oil (calculation excludes natural gas) 

'^GAO estimates based on administration production and revenue estimates. The estimates ol revenue 
loss per barrel reflect the fact that provisions aimed at new production will have a continuing effect in 
years alter the initial tax breaK 

^Production estimate was available only for the transfer rule repeal, 

'Based on estimated revenue losses foi transfer rule repeal alone 

DOE estimates of the production impacts for two of the proposals are 
also reported in table 3.1. DOE estimates that repeal of the transfer rule 
would lead to an eventual production increase of 5,000 barrels per day 
of petroleum (including both oil and natural gas), or about 0.04 percent 
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of projected 1993 U.S. oil production.- DOE estimates imply that modi
fying the AMT treatment of excess iocs for independent firms would lead 
to an eventual increase in petroleum production of 20,000 to 35,000 bar
rels per day, or about 0.2 to 0.3 percent of estimated 1993 production. 

Table 3.1 also reports our estimates of federal revenue losses per barrel 
of additional production stimulated by these two provisions based on 
the reported production and revenue estimates.' We estimate that repeal 
of the transfer rule would cause tax revenue losses of $ 11 to S14 for 
each additional barrel of petroleum production stimulated. We estimate 
that modification of the AMT treatment of excess rocs would lead to tax 
revenue losses of $3 to $6 for each additional barrel stimulated, 
depending on whether output increases are at the high or low end of DOE 
production estimates. 

Table 3.2 presents production, tax revenue, and cost-effectiveness esti
mates for provisions considered by DOE in Energy Security and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation (JCT) in 1987.̂  DOE'S analysis impUes that the 
provisions with the least impact that it considered—repealing the 
transfer rule and raising the net income Umit—would each increase 
domestic oil output by aboul 0.5 percent, CMDE estimated that the most 
significant provisions—involving major increases in depletion 
allowances or substantial tax credits—would increase oil production by 
about 3 percent of forecasted output."' DOE reported estimated federal 
revenue losses of less than $50 million per year for the less significant 
provisions. The more significant provisions have average revenue losses 
of several hundred million dollars per year, DOE reported that revenue 
losses from increased depletion for all new production are estimated to 
grow over time to almost $2 billion per year by 1995. 

-The production increase would be a smaller fraction of current output. Percentage calculations are 
for oil production alone and exclude the portion of DOE's estimated production increases accounted 
for by natural gas, 

•'Cnst^effectiveness estimates rould not be made for other provisions because production estimates 
iu-e unavaJable. 

'Although the .ICT has oonsidiTed other proposal more recently, these figures represent the most 
rei-eni publicly available ŝ r̂ a.»inr.Iiine 15389. 

'DOE staff belicvR that there is some overlap in the analysis of provisioris that is rwt explicitly 
rcportwl in Energy Security K'lr example, DOE staff believe that the estimates for increasing the 
dcpleljon allowance for independents also a.s.sume that the transfer rule would be repealed. 

Pa8« 34 G A O / G G D - 9 0 - 7 5 Petroleum Tax IncenUves 



Chap te rs 
Production and Tax Revenue Estimates Raise 
C'OSt-EfTectlveness Concems 

Table 3.2: Tax incentives Examined in 19B7 by DOE or the Joint Committee on Taxation 

Provision 

Oil and natural gaa 
Average annual tax production increase 

revenue loss (million by 1992 (thousand 
dollars/year) banrets COE/day)" 

Oil production 
increaae as 

percentageof U.S. 
production in 1992> 

Estimated revenue 
losa per barrel of 
additional output 

($/barrel COE)^ 

Modifications to depletion rules 

Repeal transfer rule 

Raise net income limit from 50 percent to 
100 percent 

23.4^ 

47.2^ 

Repeal 50-and 55-percent limits for 
percentage depletion deduction applying 
to individual property and overall taxable 
income 

fAelor increases In deplet ion 
allowances 

Raise depletion rate from 15 percent to 
27 5 percent for independents 

Allow 27 5 percent depletion rate for new 
production by all producers 

40^ 

680^ 

460'' 

Exploration and development 
provisions 

Expense geological and geophysical 
costs like IDCs 260»-220" 

Geological and geophysics! 5 percent tax 
credit 

Exploration and development 5 percent 
tax credit 

65^ 

740^ 

50 percent tax credit for wildcat IDCs 1.300° 

Enhanced oil recovery and stripper 
well provisions ^ _ ^ _ _ 
Additional 10 percent research and 
experimentation credit for enhanced 
recovery method 

10 percent tax credit for investment in 
certain assets used m stripper well 
production 

55 

58^ 

NA 

280 

370 

0,4 

05 

NA 

2.2 

2,9 

1 

2 

NA 

5-7 

3-8 

200' 

80 

325 
NA 

16' 

06 

26 
NA 

1-5 

1-3 

3-9 
NA 

40"̂  

40^ 

NA NA NA 

NA NA NA 

^DOE, Er^ergy Security, average for fiscal years 1987-1991 

''Joml Committee on Taxation, ave«age (or fiscal years 198892 

^DOE estimated that because the share of new production increases over time, this provision would 
have a revenue loss of almost 52 billion by 1995 

''DOE. Energy Secunly, Crude oil equivalents (COE) 55 are percent crude oil and 45 percent natural 
gas, one barrel of oil is assumed to equal 6.000 cubic feel of natural gas NA denotes not available 

^DOE reporis this estimate for 1990 

'DOE also estimates that this provision would increase oil and natural gas reser^res by 700 million barrels 
COE Thus, a 1 4-percent increase in crude oil reserves is implied 

Notes conlinued next page. 
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•^GAO calculations, based on Energy information Administralion (EIA) estimate ol 6 87 mtllion banels per 
day in 1992 for crude oil {calculation excludes natural gas), 

^GAO estimates based on reoorted production increases and average revenue losses in DOE, Energy 
Security The estimates ot revenue loss per barrel reflect ttie fact that provisions aimed 9\ new produc
tion will have a continuing effect in years after the inilial tax b̂ eaK, 

Applying the 1992 estimated production increase to the $2 billion revenue loss estimated by 1995 yields 
a Cost per additional barrel of about Sf 5 

On the basis of the revenue and production figures reported by DOE in 
Energy Security, we estimate that these proposals would lead to federal 
revenue losses of from $1 to $15 dollars per barrel. Such cost-effective
ness estimates, however, have limilations. Most importantly, we found 
methodological shortcomings in the Energy Security production esti
mates, which may cause them to overestimate future output effects. 

Specifically, in the course of our review we found that DOE lacks docu
mentation for how the production estimates were generated, and their 
attempts to replicate them for us were unsuccessful. We discussed our 
initial concerns with DOE in January and February 1989, and DOE staff 
said they agreed with the need to keep documentation of their estimates 
in future work. Our discussions with DOE also prompted DOE'S review of 
its earUer production estimates, DOE'S October 1989 estimates suggest 
that the incentives are less cost-effective than was suggested by the ear
lier estimates. For example, the curtent production effect estimated for 
repeal of the transfer rule is one-eleventh of the earUer estimate, despite 
similar expected revenue losses. Because the latest DOE estimates were 
released as we were finalizing our report, we did not examine the 
assumptions or methodology underlying them.'* 

Provisions targeted to exploration and other new production tend to 
cause lower revenue loss per barrel of additional production than provi
sions applying to all existing production. Our analysis—based upon a 
relatively simple model of the responsiveness of petroleum supply to tax 
changes and upon published studies of the responsiveness of petroleum 
supply to price changes—suggests that provisions applying to all pro
duction, such as a general increase in depletion aUowances, can result in 
tax revenue losses per barrel of additional production that exceed the 
price of oil." 

*' In addition, it is also difHcult tu calculate revenue loss per barrel with the Energy Security estimates 
because of timing differences in the reported figures; that Is, the pix)ductlon esttmatM are for the 
year 1992, and the revenue loss estimates are averages for the years 1987 through 1991. The esti
mates of revenue loss per barrel in tables 3,1 and 3,2 reflect the fact that provisions aimed at new 
production will have a continuing impact in yeara after the initial tax break. 

'Average U.S. wellfiead prices for 1989 were about $16 per barrel. 
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Even provisions aimed at new production will generaUy benefit some 
investments that would occur without new incentives, in addition to 
encouraging some genuinely incremental production—that is, produc
tion that would only occur with the incentives. Targeting provisions 
strictly to genuinely incremental production may be difficult administra
tively, however, because by definition it would require restricting the 
provisions to investments that would be unprofitable in the absence of 
the new incentives. Another method of targeting would be to limit tax 
incentives such as percentage depletion lo recovery of the initial costs; 
this approach has been termed "incentive to payback." This approach 
could help Umit the benefits received by very profitable investments. 
Finally, it also may be more cost-effective to target tax incentives at 
activities that do not already receive substantial tax breaks than at 
types of investments and producers that already are eligible for 
favorable treatment. 

In December 1989 we leamed of and received estimates of the economic 
effects of the Archer-Andrews-Boren bill ("The Domestic Energy 
Security Act of 1989," H.R. 664) produced for the Independent Petro
leum Association of America by The WEFA Group in November 1989, 
WEFA estimates that by 1995 this bill could increase U.S. oil production 
by almost 590,000 bartels per day over its level in the absence of the 
bill; by the year 2000 the bill could increase oU production by 940,000 
barrels per day. These increases correspond to 8,9 and 17.2 percenl 
increases, respectively, over the base case oil production levels projected 
by WEFA for these years. WEFA also projects that the bill would 
increase annual natural gas production by 920 billion cubic feet in 1995 
and by 1,790 bilUon cubic feet in 2000. The annual federal tax revenue 
losses reported by WEFA (based on the procedures used by the Joint 
Committee on Taxation) are SB.66 biUion in 1995 and $7.46 billion in the 
year 2000. On the basis of the WEFA production and federal tax rev
enue estimates, we estimate that increased petroleum production 
(including both oil and equivalent natural gas) through the year 1996 
will be associated with federal revenue losses of over $24 per barrel; 
production through the year 2000 wUI be associated with federal rev
enue losses of over $16 per barrel. These estimates of federal revenue 
losses per barrel do not reflect production beyond the years 1995 and 
2000, respectively. If the federal tax losses were to end in the year 2000 
and incremental production existing at that time was to continue for 30 
more years (declining al 10 percent per year), then, based on the WEFA 
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estimates, we estimate the federai revenue loss per barrel over the 
lifespan of the provisions to be about $7 per barrel.** 

The WEFA analysis also explicitly estimates the effects on reserves. By 
the year 2000 WEFA estimates that oil reserves would be 400 miUion 
barrels above their estimated level in the absence of the bill. However, 
the production rate is estimated to be 2.34 bilUon barrels per year, 
which is 340 million barrels above the level estimated in the absence of 
the biU. These reserve and production estimates imply that there would 
be little, if any, lasting positive effect of the bill on oil reserves. WEFA 
estimates that natural gas reserves with the bill in the year 2000 would 
be 13.3 triUion cubic feet above their estimated level in the absence of 
the bill. WEFA estimates that natural gas production in the year 2000 
with the bill would be 17.5 trillion cubic feet, which is 1.79 trillion cubic 
feet above the level estimated without the bill. Thus, the bDl is esti
mated to have a more significani positive effect on natural gas reserves. 

The WEFA analysis considers the production, tax revenue, employment, 
and other economic impacts of different provisions within the bill, as 
well as the effects of the bill as a whole. WEFA estimates, for example, 
that the tax incentives could eventually lead to revenue gains for gov
emments (state, local, and federal) as a whole. These estimated gains 
result from a multiplier effect that would accompany most federal tax 
cuts (or spending increases) as well as higher state and local revenues in 
producing regions. This portion of the WEFA analysis is not comparable 
with the revenue-estimating methods used by the JCT or Treasury, how
ever, because it includes multiplier effects. Because this study was 
received as we were finalizing our report, we did not attempt to evaluate 
the estimates beyond this limited level. 

"Ttiese estimates are not dLM.oimu'd ti> reflect that the federal revenue losses for the provisions gen. 
erally occur before the corresponding production gains. 
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Filling the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve 
Appears More 
Effective Than Tax 
Incentives 

Belter perspective on the revenue loss figures can be gained through 
comparisons with altemative policies. For example^ we estimate that 
incremental operation and construction costs for filling the SPR, given 
current planned capacity, are about $ I per barrel.'' Although oil 
purchases would also require budget outlays, this oil would remain an 
asset of the govermnent and would be available for use in an energy 
emergency.'" While there is a cost to purchasing this inventory, the oil 
may also be sold for a higher price in future years. A capital budget of 
the type we recommend would recognize the lasting nature of invest
ments in SPR oil by showing the expenditures on oil as leading to federal 
assets of comparable value." 

Proposed tax incentives, in contrast, would have the advantage of 
increasing productive capacity, such as available equipmeni and per
sonnel. The tax incentives would also stimulate certain portions of the 
economy and would have different multiplier and trade effects than oil 
additions to the SPR that are imported. However, the tax incentives 
would also stunulate production even if there is no crisis. Such produc
tion would tend to advance the depletion of U.S. reserves, which may 
decrease long-term energy security by increasing U.S. vulnerability to an 
oil supply disruption at some point in the future. 

If the $400 lo $500 million average annual cost of all the administra
tion's proposals were instead invested in filling the SPR, approximately 
80 to 100 million barrels of oil could be added to the SPR over the next 4 
years, assuming a cost of $20 per barrel. Alternatively, if only the 
expected revenue losses due to repeal of the transfer rule and eased AMT 
treaiment of certain IDCS were invested in fiUing the SPR, approximately 
24 million barrels could be added over the next 4 years at current prices. 
This volume could sustain a drawdown rate equivalent to 25,000 to 
40,000 barrels per day—the expected combined impact of these two tax 

''Oil Reserves: An Analysis of Costa—Fast, Present, and FXiture (G.\O/RCED-87-204FS, Sept, 29, 
1987). p 14, This figure includes the cost of additional construction to reach the 760 nullion barrel 
storage level, the electricity needed to pump che oil into the reser\'c, and the mcremenial cost of 
equipment maintenance caused by the additional oil through 1997, 

'"Thus, the price of oil isonemeasureof the cost of purchase, Altematively, the costof oil purchases 
can be measured by Uie interest that the govemment ia forgomg by investirtg m oil reseires instead 
of, for example, reducing federal debt. However, if che cost of oil purchases is compared directly with 
the revenue losses due to tax incentives, as we do here, it is not neccssarj' to consider foregone 
mterest because we do not consider the Interest costs resulting fn>m the tax cuts and resultant higher 
federal debt. Foregone interest would have to be considered in an analysis of the net economic tiene
fits of storing oil. however, 

' ' Budget Issues: Reslructunng the Federal Budgei—The Capital Comtwnent tGAO/AFMD-89-52, 
Aug, 24, 1989), p. 19. 
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incentives on domestic output—for roughly 1.6 lo 26 years.'^ Moreover, 
as the market value of this oil would—in the event of an energy emer
gency—Ukely substantially exceed the initial purchase price, the initial 
investment in oil for the SPR would Ukely be more than completely offset 
by budget receipts if the oil is sold. If the oil is used for defense or other 
govemmental purposes during a crisis, it would also lead to future budg
etary savings.̂ 3 In addition, if the tax and SPR policies are compared over 
a longer period than the next 4 years, the amounts of additional oil that 
could be stored in the SPR for a cost equivalent to the tax incentives 
would be even greater than that considered here. 

Tax Incidence: Who 
Benefits From Tax 
Incentives? 

Although the tax incentives considered here are aimed at petroleum pro
ducers, basic econonuc principles suggest that much of the benefit of 
these provisions ultimately would accrue to the owners of lands with 
actual or potential petroleum reserves. In the short run—that is, where 
properties have bonus and royalty agreements in place and where sup
plies of equipment and labor are fixed—the incentives will benefit the 
producing firms and raise petroleum-sector wages and equipmeni prices. 
In the long run—over which new properties are explored and firms and 
workers enter or leave the industry in response to relative prices and 
wages—much of the benefit from the incentives is expected to be real
ized by the landowners, as market forces cause bonuses and royalties to 
rise to reflect the reduced after-tax cost of finding or extracting petro
leum reserves. In some cases these landowners would be private entities, 
while in other cases they would be federal, state, or local govemments 
or other public entities. Recognition of the distinction between the 
expected short-run and long-rim effects of the provisions and between 
their statutory and econonuc incidence is useful in understanding their 
overall effects. 

Overall, the incentives would be expected to have Uttle effect on con-
SLuners' prices for oil. Because oil prices are determined internationaUy, 

'^Alternatively, the oil oould be distributed at a more rapid rate over a shorter time period. For 
example, storage of 24 million barrels of oil would enable distribution of the equivalent of 6 percent 
of future U.S. production for 70 days. Storage of 100 million barrels would enable distribution of this 
amount for more than 9 months- fTjially, according to DOE current U.S. policy is to draw down che 
SPR at its maximum rate in the event of a large disruption. In this case the extra oil might extend this 
maximum drawdown period without affecting the drawdown rate. 

' ̂ Even in the absence of a crisis, the economka of exhaustible resources suggests that the value of 
stored oil will generally rise over cime, with the price rise at least partially offsetting the interest 
foregone by investing in the inventory. 
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they would be relatively unaffected by the increases in production pro
jected to occur due to changing U.S. tax treatment of petroleum invest
ments. This is particularly Ukely because the estimated output changes 
would generally be a few percent or less of U.S. production and even 
smaller percentages of U.S. consumption or world production. The tax 
incentives could have somewhat more effect on natural gas prices in the 
United States, due to the smaller role of foreign supplies in affecting gas 
prices. 

If capital moves to the petroleum sector from other sectors within the 
U.S. economy, there could be reductions in employment, wages, or both 
in the other sectors. Finally, to the extent that tax revenues decrease, 
other taxpayers woiUd be required to pay addilional taxes, federal 
spending would fall, federal debt would increase, or some combination 
of these effects would occur. 

Arguments For and 
Against Tax 
Incentives 

There are important arguments both for and against the proposed incen
tives. Some of these arguments apply lo all the proposals, while others 
are most important for certain lypes of proposals. 

The arguments that have been advanced in favor of incentives include 
the following. First, the incentives would tend to increase production, 
exploration and development capacity, and, to varying degrees, 
reserves. These increases could improve U.S. energy security. Second, 
petroleum exploration may share some similarities with research and 
development activities in other industries, both in terms of its risks and 
ils potential benefits (i.e., 'spillovers") to parties that do not directly 
fund the specific investments. Currently, qualified research and experi
mentation expenditures are eUgible for relatively favorable treatment 
under the federal corporate income lax. Third, increased petroleum 
activity would raise the incomes of some workers, firms, and regions. 

Arguments against the incentives include the following. First, at least in 
some cases, they may not be cost-effective measures for increasing 
energy security. To the extent that they reduce reserves that would be 
accessible in an energy emergency, they could even reduce U.S. energy 
security. Second, the risks of petroleum exploration can be reduced 
through diversification. Moreover, taxation can actually increase inves
tors' wilUngness lo take risks, under some conditions. In addition, while 
exploration activities by one firm may generate information spill
overs—that is, benefits to other firms in the form of increased knowl
edge about the likelihood of finding and producing petroleum— 
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exploration may be sufficiently encouraged by substantial existing tax 
preferences and available contracting arrangements. Also, as discussed 
in chapter 4, the petroleum industry faces relatively low effective tax 
rates on new, marginal, investments even when favorable treatment of 
research and development expenditures in other industries is consid
ered. Additional tax incentives could increase the existing favorable tax 
treatment of certain types of petroleum investments and producers, 
which could encourage activities with relatively low pretax returns— 
that is, relatively inefficient investments. FinaUy, the income gains to 
some parties would likely be largely offset by losses in terms of 
increased taxes (or reduced government services) and reduced earnings 
in other sectors of the economy. 

Modificat ions to Deplet ion ^^^ proposed modifications to percentage depletion rules would most 
j^yjgg directly benefit independenl producers, as only these producers are eli

gible to use this approach. Repeal of the transfer rule would also pro
vide some benefit to integrated firms, however, by increasing the value 
of their properties if sold to independents. Both repeal of the transfer 
rule and raising the net income limit are estimated to have relatively 
small output and tax revenue impacts. 

Advocates of repealing the transfer rule sometimes argue that indepen
dent producers may be more efficient than integrated firms, due to 
lower costs, and therefore may be able to keep marginal properties in 
production that would not be attractive to integrated firms. In addition, 
preservation of production from marginal proven properties may at 
times be more cost-effective than encouraging development of new 
properties that would be eligible for percentage depletion allowances 
and for favorable treatment of iDCs. Also, because it can be 
uneconomical—except at extremely high prices—to resume production 
from marginal properties with permanently closed wells, the argument 
that tax incentives will diminish U.S. energy security by depleting U.S. 
reserves may not apply to this proposal, since the production of the 
reserves under these wells may not occur if the wells are closed. 

Overall, however, we believe that repeal of the transfer rule is of ques
tionable cost efficiency, as estimated revenue losses of $11 lo $ 14 per 
additional barrel of production are close to the wellhead price of oil. In 
addition, if it is true that independent firms are more efficient operators 
of the wells in question, then the independents should not require 
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favorable tax treatment to maintain the production, as would be allowed 
if the transfer rule is repealed.'* 

An argument that has been made for raising the net income limit is that 
this limit reduces favorable depletion rates more on marginal wells 
(which would have relatively low net incomes) than on very profitable 
ones. The net income rule is particularly likely to affect properties in the 
event of a fall in petroleum prices. In addition, the AMT can provide some 
recapture of favorable percentage depletion treatment imder the regular 
income tax, by treating deductions in excess of the property's basis as a 
tax preference. 

An argument against repeal of the net income limit is that it ensures 
that at least a portion of the property's income wiU be subject to federal 
taxation. Also, the limit does not constrain cost depletion aUowances, 
which are more comparable with depreciation rates on most other busi
ness investments. 

Major Increases in 
Depletion Allowances 

Proposals for increasing the depletion aUowances for independents on 
all production or for allowing all producers to claim percentage deple
tion at a 27.5 percent rate on all new production had among the largest 
estimated output and revenue impacts of all the provisions considered 
by DOE in 1987 in Energy Security.'" 

On the basis of these production and revenue estimates we estimate that 
these piovisions would result in revenue losses of $3 to $5 per barrel or 
more. Over time the revenue costs of the provisions may grow, so that 
revenue losses per barrel could be close to or even greater than the price 
of oil. Thus, on cost-effectiveness grounds these provisions seem to be 
unattractive methods of increasing energy security, as they could be as 
or more expensive than direct federal purchases of oil. In contrast to a 
petroleum reserve, which consists of a lasting federal asset—except in 

'*AJlowing percentage depletion allowanc-es to be claimed only on pro\'en properties transfened 
between independents would reduce, buc not eliminate, the potential for transfers motivated only by 
tax preferences. For example, some independents may be unable to fully use percentage depletion 
deductions due to constraints unposed by average daily production levels or the AMT. Propertiea 
owned by these firms may be m()re valuable to other independents that are able to fully use per
centage depletion allowances. 

'"DOE reported m 1987 thai ihf depletion proviston applying to new production could increase oil 
industry employment by up to Bft.OfX). thereby providiiig a boost to oil region economies. DOE also 
reported that ihe pnivision cimld lead toa doubling in the number of geophysical crews and signifi
cant uicreases m dnlling ai'livity 
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the event of a crisis—the oU production subsidized by increased deple
tion allowances would be consumed as it is produced and would not be 
held for use in a crisis. 

Raising the depletion rate for independent firms but not integrated firms 
would increase the already relatively favorable treatment of indepen
dents under existing tax law. Use of cost depletion is more consistent 
with tax treatment of investments in other sectors. Raising depletion 
allowances also most directly encourages production, as opposed to 
retention of reserves, so that the long-run energy security benefit may 
be ambiguous. P*roduction, as opposed to retention, might be particularly 
encouraged if the higher depletion rates are expected to be temporary. 

Exploration and 
Development Provisions 

One economic efficiency argument for subsidizing oil exploration is that 
like certain research activities it can lead to information benefits that 
"spill over" to olher parties that do not pay for their costs. Some 
research (e.g., Peterson, 1975 and Stiglitz, 1975) suggests that these 
spillovers could lead to underinvestment in exploration, because the 
value of the exploration to society might exceed the value of the explo
ration to the party doing the exploration. In contrast, research also sug
gests that competitive behavior may lead firms to overinvest in 
exploration (e.g., Peterson, 1975 and Isaac, 1987). Although both of 
these arguments have been made, we did not find estimates of whether 
their net impact calls for larger subsidies than the petroleum industry is 
currently provided by the tax system.'" 

Some researchers and advocates of petroleum tax incentives have also 
suggested subsidizing certain activities, including petroleum exploration, 
because they are risky. This view is based on the principle that inves
tors who are risk averse will choose more certain outcomes with payoffs 
that are lower on average in preference to uncertain outcomes with 
higher average payoffs, and that tax subsidies may be necessary lo 
encourage risk-taking. Importantiy, however, this view applies to risks 
that cannot be eliminated through diversification. While the risks associ
ated with a given potential oU venture may be high, a geographicaUy 
diversified set of ventures could have significantly less risk. In addition, 
investors can also diversify financially to reduce risks from exploration 

' "Existing contracting metJiods, for example, already enable one petroleum producer to compensate 
another for the cost of exploratory drilling. These comr^TBalion agreements, however, are a very 
small fraction of firms' exploration and development costs. Accordbig to .\P\ data, these arrange
ments—termed "test hole con cri butions"—accoimted for only S7 million ofthe roughly $24 billion of 
exploration and development expenditures for the industry in the ITS in 1988. 
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and from changes in the price of oU. Finally, the effect of taxation on 
risk taking is ambiguous. Economic theory suggests that particularly 
where losses are fully deductible, taxation can actually encourage risk-
taking. We did not find estimates that indicate whether or not existing 
incentives are adequate to compensate for these risks given actual 
diversification options and tax treatment, however. 

The exploration incentives proposed by the Bush administration are 
targeted toward iixs incurred on exploratory wells. Arguments for these 
types of proposals are that (1) they are targeted lo some extent at incre
mental production, (2) they couid lead to information spillovers bene
fiting other parties, and (3) they encourage risk-taking. The provision 
relating to AMT treatment would essentially provide producers subject to 
the AMT much the same tax treatment of IDCS as producers subject only 
to the regular tax. 

One argument against the proposals that is discussed in detail in the 
next chapter is that they are targeted toward an asset type that already 
faces a marginal effective tax rate that is relatively low. Under the reg
ular income tax, for example, independent producers expense aU IDCS, SO 
that these investments face a marginal effective tax rate of zero.'̂  Inte
grated producers face a slightly higher effective tax rate because they 
cannot expense 30 percent of IDCS on successful wells; rather they must 
recover these over 5 years. By providing a tax credit for these invest
ments, the adminislration proposal would further reduce their marginal 
effective taxes rates, making them negative for more producers. 
Relaxing the AMT treatment of these expenses would also help allow 
them to offset other income. A related argument against these proposals 
is that they would reduce the cost of only one type of exploration 
investment and, therefore, would be biased in favor of drilUng over geo
logical and geophysical exploration. FinaUy, the 10-percent portion of 
the proposed credit would be a net stimulus only for producers that 
spend less than the $10 million level of investments eligible for the 10-
percent credit under the administration proposal. For firms that would 
undertake greater levels of investment even without this proposal, it 
would be, in effect, a $1 million reduction in taxes. 

' ' The marginal effective tax rates are below the statutory tax race of 34 percenl (because expensing 
generates tax deductioas in the taxable year the cosls are incurred that offset the present value of 
taxes paid or a marginal investment. Marginal effective tax rates can even be negative for indepen
dents eligible for percentage depletion allowances. Negative marginal effeciive tax rates mean that 
such investments are more profitable after ta.\es than before because ihey offset taxes due on other 
income. 
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While the administration exploration proposals focus on IDCS, olher pro
posals considered by DOE and the JCT in 1987 focus on G&G costs. An 
argument for these provisions is that they would help put the tax treat
ment of G&G costs on a comparable basis with IDCS. Currently, integrated 
firms recover G&G costs, from areas that they have not abandoned, using 
cost depletion. This can be substantially slower than the treatment of 
JDCS. Yet, both activities represent exploration investments, which to 
some extent are substitutes, DOE'S 1987 figures imply that the provisions 
it considered that are targeted at G&G investments are more cost-effec
tive than the general exploration and development tax credit, much of 
which would be expected to apply to iocs.'" AUowing independent firms 
to expense G&G costs that they would otherwise recover via percentage 
depletion could particularly encourage them to invest more in this 
activity. 

The main argument against more favorable Ireatment of G&G expenses is 
that they may already receive somewhat favorable treatment relative to 
economic rates of depreciation, which are approximated by current tax 
treatment of most business investments in other sectors. Favorable 
treatment may arise because G&G expenses can be deducted when an 
area is abandoned, rather than being depreciated in value over time 
even for unsuccessful areas. This view holds that all petroleum explora
tion activities of a firm should be regarded as one activity, rather than 
being considered on an area-by-area basis (see, for example, Stiglitz, 
1986). Finally, if percentage depletion allowances are not adjusted to 
reflect immediate recovery of G&G costs, independent firms could have 
the advantage of bolh simultaneous expensing of a cost and implicit 
recovery through percentage depletion. 

Enhanced Oil Recovery 
and Stripper Well 
Provisions 

An argument that has been advanced for an enhanced oil recovery (EOR) 
tax credit is that EOR involves innovative techniques that should be 
encouraged to promote long-run energy security. The administration 
proposal would apply only to capital investments. Thus, it would have a 
lower revenue cost than a more general credit. The proposal considered 
by the JCT in 1987 would apply only to qualified research and experi
mentation on EOR and not to commercial applications. Such research 
could provide Improved methods of reserve recovery both in the United 
Slates and abroad, thereby increasing energy security. 

' "DOE could not duplLcat*; fnr us its 1987 estimation of the output effects that we used to calculate 
these cost-effectiveness esiimat*¥i, liownver. 
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Studies of EOR potential suggest significant reserve additions may be 
possible given higher oil prices, technological advances, tax incentives, 
or combinations of these. According to DOE'S Bartlesville Project Office 
roughly 230 bilUon barrels—or 47 percent of the oil ever discovered in 
the United Stales—is held immobile in reservoir rock by viscous and 
capillary forces. This oil is the target of various EOR processes. 

Recent studies by Brashear and colleagues supported by DOE, the Inter
state Oil Compact Commission, and the states of New Mexico and 
Oklahoma examined EOR potential for these two states and the Nation as 
a whole.'^ This work also examined tax incentives that could be imple
mented at the state or federal levels. At the state level Brashear et al. 
considered eliminating state corporate income, severance, and other pro
duction taxes either (1) until all costs of the projeci had been recovered 
or (2) for the life of the project. At the federal level they considered 
raising the percentage depletion allowance to 27.5 percent, expanding 
the depletion allowance to all EOR projects (including those of integrated 
firms), and eliminating the transfer rule and net income limit. Their 
analysis also assumes that AMT provisions recapturing percentage deple
tion allowances and loc deductions would not apply. 

Brashear et al. estimated that EOR could recover 4.2 biUion barrels of 
reserves at an oil price of $20 per ban^el under the current tax syslem. 
The sludy also estimated that 10 biUion barrels could be recovered 
under current law if prices rise to $28 per barrel. With tax incentives, 
price increases to $28 per barrel, and technological advances, the study 
estimated that 20.8 billion barrels could be recovered. 

The analysis by Brashear et al. suggests that state tax incentives can 
actually lead to increased state and local tax revenues as petroleum 
activity in the states increases. In both New Mexico and Oklahoma reve
nues would initially fall, but they would then increase in later years. 
Brashear et al. also find that limiting the incentive to recovery of the 
actual costs (i.e., limiting to "payback") would be more cost-effective 
than allowing the incentive for the life of the project. The former 
approach encotirages iwost of the reserve additions gained under the 
latter approach, but with less loss of revenues. 

'""See. e.g.. J.P. Brashear, A, B«^kcr, K, Biglarbigi. and tt. M Ray. "Incentives, Technology, and EX)R: 
Potential for Increased Oil R w w r y at Lower Oil Mces," Journal of Petroleum Techntilogy, Febmary 
1989, ^ 
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At the federal level tax incentives are also estimated by Brashear et al. 
to show significant overall economic benefits to federal, state, and local 
govemments. The revenue-estimating analysis of Brashear et al., how
ever, is not consistent with the methodologies used by the JCT or the 
Treasury. For example, Brashear et al. assume that capital and labor are 
not drawn from other taxed activities, though they do consider the rev
enue loss attributable to tax breaks for EOR projects that would have 
occurred without additional incentives. In contrast, JCT and Treasury 
assume that capital and labor are drawn into tax-favored uses from 
Other taxed activities, which would imply higher revenue losses than the 
Brashear et al. assumption. 

An argument against the administration proposal, the provision consid
ered by the JCT, and the incentives considered by Brashear et al. is that 
qualified research and experimentation is already eligible for favorable 
tax treatment. According to one expert, an additional concem with the 
administration proposal is whether Alaskan North Slope activities 
would quaUfy for this tax break. This region is expected to begin using 
EOR soon, so the administration provision could be quite costly and 
would subsidize some investments that would Ukely be made without it. 
Special tax mcentives for EOR may also promote use of this method 
instead of other recovery methods that could be more efficient in the 
absence of this special tax break. Finally, EOR investments that are ori
ented toward production (as opposed to research) may not provide 
spillover information benefits of the type provided by exploration. 

Regarding stripper wells, an argument that has been advanced for addi
tional tax incentives is that these wells may be only marginaUy profit
able and hence may be shut down when oil prices fall. State regulations 
generaUy require cementing-in nonproducing weUs after a period of time 
to prevent environmental damages, such as contamination of ground
water. Thus, it can be uneconomical to resume production from affected 
areas (since new wells would have to be drilled) if oil prices eventually 
rise. In addition, as discussed in DOE'S comments on this report, stripper 
wells may be potential sites for EOR activity. There is also a historical 
precedent for treating stripper wells relatively favorably. In particular, 
these wells received relatively favorable treatment under the windfall 
profit tax. Finally, one expert suggested implementing incentives for 
research and developmenl on new technologies that would allow non-
producing stripper wells to remain open while still meeting environ
mental slandards. 
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An argument against proposals targeted at stripper weU production is 
that if stripper weU revenues do not cover operating costs, then con
tinued operation is not a productive use of resources, unless one expects 
oil prices to rise or the price of domestic oil is below the true social value 
of the oil."'* In addition, one industry expert with whom we spoke noted 
that stripper wells have limited capacity for increased output and a lim
ited role for providing increased energy security. Economic studies also 
generally find that the supply of oil from existing fields is of low respon
siveness to price. This result also impUes that large price increases 
would likely be needed to substantiaUy increase the output from 
stripper wells. 

Agency Comments and 
Our Evaluation 

DOE dis^reed with our discussion of the SPR and stated that the costs of 
additions to the SPR are higher than we indicated, DOE also believes that 
given the lime value of money and the estimated low probabUity of a 
disruption, additions to the SPR are unlikely to provide net economic ben
efits. In addition, DOE disagreed with our position that expensing of iocs 
represents a tax preference, as we have also discussed in chapter 2. DOE 
also disagreed with our observation that stripper wells have a Umited 
role in increasing energy security. IX)E notes that there are many 
stripper wells and that they represent potential sites for enhanced oil 
recovery. Finally, DOE believes that the Section 29 tax credit for pro
ducing fuel from a nonconventional source, which we did not examine, is 
an incentive that has proved to be effeciive and efficient.2' 

We believe, in contrast to DOE, that our discussion of the SPR is accurate. 
Our analysis explicitly focuses on fUUng the SPR to reach its 750 million 
barrel target faster. It shows that 80 to 100 mUlion barrels of oil could 
be added to the SPR over the next 4 years for a cost equivalent to the 
administration's proposed lax incentives, assuming a cost of additions of 
$20 per barrel. This cost is above the level assumed by a February 1990 

•̂ ''Some studies have suggested that Uiere may be a difference tjetween the price of oil and its true 
social value. For example, a 1980 DOE study suggested that it might be reasonable to pay a premium 
of $4 to $ 10 (or eauch barrel of imported oil due to ttw energy security costs imposed by imports. 
Imposition of an import fee would raise the price of domestic oil above the current level. While 
domestic oil production would also be encouraged by tax incentives, a difference between the policies 
of import fees and domestic production tax incentives Ls that import fees would discourage consirnip*-
lion, while production tax incentives would not If consumption of foreign oil imposes social costs, 
however, then on economic efficiency grounds its consumption should be discouraged, because this 
WOU Id prumote not just domestic oil production, but also adoption of other fuel-saving practices. 

•'Section 29 currently allows a tax credit equal to about $4.80 multiplied by the barrcl-of-oil 
equivalent of qualified fuels rhat are produced by the taxpayer and sold to an unrelated person 
during the taxable year. 
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DOE Study for oil purchases through fiscal year 1992. We agree with DOE 
that interest costs and probabiUties of disruption must be considered in 
assessing the net economic benefits of the SPR. Although DOE raises ques
tions about the value of expanding the SPR beyond the current target of 
750 milUon barrels, DOE does not demonstrate that additional tax incen
tives would be a more effective policy for increasing energy security 
than faster attainment of the SPR target of 750 miUion barrels. 

While there are many stripper wells, these wells produce only about 15 
percent of U.S. output. As noted in the report, however, stripper wells 
have limited surge capacity, which is why we believe they have a lim
ited role in providing increased energy security. We agree with DOE, 
however, that these wells may be potential sites for BOR and have now 
noted this explicitly (p. 48). Finally, because we focused on proposed 
incentives and not existing ones, we did not initially examine the Sectton 
29 tax credit, which was in effect at the time of our study. In response 
to DOE'S comments, however, we asked DOE to provide production and 
tax revenue estimates to support its position that the Section 29 credit 
has been efficient and effective, DOE did not provide us any such esti
mates. Our preliminary analysis suggests that the current Section 29 
credit can be fairly costly per unit of natural gas or oil produced (see 
comment 25 in app. III). 

Treasury's comments largely explained the rationale for the administra
tion's proposals. Treasury noted that the proposed incentives could pro
vide incentives for increased exploratory activity that it believes could 
ultimately increase reserves. The incentives would also provide contin
uing opportunities for skiUed personnel and strengthen small indepen
dent producers, who have been recognized leaders in exploratory 
drilling. Treasury also noted that it is difficult to quantify these and 
other benefits from the Incentives. In addition. Treasury noted that the 
administration is adding lo the SPR as part of its strategy for increasing 
U.S. energy security. 

We agree with Treasury that the proposed incentives may provide some 
benefits beyond those quantified here. We have increased our discussion 
of the reserve additions that are possible through EOR activities (pp. 46-
48). We believe, however, that the incentives have not been demon
strated to have superior energy security benefits to altemative poUcies, 
such as filling the SPR more rapidly. 
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Margurial Effective Federal Corporate Tax Rates 

The effective federal corporate tax rate faced by new, marginal, petro
leum production investments is one of the lowest found for a major 
industry due to the effects of existing petroleum tax incentives. Recenl 
studies have estimated these rates to be about half of the statutory rate 
of 34 percent for integrated firms and near zero for independent firms 
eUgible for percentage depletion. We estimated similar values, depending 
largely on the mix of assets used. 

Relatively low marginal effeciive tax rates encourage petroleum produc
tion investments to be made that have pretax retums below those of 
investments in other industries. Negative marginal rates arise because 
some petroleum investments are more profitable after taxes than before 
taxes, as they help reduce taxes on other investments. 

The low marginal effective tax rates on pietroleum production invest
ments arise largely due to the abiUty of producers to expense most or all 
intangible drilling costs (iocs), which can represent 75 to 85 percent of 
total drilling expenditures. Thus, much of the cost of an oil investment 
can be deducted from income in the year that the investment is made, 
rather than being depreciated over time as are most other business 
investments. Independent producers face lower effective tax rates than 
integrated producers because Ihey are eUgible both for total expensing 
of IDCS and because they can claim percentage depletion allowances on 
the first 1,000 barrels of average daUy production. 

Some of the proposed tax incentives would contribute to the existing 
favorable treatment of certain investments (such as drilling over geolog
ical and geophysical work) or certain types of producers (e.g., indepen
dent over integrated firms). Other proposals would reduce these types 
of favorable treatment or are neutral. By definition, however, all of the 
incentives would tend to reduce effective tax rates on the petroleum 
industr>' relative to other sectors. 

Marginal Effective 
Tax Rates Measure the 
Tax on New 
Investment 

Marginal effective tax rates measure the tax rate on new, economically 
marginal, investments. The measure considers the estimated economic 
rate of depreciation of each investment as well as the tax treatment of 
the investment in order to compare the after-tax return on the invest
ment with the before-tax return. 

Because of the numerous complexities of the tax code, effective taxes on 
income can differ substantially from statutory rates. There are two 
main types of effective tax rates: average and marginal. The average 

Page 51 GAO/GGD40-75 Pettvleum Tax Incentives 



Chapter 4 
Petroleum Investments Face Relatively Low 
MargUial Effective Federal Corporate 
Tax Rates 

effective tax rate is the ratio of taxes reported for a year divided by 
pretax income in that year. For corporations these rates are calculated 
by consulting annual reports, tax retums, or other documents. In con
trast, marginal effective tax rales reflect the tax borne by a new, mar
ginal investment and are estimated by considering the present value of 
depreciation, expensing, depletion, and tax credit provisions that can 
affect the return on an investment over its useful Ufe.' 

Marginal and average effective rates can vary in the case of petroleum 
production because marginal investments can differ from average ones 
in their basic function, timing, and mix of inputs. In the petroleum case, 
for example, investments in exploration and development face signifi
cantly different tax provisions (and hence lower marginal effective 
rates) than investments in refining and marketing. This feature is Ukely 
to be especiaUy relevant for integrated firms, which undertake a variety 
of petroleum (and nonpetroleum) activities. Timing effects can also be 
relevant because a firm that is growing or has a relatively new capital 
stock will have greater depreciation deductions than a firm with a cap
ital stock that has already been largely depreciated for tax purposes. A 
new investment by either firm, however, might face exactly the same 
marginal tax burden.' Finally, different petroleum ventures involve dif
ferent mixes of costs, such as bonuses, IDCS, and equipment. In partic
ular, marginal new properties are expected to have lower bonus shares 

' As an example, suppose investors require a 10 percent posttax return. Assume the statutory tax rate 
IS 34 percent and that IDCs can be expensed, while equipmem is deductible from taxes on the bssis of 
lis economic depreciation rate. To keep this example simple, assume that the economic depredation 
rate of both investments is zero, (The marginal effective tax rate calculations dted elsewhere in this 
report dft n « assume lero depreciation, however. The mathematics of this more general caae te con
sidered by Gravelle (1982).} We will .show that, in this example, because IDCs can be expensed, inves
tors would be willing lo invest in IDCs with only 10 percent pretax returns, while equipment 
investments would require over 15 percent pretax retums. In other words, the IDC Uivestment would 
face a marginai effective tax rate of zero, while tfw equipment would face a marginal effective tax 
rate of 34 percent. 

In this case investing SlUU in IDCs yields a SIUO immedjace tax deduction, which saves $34 in tax on 
other income. Thus, the real cust to tlie investor is $66. If the IDC investment yields $10 per year—s 
10 percent pretax retum—then after taxes the investor will net $6.60 per year, which liltewiae repre
sents a 10-percent return on the after-tax investment of S66, Pretax yields below $10 per year would 
not meet the investor's required pretax retum; tJius, the 10 percent pretax return is tlw necessary 
return on a marginal investment The marginal effective tax rate is defined as: (pretax retum -
posttax retiim)/pretax return, or for the IDC case. (10 - ,10)/.10 * 0, In contrast, $100 invested In 
equipmeni yields no imtial lax deduction, TYwrcfore, the equipment must yield SI6.16 per year belore 
taxes in order to yield the investor a 10 percent posttax return: (I - ,34) 15.1S=- 10. The marginal 
effective tax rate on the equipment is (1516 •.10)/.1616 =• .34. 

-Average rates may also change when product prices change unexpectedly. Marginal effective tax 
rates would again not necessarily change in this case, though the amounts producers are willing to 
pay for bonuses and which venture is marginal would generally change-
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and higher IDC shares than average properties.^ Thus, marginal proper-
lies will tend to have lower marginal effective tax rates because iixs 
receive more favorable tax treatment than other costs. 

Marginal effective tax rate estimates can be sensitive to assumptions 
that include the rates of inflation, depreciation, and required retums to 
investors, as well as the amounts of different types of assets used in an 
activity. Marginal effeciive tax rale estimates also generally assume 
that all deductions and credits can be used as incurred, which may not 
be the case when firms are experiencing losses.̂  For these reasons 
average effective rates over a period of time can provide further per
spective on the estimated nurginal rates. Average effective rates on 
petroleum and other industries are reported in appendix I. 

While the objective of tax neutrality (or a "level playing field")—i.e., a 
situation under which Investment decisions are not determined by tax 
considerations—implies that margmal Investments should not be dis
torted by the tax code, other objectives may also be relevant to policy
makers. The administration, industry representatives, and others have 
argued that an objective of energy security is an appropriate reason for 
encouraging petroleum investments through the tax code. This approach 
causes petroleum investments to be made that have pretax retums 
below the required return for investments elsewhere in the economy. 
The appropriate lax rates for risky investmenis are also a matter of con
troversy. Some researchers have argued that relatively risky invest
ments should face relatively lower effective tax rates.'' Theoretical 

•'To examine how taxes affect the extent of petroleum exploration and de\'elopment it is most useful 
to define the marginal Investment as one that is undertaiten or not undertaken due to changes in the 
tax law. These investments will be ones where the value of the petroleum extracted will just cover 
the drilling, extraction, and other nonbonus costs; the bonuses paid for these properties will be rela
tively low or zero. Eased tax provisions will make currently unprofitable areas worth exploring, 
while tightened lax provisions will make slightly profitable areas unprofitable. In contrast, for 
properties that are expected to be profitable with or without tax law changes, the changed law is 
assumed not to affea the exploration and development decisions, but rather to lead primarily to 
higher or lower bonuses. Thus, imder this framework, marginal properties tend to have low bonas 
shares when compared to average properties. 

""in addition, according to F^irchtgott-Roth (1989), problems can arise in aggregating marginal tax 
rales across investments with different riskiness within a firm or across different firms within an 
industry. 

'While there may be considerable nsk in an mdividual oil property, however, a set of geographically 
diversified ventures would generally have less risk. Investors can also diversify their portTolios finan
cially by investing across different firms and industries. Finally, taxation may actually encourage 
risky investment in some cases 
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taxation research also suggests that because some activities (e.g., lei
sure) cannot be taxed, and the supply and demand of different commod
ities and activities have different degrees of responsiveness to price 
changes, policymakers may wish to tax these items differently in order 
to maximize social welfare. This research can suggest, for example, 
somewhat greater taxation of commodities with supply or demand that 
is relatively unresponsive to price changes, because such taxes will 
change real output less. Finally, other nonneutralities in the tax 
system—such as treatment of housing versus nonhousing investments 
and consumption versus savings—may outweigh the importance of neu
trality among business investments. Thus, while the objective of tax 
neutrality suggests a goal of equal marginal tax rates, other distribu
tional and efficiency goals could result in more complicated objectives. 

Marginal Effective 
Tax Rates for 
Petroleum Production 
Are Below Those for 
Most Other Industries 

Marginal effective federal corporate tax rates on petroleum investments 
are lower than those in most other industries. Estimated marginal effec
tive lax rates for both integrated and independent producers are gener
ally well below the statutory rate of 34 percenl. In contrast, most other 
industries face estimated marginal effective rates near the statutory 
rate. Both uitegrated and independent producers face relatively low 
marginal tax rates due to the favorable treatment of IDCS. Eligible inde
pendent producers can also benefit from the ability to use percentage 
depletion deductions instead of cost depletion. 

The analysis here focuses on the effective rate of federal corporate 
income taxation because this is the main federal tax currently affecting 
petroleum investments. There is also some consideration, however, of 
the effects of the windfall profit lax, which was repealed in 1988. The 
analysis does not consider state severance, income, or property taxes, or 
federal and stale sales or excise taxes on gasoline or other items. 
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Table 4.1 presents marginal effective tax rate estimates published by 
Lucke and Toder in 1987, based on an approach developed and dis
cussed by CBO in 1985. The Lucke and Toder figures reflect federal cor
porate income and windfall profit tax rates" 

''The oil preiduction tax rates are based on a detailed analysis of three petroleum properties with 
hypothetical exploration and developmenl costs, success rates, production decUnes, and oil pnce sce
narios The analysis considers the tax rates for marginal properties as opposed to properties with 
large bonus payments, Lucke and Toder also model the different tax treatment of independent and 
integrated firms. The former are assumed to be eligible for percentage depletion on their marginal 
production. This assumpdon would not generally be valid for larger independents, however, due to 
Ihe 1,000 barrel average daily production limit on percentage depletion allowances. Thus, larger 
independents would tend to face lax rates between those estimated by Lucke and Toder for inte
grated and independent firms The effecta of che altemative minimum lax are also considered. For 
the nonpetroleum industries, effective tax rates are estimated based on the Hall and Jorgenson (1967) 
model of before and after tax returns to capital. This theoretical tnodel uses data on different asset 
mixes in these industries and economic assumptions about rates of return, depreaation, and infiatirm 
to estimate marginal effective tax rates. The model has been widely used by government and aca
demic researehers. The Lucke and Toder analysis assumes that new investments are financed by 
equity, all deduciioas and credtt.s can be used as incurred, the real discount rate is 8 percent, expected 
inflation is 4 percent, and that the statutory corporate tax rate faced is 34 percent 

Page as GAO/GGD-90^75 Petroleum Tax Incentives 



Chapter 4 
Petroleum investments Face RelaUvely Low 
Marginal Effective Federal Corporate 
Tax Rates 

Table 4.1: Lucke and Toder Eatimates of 
Marginal Effective Federal Corporate Tax 
Ratea Induatry 

Marginal effecttve tax rate 
(percent) 

Manufacturing 

Food and kindred products 

Tobacco manufacturers 

Textiles 

Apparel 

Lumber and wocxJ product 

Furniture and fixtures 

Paper and allied products 

Printing and publishing 

Chemicals and allied products 

Petroleum refining 

Rubber and plastic products 

Leather and leather products 

Stone, clay and glass produds 

Primary metal products 

Fabricated metal products 

Machinery, other Ihan electrical 

Electrical machinery 

Motor vehicles 

Other transporlalion eqjipnnent 

Instruments and electronics 

32 
32 
32 
30 

_33 

31 

_33 

30 

31 
31 
32 
31 
32 
33 
31 
33 

~33 

32 
27 
33 

32 

ConstT'jction 

Transptorlation 

Communications 

Public utilities 

Wholesale and retail trade 

Services 

31 
29 
2_4 

"27 

33 

31 

All industries 

Crude Oil Production (Range) 

integtaled Companies 

Independent Companies 

31 

710 24 

- 8 to 9 

Notes Figures (of crude oil production include the eHects ol a scenaiio considenng Ihe windlall piofit 
lax on crude oil production This tax has since been repealed If this scenario is not considered, Luclte 

• and Toder calculate marginal effective tax rates (oi mtegrated tirms to 156 7 to 14 peicent, and rates for 
independent tr/ms lo be - 8 to 2 percent Eflects of the corporate minimum tax are not shown See texl 
for additional details 

SoLfce Adapted from Lucke. R and E Toder.'Assessjng the U S, Federal Tax Burden on Oil and Gas 
EKUaction.' Energy Joutna'.. V 8 No 4,1987.p 61 
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The Lucke and Toder analysis suggests that petroleum production bears 
marginal effective lax rates below almost all other sectors. Marginal 
rates for integrated firms were estimated to range from 7 to 24 percent, 
while independent firms were estimated to face marginal effective rates 
of -8 to 9 percent. This range of effective tax rates moves somewhat 
lower if the scenario that assumes the 1988 world price of oil reaches 
$30 per barrel and that the windfall profit tax becomes a factor is 
excluded. This tax has been repealed but was still in effect when Lucke 
and Toder pubUshed their work. When this scenario is excluded, inde
pendent firms' marginal effective tax rates are estimated to range from 
- 8 to 2 percent under the regular tax law and from 5 to 14 percent 
under the AMT.' When the windfall profit tax scenario is excluded for 
integrated firms, marginal effective rates are estimated to range from 7 
to 14 percent under the regular tax and from 6 to 15 percent under the 
AMT. In contrast, most other industries were estimated to be near the 34 
percent statutory rate under the regular tax." 

Because marginal effective tax rate estimates can be sensitive to mod
eUng assumptions, we asked Dr. Jane G. Gravelle of the Congressional 
Research Service (CRS) to produce some additional estimates of these 
rates using a data set and computer program used in several previous 
CRS studies. One goal of this work was to address a limitation of the 
Lucke and Toder work, which was that it considered intangible driUing 
costs a form of capital for petroleum producers but did not consider 
intangible investments in other industries. To address this concem we 
provided Dr. Gravelle with estimates by Fullerton and Lyon (1988) of 
intangible capital investments in research and development (R&D) and 
advertising as percentages of the total capital stocks of mĉ jor industries. 
Although they do not represent tangible assets like equipmeni and 

' Lucke and Toder's AMT analysis does not reflect the acljusted current earnings provision of the 
AMT. Thus, it could understate the marginal effective tax rale of firms subject to the AMT. The 
adjusted current eamings provision of the AMT, however, may also allow more rapid write-off of 
IDCs than the excess IDC preference, Finaily, the Lucke and Toder AMT analysis also assumes that a 
firm stays subject to this tax regime for the life of its investment. When firms move between AMT 
and regular tax coverage over the life of an investment, the effective tax rates could be either higher 
or lower than the rates estimated when the tax re^me slays i;onstant 

'^lilcke and Toder's analysis suggests that while tax treatment of petroleum production COSLS was 
made somewhat less favorable under the regular corporate income tax of the 1986 Tax Reform Act, 
these changes were offset by lower statutory tax rates. The nel effect of these changes is an esti-
mated very small reduction in the industry's marginal effective tax rale under the regular tax, AMT 
provisions would tend to raise effective tax rates, however, particularly for independent producers. 
(Restrictions on tax shelter investments and the reduction in stacutor>' tax rales under the personal 
income tax could also affect incentives to invest in independenl firnus" aaivities.) Lucke and Toder 
also estimate that on average other industries' marginal effective tax rates under ihe regular corpo
rate incoitK tax rose slightly with the new law. In this caae leas favorable depreciation provisions and 
elimination of the investnvent tax credit are not fidly offset by the tower statutory tax rate. 
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structures, R&D and advertising can be viewed as forms of capital invest
ment because they have value that can extend beyond the year in which 
they are made. 

Table 4.2 shows the margmal effective corporate tax rates for oil and 
gas extraction and 15 other industries as calculated by Dr. Gravelle 
using the CRS capital stock model supplemented by the intangible capital 
stock estimates we provided. The rates in the first column of figures 
refiect inclusion of the BAD and advertising intangible capital stock esti
mates. The rates in the second column of figures are based on tangible 
capital (i.e., equipment, strurtures, and inventories) for all industries 
plus IDCS for the oil and gas extraction industry. The analysis here 
assumes that the oil and gas firms are integrated producers. Indepen
dent producers, which can expense all iocs and may be eligible for per
centage depletion deductions, would have lower effective rates. 

Table 4.2: Effects of Intangible Capital on 
Estimated Marginal Effective Corporate 
Tex Rates Induatry 

Agriculture 

Noapetpeteum tntanpibla capital 
Inchided Excluded 

33 33 
Mining 28 28 
Crude Oil & Gas (Integrated Firms) 
Construction 

17 
31 

_17 

~32 

Food & tobacco 
Textiles, apparel & leather 
Paper & printing 

28 33 
32 33 
30 32 

Petroleum refining 33 35 
Chemicals & rubber 26 34 
Lumber, furnilure. stone, clay & glass 
Metals & machinery 

31 34 
27 34 

Transportation equipment 

Motor vehicles 
13 
22 

35 
33 

Transportation & utilities 
Trade 
Services 

28 29 
33 35 
30 32 

Source Cong.'essional Research Service with some assumptions supplied by GAO. 

Table 4.2 shows that when R&D and advertising intangible capital is 
included in the firms' asset bases, the oil and gas extraction sector faces 
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the second lowest of the marginal rates of the 16 sectors considered." 
Including intangible capital slightly lowers the marginal effective tax 
rate for most sectors. The estimated marginal effective rate faced by the 
transportation equipment sector (which includes aerospace firms), how
ever, is less than half of its rate without this adjustment; the rate for the 
motor vehicles sector is two-thirds of its unadjusted rate. When non
petroleum intangible capital is not considered, all of the sectors except 
oil and gas face estimated marginal rates close to the statutory rate of 
34 percent. 

Our analysis of hypothetical petroleum properties suggests a wider 
range of effective lax rates than do the Lucke and Toder and CRS studies 
but is consistent overall with these studies.'" Our analysis suggests thai 
marginal effective rates are fairly sensitive to, among other things, the 
asset mixes assumed. For some types of properties, for example, we esti
mated slightly higher effective tax rates than the other studies. These 
properties had lower percentages of IDCS tuid higher fractions of deplet
able and depreciable costs than either the Lucke and Toder or CRS 
investments. For other properties we estimated lower (including more 
negative) effective rates. All of the sludies suggest, however, that com
plete or predominant expensing of iocs, as well as the percentage deple-
tittn allowance, confer .•significant tax advantages to marginal petroleum 
production investments over most other business investments. 

Marginal Effective 
Tax Rates and 
Proposed Incentives 

The proposed tax incentives would all lower effective tax rates on petro
leum development. In addition, the administration proposals would tend 
to contribute to increasing existing favorable treaiment for certain types 
of petroleum investments and producers. However, with few exceptions, 
we found a consensus among experts that petroleum exploration, devel
opment, and production should face tax policies that encourage the most 
efficient investments and firms. Marginal investments in activities that 
do not currently receivi- tax incentives generally yield higher pretax 
returns than marginal investments that already receive tax incentives. 

'The CK.'i iinalysis M.s.siimc.i ih;ii intanKibk' H&D investments woiijd all qualify for the 20 percent tax 
iTwlit, This asHumpiion pRKlme^ iui upper-bound estimate of the amount actually eligible for a credit. 
Tliii.s, thjs assumption tends 1i» pRiduie a Inwor bound for thr marginal effective tax rates nf sectors 
Willi siKnifkani jmunntsot' HAM spcndinf;. 

« 
'"Tills work WAS based on the lliili and Jorgenson (1967,) model, as was the CRS work. We considered 
altomiitivr petruk'um invcsim<'nt.s. raiiginjj fmm ones based on the I^cke and Toder a.ssumptions 
(which wi'rc fairly similar to CRS a-siumpimns) looncs with higher frai:tions of depletable and depre-
ti;il>lc<,its[,s Wcdid imi venfy iluMdnipiitcr prograrus and input data used to produce the Lucke and 
Toder and t;R.S •̂̂ Llnl̂ lh•s Wc dul (Ijseii.'.s Ltnd iuialyii' tin- methodologies and key assumptions used 
t:v tliese smdies. hnwever 
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Therefore, it may be not only more efficient in terms of private invest
ment allocation but also more cost-effective in terms of federal revenue 
losses per barrel of addilional production stimulated by an incentive to 
target incentives at such high-return activities. 

For example, proposed modifications to depletion rules reduce the effec
tive tax rates faced by independent firms, which are already below 
those of integrated firms. The modifications for iDcs affect investments 
that face marginal effective rates tmder the regular corporate tax that 
can be a few percent for integrated firms or zero for independent firms. 

The tax credit for EOR capital investments would tend to lower the tax 
rate on some capUal investments that are depreciable as well as others 
(such as [DCs and injectants) that are largely or completely expensed. 
Currently, the depreciable investments face marginal effective tax rates 
near the statutory rale for firms that are not eligible for percentage 
depletion." Lowering the tax rate on depreciable investments would 
make their tax treatment more comparable to that of investments in 
drilling activities, though favored with respect to treatment of mosl 
investments in other industries.'^ Reducing the tax rates on investments 
that are largely expensed, however, would increase their overall 
favorable treatment. 

G&G costs currently face marginal effective rates comparable to other 
(nonpetroleum) investments in cases where the G&G investments have 
relatively high probabilities of success and lower tax rates in cases with 
relatively low probabilities of success.'' However, G&G costs face higher 
tax rates than IDCS, which are in some sense a substitutable or related 
activity. Thus, tax incentives for G&G expenses could tend to equate 
treatment among related petroleum investments, though increase rela
tively favorable treatment compared to other sectors. 

' ' For firms eligible for pertentage depletion the tax rates can be much tower, 

' -Credits for depreciable investments made in stripper wells could h.ive similar effective rate charac
lerisiics, ;However, a higher fraction of siripper well investmenw may be eligible for percentage deple
tion (and hence face lower effective tax rates) than EOR investments twcaase small independent 
producers are relatively more Ukely to own stripper wells than EOR investments. 

"This siluation anses because, for example, when probabilities of success are low, G&G costs are 
deducted relatively early (as areai are abandoned) 
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Agency Comments and 
Our Evaluation 

DOE does not beUeve that extractive industries should face the same type 
of capital recovery for tax purposes as other industries. Thus, DOE does 
not beUeve that the petroleum industry currently receives favorable tax 
treatment, DOE also does not accept the marginal effective tax rate anal
yses presented in this chapter. Instead DOK cites other sludies— 
including average effective tax rate studies by API and ELA, an analysis 
by DOE, and other research studies—that it believes indicate different 
results. 

We do not agree with DOE*S view about proper lax treatment for extrac
tive industries. Our view is that expensing and percentage depletion pro
visions available to petroleum producers constitute favorable treatment 
because the cost of most other business investments is deductible for tax 
purposes over a time period that more closely corresponds to the invest
ments' productive lives. Both of these tax preferences are reflected in 
the tax expenditure analyses of the President's budget and the Joint 
Conunittee on Taxation. 

As we discuss in the texl, average effective tax rate studies—such as 
those cited by DOE and those presented in appendix I—do not indicate 
the marginal effective tax rates currently faced by new marginal pro
duction investments. Although we asked DOE for a copy of its marginal 
tax rate analysis, DOE did not provide it. Thus, we are unable to com
ment on its methodology or assumptions. The other research studies 
cited by DOE that consider marginal effective tax rates are not appro
priate for consideration here because they did not attempt to provide a 
detailed analysis of the special lax treatment of the oil and gas produc
tion Industry. 

Page 61 GAO/GGI>90-7B Petroleiun Tax IncenUves 



Chapter 5 

Petroleum Investment Abroad Explained 
Largely by Factors Other Than Taxes 

While domestic petroleum production and investment have fallen since 
the oil price decUne of 1986, exploration and production activities by 
U.S. firms have increased in many areas abroad. Our analysis suggests 
that taxes are not the major reason for the relative attractiveness of 
foreign petroleum investments. Petroleum production investments by 
U.S. firms abroad have become relatively more attractive than those in 
the U.S. largely because of the decline in the price of oU and favorable 
foreign geologic characteristics, including lower finding and develop
ment costs, in general, U.S. petroleum companies face higher average 
effective taxes on their foreign production earnings than on their 
domestic production earnings. Foreign development decisions appear to 
be driven more by cost and geologic considerations than by tax incen
tives. However, many petroleum producing countries have recently tried 
to encourage additional petroleum exploration and production by low
ering their tax rates or royalties or otherwise moderating their treat
ment of petroleum investment. These changes may lead to relatively low 
marginal tax rates on new exploration and development activities in 
some foreign countries and hence provide additional Incentives for 
investing abroad by U.S. firms. 

Factors Other Than 
Taxes Appear to 
Explain Foreign 
Petroleum Investment 

Exploration and development expenditures by U.S. firms both domesti
cally and abroad were lower in the second half of the 1980s than in the 
first half. Foreign petroleum investments, however, rebounded earlier 
after the significant fall in oil prices in 1986 than have domestic invest
ments. In this period of relatively low oil prices, the relative attractive
ness of foreign investment is largely explained by more attractive 
geolog>' and lower petroleum finding and development costs abroad. 

To understand the relative decrease in new petroleum inveslment in the 
United Slates and the increase abroad, the factors that influence invest
ment location must be considered. According to the experts we inter
viewed and literature we reviewed, investors choose among projects 
based on differences in their expecied overall financial returns—nel of 
costs and taxes—antl select projects with higher retvirns. Factors that 
affect the financial returns from petroleum projects Include the 
expected future price of oil; expected finding, development, and produc
tion costs; taxes and regulations; and the political riskiness of the Invest
ment.' With the exception of the world oil price, which affects 

' Finding and development ntsis include the geological and geophysical costs nf locating the oil plus 
the costs of drillitig wells iVir nvpUiration and development, I'roduction cost-s are the cosm of pumpi. 
the oil. 

pumping 
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petroleum Investments worldwide, these factors can vary significantly 
by location. 

Countries are endowed with different degrees of geologic promise, that 
is, with different expected costs of finding a given amount of reserves 
and producing them. In addition, there is great diversity among coun
tries in the taxes and regulations imposed on petroleum investors. Host 
governments generally try to set petroleum taxes and other charges 
with the goal of generating revenue while also encouraging investors to 
develop their resources. The political risks of unilateral revisions in con
tract terms, expropriation, and civil disorder also vary across countries. 

Evaluating a petroleum production project involves taking several fac
tors—geologic promise, taxes, royalties, regulations, and political riski
ness—into account in calculating an expected return. According to one 
group of experts, oil companies compare worldwide investment opportu
nities as follows. First, they coasider the underlying geology of a pro
posed investment, including the probabilities of discoveries of varying 
sizes and the cosls of production. Then they evaiuale the profitability of 
the project under the tax and contract terms offered. FinaUy, they weigh 
the likelihood of any adverse changes in the price of oil, taxes and regu
latory terms, and political stability during the life of the investment. 

Petroleum taxes and regulations do not appear to be the most important 
factors in determining the location of petroleum investments. While for
eign tax poUcies and other inducements can be contributing factors, 
favorable geologic characteristics, including lower petroleum finding 
and development cosLs abroad, appear to be the main factor behind the 
preference of U.S. companies to explore and develop foreign petroleum 
resources. A number of the experts we interviewed said that taxes were 
neither generally the most important influence on the location of petro
leum investments, nor were taxes responsible for the decline In U.S. 
domestic driUing activity, DOE, however, as indicated in their comments 
on this report, does believe that the U.S. system of income and produc
tion taxes and royalties is an imporlant factor in this decUne. 

Because so much of the United Slates already has been subject to exten
sive petroleum drilling and production, little oil remains that is cheap to 
find and produce. From 1980 through 1988, oil companies spent an 
average of $5.24 to find and develop a barrel of oil outside the United 
States—33 percenl less than the $7.83 It cost to find and develop a 
baTTe\ in the \3mled Slates. Oî  finding costs have declined considerably 
since the early 1980s; however, it has generally been more expensive lo 
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fmd oil in the United States than in most other oil-producing countries. 
Some petroleum experts suggest that finding costs in the United States 
are the highest of all m^or oil-producing countries. Table 5.1 provides 
estimates reported by the American Petroleum Insiitute (API) of petro
leum finding and development cost data for the United Stales and for
eign oil-producing areas for the past 11 years. 

Table 5.1: U.S. and Foreign Petroleum 
Finding and Development Coata, 1978-
198ft Year 

Average coata In dollara per barrel 
U.S. Foreign 

1978 

1979 

1980 
1981 

1982 

6,64 

11 74 

10 57 

1168 

9 86 

4 15 

6,66 

6.17 

5,59 

8.66 

1983 

1984 

9,08 

6,80 

5,25 

3,94 

1985 

1986 

8.17 

7 11 

6.38 

7 41 

1987 4 72 3,27 

1988 5.09 4 73 

Source API 

Both petroleum costs and expected future prices affect the level of U.S. 
domestic petroleum Investment, Lower oil prices since 1985 and the rel
atively high cost of U.S. supplies have encouraged U.S. oil companies to 
move their exploration and development activities to lower cost areas 
abroad. However, If oil prices rise due lo changes in foreign production 
or consumption, we would expect U.S. production to comprise a greater 
share of United States consumption because the United States does have 
addilional oil that is profitable to produce when prices are higher. 

Foreign Tax 
Treatment Is Complex 
and Varies Greatly 

Taxes and other rules governing the sharing of production and profits 
from petroleum extraction are complex and vary greatly across coun
tries. Typically, petroleum producing countries require investors to pay 
a corporate income tax on profits eamed in their country. Host govern
ments often charge a royalty for any petroleum produced in their 
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country.- In the United States royalties are paid either lo a private land
owner or to a governmeni entity. In foreign countries, govemment enti
ties generally own the petroleum resources and thus receive the 
royalties. 

Many countries where significani reserves have been found have levied 
additional special taxes on petroleum profits. Govemments often charge 
investors fees or bonuses for the right to undertake petroleum explora
tion, development, and production. Some countries rely mainly on pro
duction sharing with the company producing the oil to obtain their share 
of revenues. Occasionally, countries require that their nalional oil com
pany, or a local company, be made a partner in any inveslment. Some 
countries provide investors wilh "petroleum allowances"—specified 
volumes of production that are not taxed. In addition to the taxes and 
charges they levy on domestic production, some govemments levy 
income taxes on the foreign earnings of their citizens and corporations, 
including their foreign earnings from petroleum production. 

When taxing profits, countries allow companies to use a variety of rules 
for expensing intangible cosls—particularly drilling costs—depreciating 
tangible capital assets, and depleting reserves. Such rules may have a 
considerable impact upon the actual taxes payable. The specification of 
what are allowable costs, when cosl recovery can begin, and how rap
idly recovery proceeds can be as important to the overall burden of an 
income or other profits lax as the rate of taxation. For example, it is the 
policy of some countries to allow recovery of substantially all petroleum 
investment costs before any taxes are owed. Some of the complexity and 
variation in petroleum taxes, charges, and mles for cost recovery is 
illustrated In appendix 11. 

Because systems of petroleum tax and investment contract provisions 
are complex and varied, many factors must be considered to get a pic
ture of the overall fiscal attractiveness of a country for petroleum 
investment. In particular, statutory tax rates must be accompanied by 
extensive additional Information on lax code and investment contract 
provisions. This information includes which costs may be expensed, how 
rapidly capital investments may be depreciated, whether some produc
tion is untaxed, whether costs incurred in one petroleum investment can 
be used to offset profits earned in another, and the extent, if any, of 
production sharing. When this information is incorporated into an esti
mate of the tax on a representative investment, the effective rate of 

"Royalties are payments to tho nsource owner for the right to exploit the resource 
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income taxation may be less than the nominal rate. As noted in chapter 
4, various provisions of the U.S. lax code permit U.S. petroleum invest
ments to enjoy a marginal effective rate of federal corporate income tax 
well below the statutory tax rate of 34 percent. Some other countries' 
petroleum tax systems have similar provisions with similar implications. 

Studies by Tax Analysts, the Joint Commiltee on Taxation (JCT), and the 
Energy Information Adminislration (EIA) show that average effective 
rates of foreign income taxes on the foreign earnings of petroleum firms 
have consistently exceeded U.S. income taxes on the U.S. eamings of 
these firms. Tax Analysts considered al least two differenl classes of 
petroleum firms (i.e., firms classified as primarily extractive and one or 
two classes of integrated refining firms) from 1980 through 1987 and 
found, wilh only one exception, that foreign taxes on foreign income 
exceeded U.S. taxes on U.S. income in each case.' The JCT sludy, which 
considered large Integrated producers, found that foreign tax rates on 
foreign petroleum income exceeded U.S. Income tax rates on U.S. petro
leum income In each year between 1980 and 1983. Finally, U.S. Energy 
Information Administration (EIA) data for companies in their Financial 
Reporting System indicate the same pattem over the years 1981 to 
1988. 

We cite average, rather than marginal, effective tax rate studies here 
because we could not find marginal effective tax rale estimates for 
petroleum production investments outside the U.S. Furthermore, 
because some petroleum-producing countries rely mainly on non-tax 
instruments to obtain their share of the retums to domestic petroleum 
production, even if marginal effective tax rates were available for these 
countries, they would provide only a partial picture of the comparative 
fiscal attractiveness for investment. For example, whether a govern
ment requires that its nalional oU company or a domestically owned oil 
company participate in every foreign inveslment, requires an investor to 
meet domestic petroleum needs at below market prices, or requires pro
duction sharing can be important. Some of this information, along with 
data on statutory maiginal tax rates and royalties, is provided in 
appendix II. 

Finally, specialists in the U.S. tax treatment of foreign earnings whom 
we interviewed said that it is not curtently possible for U.S. companies 

• The one exception is caused by a very small sample of five e.xtra«?tive firms in 1985. where the 
average U,S, tax rate is skewed by one firm When this firm is deleted from the sample, the general 
result again is obtained 
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engaged in petroleum production to improve their U.S. income tax posi
tion by investing abroad. U.S. companies paying mcome taxes to foreign 
govemments currently receive credits against their U.S. income tax Ua
biUties for foreign income taxes paid, but not for their payments of roy
alties or other non-income taxes. Instead, royalty payments to resource 
owners are deductible from gross income. Treasury Department and 
other experts said that it is not possible for these companies to disguise 
royalties paid lo foreign govemments as income taxes and, thus, receive 
U.S. income tax credit for royalties paid abroad. Therefore, they do not 
believe that U.S. petroleum producers are attracted abroad by an oppor
tunity to reduce their U.S. income tax liabilities. 

U.S. tax treatment of petroleum production investments abroad is less 
generous than U.S. lax treatment of domestic petroleum production 
investments. Specifically, the U.S. corporate tax treatment of iiKs 
incurred abroad is stricter than that for IDCS incurred in the United 
States. IDCS incurred abroad on productive wells are recovered over 10 
years using straight-line amortization, or if the taxpayer prefers, using 
cost depletion.* In addition, equipment used abroad is depreciated more 
slowly for U.S. tax purposes than is equipment used in the United 
Slates. Finally, foreign production is ineUgible for percentage depletion. 
Thus, U.S. firms that actually pay U.S. taxes on their foreign income will 
generally face higher marginal effective lax rates on their new foreign 
investments than they face on their new domestic investments. In gen
eral, however, U.S. petroleiun firms tend to pay foreign taxes but not 
U.S. taxes on their foreign eamings, in part because foreign average 
effective tax rates are generally above U.S. rates. 

Although foreign average effective tax rates are generally higher than 
U.S. rates, and U.S. marginal tax rates on domestic petroleum invest
ments are relatively low compared to those on most U.S. industries, it is 
possible that some firms could face foreign marginal effective lax rates 
that are below those on some U.S. petroleum investments. Currently, 
some petroleum-producing countries allow expensing or similar 
favorable recovery of costs incurred in petroleum exploration and devel
opment. For example, in Canada all exploration costs, including G&G 
costs, are expensed. Thus, exploration costs face a marginal effective 
tax rate of zero.' The United Kingdom has levied a special surtax on 

'IDCs incurred abroad on nonpr<)ductive wells are deducuble when the well is completed, as in the 
United Stales, 

'Developmental drilling costs are recovered at the slower rate of .ItJ percent of unrecovered costs per 
year, however, so they would face a higher marginal effective tax rate. 

Page 67 GAO/GG&90.75 PetroletunTax IncenUves 



Chapter S 
Petroleum Investment Abroad Explained 
Largely by Facton Other Than Taxes 

petroleum profits, the Petroleum Revenue Tax, in addition to its corpo
rate income tax. Although the Petroleum Revenue Tax provides the bulk 
of the country's revenues from petroleum, 135 percent of a field's 
finding and development costs can be written off before any of this tax 
is owed. This feature and the abUity to deduct costs incurred in invest
ments in new fields against Income earned from earlier investments in 
other fields provide a strong incentive for the ongoing investor to under
take new exploration and development projects. Although the combined 
statutory marginal rale of the Income and petroleum revenue taxes is 
83.75 percent, because of these capital recovery provisions the U.K. gov
ernment is effectively bearing mosl of the cost of new investment. Thus, 
despite relatively high statutory tax rates, marginal effective tax rales 
may be low. 

Many Governments 
Have Recently 
Improved Their Terms 
for Petroleum 
Investment 

Following the oil price decUnes of 1985 to 1986, petroleum-producing 
countries seeking lo maintain petroleum investments in their countries 
at existing levels sought to improve their incentives for petroleum 
investment. These measures reduced their governments' total "take"" 
from petroleum production in an effort to shore up domestic petroleum 
investment in the face of falling profits. As owners of their coimtries' 
petroleum resources, many of these governments used measures in addi
tion to income tax policy to lower their total take from petroleum 
production. 

Table 11.2 m appendix 11 Indicates which of the coimtries we studied 
changed their tax and royally levies on petroleum production and the 
instruments they used. As indicated in the table, some countries, such as 
the United Kingdom and Canada, have made numerous at^justments to 
their petroleum production tax systems. 

Since 1985, for example, the Canadian federal and provincial govem
ments have adopted petroleum royalty credits and hoUdays, exploration 
and development grants and loan guarantees, cash rebates on explora
tion and development expenditures, and a sliding scale royalty system 
for marginal wells. Because royalties are generally the most important 
part of the total take in Canada, countercyclical royally holidays can 
provide a strong Incentive for prospective petroleum investors. Some 
incentives implemented by Canada's federal and provincial govemments 

''Tola] "take" refers to mt-ome tax plus royalty, severance ta.x, and other revenue^bascd payments by 
petroteum producers lo landowners and governments. 
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have recently expired or have been reduced, however, reportedly due to 
concern aboul their revenue losses. 

Agency Comments and 
Our Evaluation 

[X3E States that while geology and finding costs are important to under
standing the shift of exploration activity abroad, the U.S. tax system is 
also important, DOE bases this conclusion on several pieces of evidence, 
including its own analysis of total take, which includes royalties as well 
as taxes. 

We agree, and this report states, that taxes are one factor that can affect 
profitability and hence firms' willingness to invest. However, finding 
and development costs abroad have generally been below those in the 
United States. Average tax rales faced by firms abroad have also gener
ally been higher. Because of the variabiUty and complexity of foreign 
tax systems, we did not calculate marginal effective lax rates precisely 
for firms exploring abroad. However, we did examine selected foreign 
lax systems qualitatively. Because some coimtries allow some activities 
to be expensed or allow cost recovery over a few years, it is possible 
that marginal effective tax rales on these activities could be zero or near 
zero in these countries. In such cases, U.S. firms may have incentives to 
make Investments abroad because of somewhat lower taxes than would 
be faced on those activities in the U.S. 

DOE'S discussion of take, however, blurs the distinction between taxes 
and payments to landowners for the right to explore for and extract oil. 
Although we asked for a copy of DOE'S take analysis, DOE did not give it 
to us. Therefore, we are unable lo commenl on DOE'S methodology or 
assumptions. However, DOE'S discussion suggests that royalties and sev
erance taxes respond in a limited way to changes in profitability, DOE'S 
discussion does not recognize, though, that it is precisely the Income tax 
portion of the U.S. system that does respond to changes in profitability. 
At present, royalties, state severance taxes, and other state taxes 
imposed on oil production are deductible for federal income tax pur
poses. Thus, for taxpayers subject to the regular income tax, the federal 
govemment bears 34 percent of the costs of these payments through the 
tax system. Overall, we do not find convincing the argument that the 
federal govemment should further lower income taxes—which are 
responsive to profits—for one industry because some landowners and 
states are reluctant to lower their royalties and taxes. DOE's criticisms 
may suggest some benefits from expanding reliance on profit-based take 
systems, if the goal of the govemment is to encourage exploration and 
development when prices are low. Although increasing access to 
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reserves would have some positive effects on energy security in the 
short to medium term, it would also hasten the depletion of U.S. 
reserves, which could have negative longer run implications for U.S. 
energy security. 
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Additional tax incentives for the petroleum industry would increase oil 
and natural gas exploration, development, and production above their 
levels in the absence of the.se provisions. These features could increase 
U .S. energy security and assist the economies of regions with petroleum 
activity. We are concemed, however, about the cost-effectiveness of 
these incentives as a means of providing long-term energy security. Wo 
are also concerned with the effect on investment alUication of increasing 
relatively favorable treatment for the petroleum industry iis a whole 
and for certain types of investments and categories of producers within 
the industry. 

Energy Security and 
Tax Incentives 

A key argument in favor of petroleiun tax incentives is the potential 
gain for U.S. energy security—i.e., the reduction in the vulnerability of 
the United States to an oil supply disruption—that can occur through 
the increases in production, reserves, and exploration and development 
capacity that are encouraged to varying degrees by the types of pro-
ixjsals considered here. It is not certain, however, that additional tax 
incentives for the petroleum industry would significantly lncrea.se IT.S. 
energy security. They may have a relatively small and short-term 
impact on outpui, and they may also be less cost-effective than other 
alternatives. As an overall approach to energy security, our previous 
work has called for attention to alternative fuels, conservation, oil 
storage, international coordinalion, and a stable economic and regula
tory environmenl. 

Oil tax incentives can contribute to energy security by strengthening the 
domestic petroleum mdustry. Increased U.S. production muy also dis
courage oil disruptions by foreign producers. Increased reserves would 
provide long-term security, although because of the time needed to start 
production they not he immediately available in the event of a crisis. In 
addition, the ability to draw upon productive capacity, such as trained 
personnel and specialized equipment, would also facilitate increased 
domestic production in the event of a crisis. 

Our 1988 report and recent testimony on the world oil market found 
that while the United States and other major oil-consuming countries 
were less vulnerable to an oil crisis than they were a decade ago, the 
problems caused by oil dismptions warrant continued vigilance.' That 
report and testimtmy, as well as other studies, found that energy 

' KnerjLv Set:urity, An 0\'f n-u-w uf tlhanges in the World Oil Maricet (G AO/HCbD-SS-170. .Aug :3I, 
InSft); and^ior^y S<siinty nnd tJ^^"World Oil MarkcuGAO/T-RCKD-f>0-1 •*. \i>v. fl, 19H9), 
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security had increased over the previous decade due to favorable 
changes in the world oil market.^ These changes include more abundant 
oU supplies, an increased number of petroleum exporting countries, 
increased reliance of these exporters on petroleum revenues, and an 
increase in alternative transportation routes. These studies and others, 
however, emphasize the seriousness of continued high reliance on for
eign production.' 

Our 1988 report recommended reducing dependency on oil and vulnera
biUty to an oil crisis by focusing on the following: 

developing alternative fuels and emphasizing increased fuel efficiency in 
the transportation sector; 
continuing lo build strategic oil stocks, such as the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve (SPR), as quickly as is fiscally responsible and resolving related 
disputes with the International Energy Agency; 
adopting other standby measures, such as demand restraints, providing 
they can be shown to be effective; and 
maintaining a stable economic and regulatory environment that encour
ages investments in oil and altemative energy sources. 

That report neither specifically identified nor ruled out lax Incentives as 
an appropriate policy direction. Our recent testimony has reiterated 
these suggestions.^ 

As Congress weighs the energy security benefits of oil tax incentives it 
will be useful to compare their cost-effectiveness and other properties 
with the properties of altemative policies —including conservation, 
allemative fuels, relaxed environmental controls, and petroleum 
storage—that also could increase energy security. For example, we httve 
estimated operation and construction costs for filling the SPR, within cur
rent planned capacity, to average about $1 per barrel over the period 
1988 to 1997.̂  In addition, oil storage requires outlays for the purchase 
of the oil; however,ethis oil is a capital asset that would remain available 

-See also U.S. Department of Commeree, The Effect of Crude Oil and Refined Petroleum Product 
Imports on the National Security. 1989 

'See, forexample. American Petroleum Institute. Elnergy Seairily White Paper: U.S. Decisions and 
Global Trends, November 1988 

*The Strategic Petroleum He3er\'e Amendmenls of l9^(GAO/T-RCED-89-3S. May 4,1989); and 
Energy Security and the World Oil Market (GAO/T-RCED-90-12, .Nov, 8, 1989). 

''Oil Heserves: An Analysis of Costs—Past. Present, and Future (GAQ/RCED-87-204FS,Sept, 29, 
19871 p, 14, 
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until needed. If the estimated revenue cost of the administration's pro
posals were instead invested in filling the SPR, then approximately 80 to 
100 million barrels of oU (at a cost of $20 per barrel) could be added 
over the next 4 years. In addition, in the event that the stored oil is sold 
during a crisis, the budgetary receipts would very Ukely more than 
offset the cost of the inilial purchases." While current budget treatment 
would show the entire cost of the oil purchase at once, a capital budget 
of the type we recommend would recognize the lasting nature of invest
ments in SPR oil.̂  

Besides cost, there is anolher way that holding petroleum reserves com
pares favorably with providing tax Incentives for increased production. 
Smce cheaply exploitable petroleum resources are limited in the United 
States, incentives for greater production today—when there is no 
crisis—may not enhance long-term U.S. energy security. Tax incentives 
for current domestic production advance the timetable of use of nonre
newable U.S. oil resources and could increase our future dependence on 
foreign suppliers. Furthermore, the small to modest percentage 
increases in production anticipated from the tax Incentives discussed in 
this report may not significantly alter our vulnerabUity to dismptions. 
Many of the energy experts we interviewed said that the proposed lax 
incentives would have little or no significant impact on energy security. 
In contrast, several experts with whom we spoke emphasized the value 
of a large SPR for reducing our vulnerability to energy shocks. 

Given current technologies and costs of production, altemative fuels can 
provide only very limited protection from domestic energy supply dis
mptions. Because two-thirds of U.S. oil use is for transportation, how
ever, developmenl of cost-effective altemative fuels and increases in 
efficient use could have a significant impact on energy .security. Such 
developments also may have positive en\1ronmentaI implications. 

C o n c l u s i o n s Marginal petroleum ventures are currently taxed less than investments 
in almost all other industries. The zero tax rate faced by some petroleum 
investments, for example, encourages some activities with pretax 
returns one-third less than those of investments that face effective tax 

'To determine whether oil storage m the SPR leads to net economic benefits, one u-outd also need to 
<.t>nsider the interest expenses incurred by investments in SPR oil. Because we do not amsider the 
interest expenses caused by revenue losses arising from tax incentives, however, we do noi include 
the interest expenses incurred on SPR oil purehases here, 

^Budget Issues: Restructuring ttir Federal Budget—The Capital Component (GAO/AFMD-S9-52, 
Aug, 24.1989). pp. 18-19 
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rates near 34 f>ercent. Thus, it appears that some relatively inefficient 
investments are being encouraged by existing petroleum tax Incentives. 

We also found that certain types of exploration and development activi
ties, such as drilling, are less heavily taxed than other lypes, such as G&G 
work or investments in depreciable equipment. In addition, we found 
that independent firms are at times less heavily taxed on the same activ
ities than integrated firms. 

The proposed incentives that we reviewed appear costly for the rela
tively small to modest estimated additions to production. On the basis of 
noE's October 1989 production estimates for modification of the AMT 
treatment of certain IDCS and repeal of the transfer rule, we estimate 
revenue losses of about $3 to $14 per barrel of additional production. 
DOE's 1987 estimates imply that provisions targeted to G&G work appear 
to be more .cost effective than more general exploration and develop
ment subsidies. This result is consistent with the higher effective tax 
rate faced by G&G investments in comparison to rates faced by IDCS, 

which are a major share of explonition and development costs. How
ever, because of the difficulty of estimating output, revenue, and cost-
effectiveness figures, and the limitations of DOE'S 1987 analysis, this 
cost-effectiveness analysis should be interpreted cautiously. 

Wc also found that foreign ventures are largely encouraged by favorable 
geologic characteristics, including relatively low finding and develop
menl costs abroad. Petroleum production in the United States faces 
lower average effective tax rates than petroleum production abroad. 
However, many foreign governments have eased their tax and royalty 
treatment of petroleum production. These changes could lead to low 
marginal effective lav rates in some countries and further encourage 
U.S, firms to invest abroad. 

The V.S. govemment could use federal tax policy to cushion its domestic 
petroleum industry frt>m oil price shocks. However, the United States 
today is a high cost petroleum producer. Ifthe U.S. government were to 
adopt countercyclical federal Income tax measures specifically for the 
petroleum industry', it would be encouraging investments with relatively 
low rates of return. Furthermore, the tax reductions for petroleum pro
duction would have ri) be substantial, not marginal, in order to increase 
U.S. production by nun'e than a small amount. 
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This report focuses on the cost-efficiency In terms of federal revenue 
losses and the relative tax burden implications of additional tax incen
tives. It was not within our scope to evaluate all of the issues that could 
affect decisions on petroleum tax policy. We did not evaluate, for 
example, the distributional impacts of the incentives on different 
regions and income groups or the environmental impUcations of these 
incentives versus altemative energy poUcies. We also did not determine 
whether the current level of petroleum tax incentives is appropriate to 
compensate for factors such as risk or information spillovers. In prin
ciple, these considerations could suggest taxing the industry more or less 
than it is currently taxed. 

Some proposed incentives benefit aU production, while others, such as 
those related to exploration and new investments, tend to benefit new 
production. However, even provisions aimed at new activity—whether 
it involves drilUng or enhanced oil recovery—are likely to benefit some 
activities that would occur without these incentives. Limiting tax incen
tives to genuinely incremental production would, by definition, restrict 
the benefits only to projects that would be unprofitable given current 
prices, costs, and taxes. This would appear to be a challenge administra
tively, though it might be possible to target certain types of ventures. 
Provisions affecting types of petroleum investments not eilready favored 
by the tax code—and hence that tend to yield higher pretax retums— 
may also be more efficient in terms of both budgetary and private 
investment impacts than additional incentives for activities that already 
receive substantial tax preferences. 

We believe, however, that it is difficult to justify the proposed provi
sions on the basis of energy security. The energy security gains may not 
be long lived or cost effective. Additions to the SPR or other poUcies may 
be more cost effective and lasting in their security impacts. We also 
believe that there is not a strong basis for incentives in favor of certain 
types of petroleum exploration activities, such as drilling, versus other 
types, such as G&G work. In addition, we agree with the general con
sensus of the experts we spoke to that there is not a good economic justi
fication for differential treatment of investments by independent and 
integrated firms. With few exceptions, we found a consensus among 
experts that petroleum exploration, development, and production 
should be subject to tax policies that encourage the most efficient 
investments and firms. 
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Matters for 
Congressional 
Consideration 

Before approving additional tax incentives for petroleum investments. 
Congress should weigh carefully their costs and benefits. Given the 
expected federal revenue losses, we believe that providing additional 
tax incentives is not the most effective method of providing significant 
Increases in U.S. energy security. In addition, where the incentives ben
efit types of activities and classes of producers that are already rela
tively favored by the tax code, they will tend to encourage relatively 
inefficient investments. 

Agency Comments and 
Our Evaluation 

DOE Stated that It disagreed with m^or findings of the report and with 
our overaU conclusion that addilional tax incentives are of questionable 
merit. DOE, for example, does not believe that extractive Industries 
should face the same type of capital recovery for lax purposes as other 
Industries. Thus, DOE does not beUeve that the petroleum industry cur
rently receives favorable tax treatment, DOE also does not accept the 
marginal effective tax rale analyses presented. In addition, DOE believes 
that the U.S. tax and royalty system has been an important factor 
encouraging petroleum production investments abroad. FinaUy, DOE had 
criticisms of the report's discussions of specific tax incentives and the 
SPR. 

DOE'S comments reflect several areas of disagreement with the report. 
However, in general we beUeve that the issues raised in DOE'S comments 
do not affect the report's m^or findings or conclusions, DOE'S views on 
appropriate tax Ireatment are not consistent with leading analyses of 
tax preferences, including, for example, the tax expenditure studies of 
the President's budget and the JCT. As discussed in chapter 4 (p. 61), we 
also believe that DOE'S criticisms of the marginal effeciive tax rate anal
yses are not valid. WTiile we agree that taxes and royalties could con
tribute lo some investment abroad, we also believe—as discussed in 
chapter 5—that these investments are largely encouraged by favorable 
foreign geologic characteristics, including relatively low finding and 
development costs. As discussed in chapter 3, available data suggests 
that additional tax incentives such as those proposed by the administra
tion would not significantly increase U.S. oil production. In addition, we 
are not convinced that the U.S. govemment should modify ils income 
tax law—which does respond to profits and already favors petroleum 
producers over most other industries—if take problems arise due to roy
alties and severance taxes that are not profit based. We also believe that 
our discussion of specific incentives is accurate. Finally, while DOE'S dis
cussion of the SPR raises questions about the merits of expanding the SPR 
beyond its planned 750 million barrel level, it does not explain why 
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additional tax incentives are a letter approach to energy security than 
faster additions to reach the 750 million barrel level or alternative 
energy poUcies. 

Treasury stated that tax incentives for the domestic petroleum industry 
are an essential part of the administration's energy security policy. 
Treasury also believes that an approach that includes filUng the SPR, 
encouraging the development of altemative energy technologies, pro
moting energy conservation, and increasing tax incentives for the petro
leum industry is the best means of increasing energy security. 

Treasury's comments largely restated the administration's proposals for 
additional tax incentives and its view that these proposals are war
ranted. Treasury did not indicate significant technical disagreements 
with the report. 
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Average Effective Tax Rates 

Average effective rates of federal corporate income tax for oil and gas 
firms vary depending on the study, type of firm, and time frame consid
ered. It is particularly difficult to compare average and marginal effec
tive tax rate data in the case of the petroleum industry because the large 
petroleum firms engage In significant refining, marketing, and nonpe
troleum activities that receive different tax treatment than their petro
leum production investments. The studies we found on independent 
firms either considered very small samples or did not consider the firms' 
foreign tax payments or their windfall profit tax payments when this 
tax was in effect. Depending upon the studies and years considered, 
average effective rates for the petroleum industry were variously esti
mated to be below, near, or above those of all industries combined. In 
generalf the petroleum industry and mosl other Industries faced average 
effective tax rates below the prevaiUng statutory rates over the years 
considered. 

On the basis of data for 1988 compiled by the Citizens for Tax Justice, 
we calculated that the 13 firms they considered in the oil, gas, coal, and 
mining sector had an average effective tax rate in 1988 of 25.8 percent. 
This compares with their study's average tax rate for 250 firms in all 
industries of 26.5 percent. The Citizens for Tax Justice data reflect cur
rent federal income taxes and are based on a study of financial state
ments of miyor corporations. The data do not distinguish between the 
tax rate on the petroleum production and other activities of the compa
nies considered. 

On the basis of these data we also calculated average effective tax rates 
for the 13 companies in this sector for the years 1981 to 1985, 1986, and 
1987. For the period 198L to 1985 the sector had an average effective 
tax rate of 18.2 percent, which is above the all-firm average of 14.3 per
cent. In 1987 and 1986 our calculations show that this sector had 
average effective rates of 13.7 and 3.4 percent, which are below the 
study's averages for all firms of 21.2 and 14 percent. 

In a recent study, we estimated average effective tax rates for 1986 and 
1987 using financial statement data based on a methodology and a 
sample of firms developed in a series of reporis by the JCT.' This study 
considered taxes paid by 18 petroleum firms, of which most are large, 
integrated refiners. For 1987 these firms had a very high average effec
tive tax rate. However, this rate was substantially affected by the very 

'Tax Policy: A Companson uf Corporate and Industry EffecUve Tax R.ices(GAO/(jGD-30-fi9 May 
10, 1990), 
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large b(x>k loss reported by one firm, Texaco, which was primarily 
relaled lo ils settlement of litigation surrounding the acquisition of 
Getty Oil. If this firm is excluded from the sample of petroleum firms for 
1987,, the industry had an average effective rate of 23.9 percent. This 
rate is below the average effective rate of 27.8 percent for all 220 firms 
in 29 industries in the sample. For 1986 the 18 petroleum firms had an 
average effective tax rate of -76.2 percent, as they had negative current 
U.S. corporate taxes and positive book income. The average for all firms 
for that year was 18.6 percenl. 

We also considered studies of average effective tax rates by Tax Ana
lysts, the publisher of Tax Notes. The Tax Analysts estunates are based 
on financial statement data. Both the oil and gas extraction and petro
leum refining sectors are estimated to have average effective tax rates 
close lo the average for all industries in 1987, the most recent year 
available. Oil and gas extraction is reported by Tax Analysts to have 
higher than average effective corporate incttme tax rates for each year 
during the period 1980 lo 1986. For this sector, however, the average 
rates reported by Tax Analysts may not be representative because they 
are the average for four or five companies, and the tax rates for their 
sample companies vary substantially.- Oil refiners are estimated by Tax 
Analysis lo have average effective federal income tax rates below the 
U.S. average for each year over the period 1981 to 1986. The largest 
refiners and the refining industry as a whole slightly exceeded the 
average rate for U.S. firms in 1980 and 1987, respectively. 

Starcher (1988) calculated average effective tax rates on the basis of iRS 
data on actual tax retums. For the period 1980 to 1984, oil and gas 
extraction firms had an average effeciive federal corporate income tax 
rate of 13.1 percent. The petroleum refining industry, which includes 
the largest oil producers, had an effective rate of 13.9 percent. These 
rates represented the fourth and fifth lowest rates of the 49 industries 
considered. The average overall tax rate was about 20.0 percent over 
this period. For the year 1985 the petroleum extraction and refining 
industries had average effective federal income tax rates of 6.8 percent 
and 7.0 percent, respectively, which were the lowest of the 49 industries 
considered. The all-industry average rate in 1985 was 19.1 percent. The 
Starcher analysis may show relatively low tax rates for petroleum 
firms—which in many cases have substantial foreign operations— 

"Tax Analysts explicitly note that the 1985 data should not be viewed as representative because of 
Its small sample. In this case. Lax rates vary from a few percent for two of the five companies, w a 
few thousand percent for another Other years' samples have even fewer companies. Tax Analysts 
also include a large mtegrated oil refiner within ihe oil and gas extraction group. 
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because of the manner in which it treats foreign lax credits, however. 
Because it considers only the U.S. income taxes paid nel of foreign tax 
credits, the Starcher analysis does not reflect the foreign taxes paid on 
some of the income of these firms. 

The average effective corporate income tax rates for petroleum pro
ducers during the years 1980 to 1986 are also likely to be reduced by the 
windfall profit tax payments of the firms. This tax was another source 
of payments by the petroleum producers, and if It had not been in effect 
their income tax obligations would have been higher. 

Table 1.1 presents API estimates of average effective tax rates that 
address this issue. Three types of comparisons are made to Illustrate the 
combined average effective lax rate due to federal corporate income and 
windfall profit taxes during the period 1980-1988. The analysis com
pares a group consisting of leading oil companies with a group of 100 
large industrial firms not primarily engaged in petroleum activities.' The 
API analysis does not dislinguish between the tax rates on production 
and on refining, marketing, and nonpetroleum activities of the Itirge oil 
firms considered. 

Table 1.1: API Estimatea ol Average 
Effective Rale of Federal Corporate 
Income and Windfall Profit Tax, 1980-
1988 

Taxes compared 

Corporate income plus windfall profit taxes 

Oil tirms 

Non-oil frrms 

Corporate income tax alone 

Oil firms 

Non oil lirms 

Estimated corporate inconne tax if windfall profit tax 
had not been in effect 

Oil firms 

Non-Oil firms 

Average effective tax rates 
1980-1988 

38 7 

22 7 

20 6 

22 7 

26 4 

22 7 

1988 

30 0 

29 8 

300 

298 

30,0 

29,8 

Nole Alihough some o( the tirms m ihe nonoil group had petroleum activities, as a wtiole this group 
paid little windfall prolit tajt thus, Ihe estimated effective tax rates for ihte nan-cil group are the same m 
all three cases Similarly, because oil tirms paid negligible wmdiail profit taxes m 1988. ttieir estimated 
lax rates are the same m ati ihree cases (or 1988 

Source API 

'API's analysis considered IFtio 2(1 <iiK'umpanies over the pemxl 198Ulo 1988. Kor 1987 it excluded 
one firm (Texaco) becau.v this firm reported high pretax losses that amsiderably raised the tax rate 
uf ihc sample. 
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According to the API analysis, over the period 1980 to 1988 the large oil 
firms had a combined average effective rate of federal corporate income 
and windfall profit tax of 38.7 percent of net U.S. income before taxes. 
In contrast, non-oil firms had an average effective rate of 22.7 percent. 
This rate reflects essentially only corporate income taxes, since the non-
oil firms paid only a small amount of windfall profit taxes. In 1988 
windfall profit tax payments were negligible for oil firms, because the 
price of oil generally was below the price that triggered windfall profit 
tax payments. In this year the average combined effective rates of cor
porate and windfall profit tax for the oil and non-oil firms were 30.0 and 
29.8 percent, respectively 

If one considers federal corporate income taxes alone, oil firms had an 
average rate of 20.6 percent over the period 1980 to 1988 versus a rate 
of 22.7 percent for the non-oil firms. However, if there had been no 
windfall profit tax, then oil firm profits subject to the corporate income 
tax woiUd have been greater over the period 1980 to 1988. The final 
comparison in table 1.1 shows that in this case the average effective cor
porate tax rate for the sample of large oil firms would have been 26.4 
percent over this period. 
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Some of the complexity and variation in petroleum taxes and contract 
terms is illustrated in table II.1. The table describes taxes and regula
tions facing petroleum producers operating m the United States, 
Canada, the North Sea oil-producing countries, and some far eastem and 
South American oil-producing countries. The table also provides some 
insight into the comparative petroleum fiscal positions of 12 countries 
with petroleum production potential that may interest U.S. investors.' 
Table II.2 lists some of the changes these countries have made since 
1985 in their tax policies and contract lerms for petroleum mvestment. 

' We concentrated our analysis on countries that are not members of the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries (OPEC) because their petroteum production is more likely to respond freely to 
markel incentives than is 0r*BC production, which is influenced by quotas. Of the countries consid. 
ered here, only Ecuador and Indonesia belong to OPBC. 
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Table 11.1: Summary of Petroleum Tax Provlaiona for ttie United Statea and 11 Other Petroleum Producing Countrtea 

National dt Top corporate Income Deductions from 
Country company Petroleum contract Special petroleum tax tax rate corporata tax 
USA None Leases awarded by cash Windfall profit tax 

bonus bidding and other abolished in 1988 
metfiods 

Canada Petro- Exploration agreements 
Canada include casfi bonuses and 

work programs; 
production licenses for 
some areas require 50-
percenl Canadian 
ownership; government 
loan guarantees 'or some 
new projects 

Petroleum and Gas 
Revenue Tax wras phased 
out as of 1989 

Federal lax rate is 34 
percent of profits, 
alternative minimum tax 
rate of 20 percent for 
corporations adds back fo 
taxable income tax 
preference items arising 
from accelerated 
depreciation, percentage 
depletion, and fhe 
expensing of intangible 
drilling costs [IDCs); state 
average tax rate is 7 
percent of profits 

State income and 
severance taxes, 
royalties, most IDCs; other 
capital costs musi be 
recovered under cost or 
percentage depletion; 
independents may use 
percentage depletion for 
lease bonus and 
geological and 
geophysical (G&G) costs 
but net income limits, 
production limits, and the 
transfer rule curb their 
use. integrated firms must 
use cost depletion. 

Federal tax rate of 26 
percent, plus federal 
income surtax of 3 
percent of federal rate, 
plus province of Alberta 
\a)i rate of 15 percent, is 
43 8 percent of profits 

G&G costs and 
exploration dniling costs 
deiduclible. royalties 
deductible for provincial 
lax only, provincial income 
taxes not deductible; 10 
percent of lease 
acquisition costs net of 
previous depreciation 
recovered annually, 30 
percent of developmental 
drilling costs nel of 
previous depreciation 
recovered annually, 25 
percent of capital 
equipment costs net of 
previous depreciation 
recovered annually, 
resource allowance of 25 
percenl of corporate net 
income rs deductible for 
tederal tax 

Page 84 GAO/GGI>.9(̂ 75 Petroleum Tax Incentives 



Appendix n 
Snmmmiy of Petroleam Tax TRatment in tbe 
United States and Selected Forel^ Coontries 

Cost recovery of exploration 
expenditures 

Cost recovery of development 
expendfturoa Statutory marginal tax rate Royalties and production taxea 

Lease bonus and G&G costs 
must be recovered under cost of 
percentage depletion, 
independents may expense all 
exploratory IDCs, integrated firms 
may expense 70 percent and 
depreciate Ihe remainder over 5 
years, afl dry hole costs may be 
expens^ 

fndependents may expense aN 
development IDCs, integraied 
firms may expense 70 percent 
and depreciate the remainder 
over 5 years, tangible 
development costs must tte 
capitalized and depreciated, cost 
recovery begins wilh the start of 
production 

Federal corporate income plus 
state corporate income tax rate is 
39 percent 

Royalties vary by locafion, 
ownership, and production rate of 
field, minimum rate usually is 12,5 
percent, average state 
government severance tax rate 
for petroleum is 5 percent. 

All exploration costs, including 
G&G. recovered immediately, 
some cdsh rebates available for 
exploration expenditures 

30 percent of developmental 
dnlling costs net of previous 
depreciation recovered annually. 

Federal plus provincial corporate 
income ta^ rate, plus federal 
surtax, is 43.6 percent. 

Federal and provincial royalty 
holidays and rebates for new and 
enhanced oil recovery projects: 
royalty,rate 1-28 percenl before 
rebates, depending on well 
production rate and price of oil. 

(continued) 
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Country 

United 
Kingdom 

National oil 
company 

None 

Petroleum contract 

D'Scretionary allocation ot 
leases with cash tonus 
bids 

Special petroleum tax 

Petroleum Revenue Tax of 
75 percenl of profits on a 
field basis, deductible 
costs include exploration. 
development aod 
operating cosls and 
royalties; in addition, 35 
percent of all costs 
incurred before field is 
profilable are deductible 
("uplifl"). volume 
allowances exempt some 
production from this lax, 
safe-guards limit taxes on 
less profitable fields, 
some cross-field 
exploration costs 
deductible 

Top corporate income 
tax rate 

35 percenl of profits 

Deductions from 
corporate tax 

Petroleum Revenue Tax, 
royalties, interest. 
exploration and operating 
costs deductible, 25 
percent of capital costs 
net of previous 
depreciation recovered 
annually, cost recovery 
begins in year of 
expenditure. 
nonpetroleum deductions 
and losses do not offset 
petroleum profits 

Norway Sfafoil Discretionary leases, 
Norwegian operators get 
preferred status m lease 
awards 51 85 percent 
state plus Statoil 
pafticipation, depending 
on production rate, with 
some costs reimbursed 
for licenses issued after 
1986 

Denmark DOPAS Discretionary allocation of 
leases with cash bonus 
bids, state oil company 
participation of 10-40 
percent required 
depending on production 
rates, stale oil company's 
share of exploration cosls 
IS borne by investor 
urfless a slate owned 
company IS ihe field 
operator 

Special Tax of 30 percent 
of profils. exptoralion and 
operating costs and 
interest deductible. 
dividends and losses from 
non-oil and oil refining and 
marketing activities not 
deductible, capital costs 
depreciated over 6 years 
Irom time expenditure 
incurred, an oil allowance 
exempts 15 percent of the 
gross value of production 
from Special Tax 

Hydrocarbon Tax of 70 
percenl of profits on a 
field basis, deductions 
include corporate lax 
royalties, exploration, 
operating and interest 
cosls. depreciation of 
equipment, plus an 
allowance for 25 percent 
ol initial exploration and 
equipment cosls 'or 10 
years 

State tax rate IS 27,8 
percent and municipal tax 
rate is 23 percent of 
profits. There IS also a tax 
on corporate net worth 

40 percent ol profits 

Exploration costs, license 
lees, royalties, interest, 
dividends (from national 
lax only), 50 percent of 
losses incurred elsewhere 
can offset income from 
continental shelf 
petroleum production. 
capital depreciated over 6 
years from time 
expenditure incurred, non
petroleum deductions and 
losses do not offset 
petroleum profits; Special 
Tax not deductible 

Exploration costs before 
production begins. 
operating costs, royalties, 
interest. 30 percent of 
capital costs for 
development and 
production net ol previous 
depreciation recovered 
annually, nonpetroleum 
deductions and losses do 
not offset petroleum 
profits 
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Cost recovery of exploration 
expendHures 

All exploration costs including 
G&G deductible 

Cost recovery ol devefopment 
expenditures 

Intangible development costs 
deductible, tangible development 
costs capitalized 

Statutory marginal tax rate Royalties and production taxes 

National corporate income tax 
plus Petroleum Revenue Tax rate 
IS 83 75 percent 

Royalties abolished on most 
of-shore fields developed after 4/ 
1/82, 12 5 percent on old lields 

Either expensed or deferred until 
profits are earned 

Depreciated over 6 years from 
time expenditure incurred 

State corporate income lax rate 
of 27 8 percent plus Special Tax 
rate of 30 percent is 57,8 percent, 
municipal corporate tax rate fS 23 
percent, minimum tax rate on 
distributions is lG percenl 

Royalties abolished on fields 
developed atter 1986,8-16 
percent on old fields depending 
on production rale. 

Exploration costs before 
production begins can offset 
other income, be earned forward 
as losses, or be capitalized and 
amortized over 5 year once 
production begins. 

30 percent of capital costs for 
development and production net 
of previous depreciation 
recovered annually 

National corporate income tax 
plus Hydrocarbon Tax rate is 82 
percent 

Royalties abolished for new 
(lelds. 216 percenl on eld fields 
depending on production rate 

(continued) 

i^/. 
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Country 
National oil 
company Petroleum contract Special petroleum tax 

Top corporate income 
tax rate 

Deductions from 
corporate tax 

The DSM Negotiated prospecting, 
Netherlands exploration, and 

production licenses; state 
participation in licenses, 
at a rate of 50 percent, is 
optional 

State Protil Share of 70 
percent of profits, 
deductibles include 
royalties, exploration and 
operating cosls and 
depreciation; in addition, 
20 percenl ot annual 
operating costs {"uplift"). 
excluding royalties, and 
70 percent of the 
depreciation charge on 
fixed assets may be 
deducted, subject to 
certain limits, corporate 
income tax paid is 
credited against Special 
Profit Share, 

35 percent of profits Exploration and operating 
costs, royalties. Special 
Profit Share deductible; 
losses elsewhere may be 
used lo offset petroleum 
profits, depreciation is 
either straight-line or unit 
of production, an 
investment premium of 
12 5percent of field 
capital investment is 
deductible 

Australia None Cash bonus bidding or by 
exploration work 
commitments 

Resource Rent Tax of 40 
percent of profits on a 
project basis replaces 
excise and royalties on 
some offshore fields 
developed after 6/84, 
production is untaxed 
until a profitability 
threshold is reached, 
exploration and 
developmenl costs are 
deductible; Crude Oil 
Excise Tax on fields 
developed before 7/84 at 
75 percent in 1990 on 
large fields and lesson 
smaller fields, rate rises 
wilh the price ol oil, for 
some new fields firsl 30 
million barrels exempt, 
liquefied petroleum gas is 
excise-free. 

39 percenl ot profits. Lease acquisition costs. 
Resource Rem Tax. 
exploration cosls. 
royalties. Crude Oil Excise 
Tax, capital costs 
depreciated over 10 to 20 
years. 
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Cost recovery of exploration Cost recovery of development 
expenditures expenditures Statutory marginal tax rata Royalties and production taxea 
f̂ ây be deducfed as incurred. Development costs recovered on National corporate income tax Royally rate on a sliding scale of 

a unil of production or 14 year plus Special Profit Share is 70 0-15 percent depending on field 
straight line basis percent production rate; production 

costs, including depreciation, are 
deductible. 

Exploration costs may be Accelerated deductions are National corporate income lax Royalty rate of 10-12 5 percenl on 
deducted or earned forward. available for capital expenditures, plus Resource Rent Tax rale is fields developed before 7/84. 

63 4 percent, none on some new fields. 
negotiable on some marginal 
fields. 

(continued) 

Pa8« 69 GAO/GGI>.9&̂ 7S Petroleum Tax Incentives 



Appendix 0 
Summary of PetroleniB Tax IVeatmeat in the 
United States and Selected Foreign Countries 

Country 

Indonesia 

National oil 
company 

"T" 
Petroleum contract Special petroleum tax 

Tbp corporate income 
tax rate 

Pertamina 

Argentina YPF 

Production sharing 
Pertamina gels first 14 
percent of p.'oduction 
before cost recovery, after 
cosl recovery, oil is 
shared between company 
and Perlamina in 15 to 85 
ratio, company's share 
rises lo 20 and 25 percent 
for production from 
marginal fields and 
frontier areas 
respectively, optional 10-
percent participation by a 
domestic company with 
foreign company's 
expenses reimbursed; 
domestic sales 
requiremenl of 8 5 
percenl of gross annual 
production al full market 
price lor fiist 5 years, also 
some |0int operating 
agreements wiih 
Petamina 

Risk contracts, all 
petroleum produced is the 
properly of YPF, company 
IS reimbursed for 
petroleum at not less than 
70 percent of world 
market pnce, the balance 
IS paid to Ihe nationai and 
stale governments and to 
YPF. some jomt operating 
agreements with YPF, 
state can demand 15-50 
percent share m a field 
that an Oil company has 
developed, state 
reimburses most 
exploration and 
developmenl costs on its 
share 

Oil and Gas Contractor's 
corporate income lax is 35 
percenl of profits, plus a 
dividend tax of 20 percent 
of after-tax profits, tor an 
effective tax rateo' 48 
percent of profits, tax 
base depends on official 
General Selling Price for 
oil, which IS higher than 
market pnce 

Deductions from 
corporate tax 

Intangible drilling costs, 
interest, capital operating 
cosls recovered over 2 to 
10 years, investment tax 
credit of 17 io 20 percenl, 
Tax Incentive (a deduction 
against income tax) is 
based on investor's 
production costs and his 
shared profit oil. 

45 percent of profits; 
there IS also a tax on 
corporate net worth. 

Percentage depletion 
available for petroleum, all 
other taxes are 
deductible, depreciation 
over useful life of asset 
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Cost recovery of exploration Cost recovery of development 
expenditures expenditures Statutory marginal tax rate Royalties and production taxes 
Exploration costs are recovered Same as for exploration National corporate income fax Produclton sharing, 
out of company's share of expenditures. rate is 46 percent 
production 

When state participates it pays National corporate income lax Not collected since 1978. 
most of the exploration cosls on rate of 45 percent 
Its share 
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Country 

Brazi 

National oil 
company Petroleum contract Special petroleum tax 

Top corporate income 
tax rate 

Deductions from 
corporate tax 

Petrobraa All new risk contracting 
discontinued m 1988, 
today foreign investors 
can be operating 
contractors only; under 
existing risk contracls 
government owns all 
production, reimburses 
contractor for production 
costs when government 
deems discovery to be 
commercial. 

Colombia Ecopetrol Companies bid on 
exploration contracts and, 
if oil is found, on 
association contracts; 
company retains 40 
percent of any production, 
Ecopetrol gets 40 
percent; Ecopetrol has 
right to purchase up to 25 
percent of any oil 
company produces. 

30 percent of profits, plus Depletion allowance. 
a 10-percent surcharge on depreciation on a useful 
very high income; state life basis, 
income tax of up to 5 
percent of federal tax 
liability. 

30 percenl of profits No depletion allowance, 
royalties not deductible, 
capital expenditures 
depreciated over 5 years 

Ecuador CEPE Risk contracts, if oil is 
discovered, companies 
can recover costs from 
the government and can 
become field operators 
receiving service fees 

Oil and Gas corporate 
income tax is at 40 
percent of profits 

Depreciation over useful 
life of assets, percentage 
depletion not allowed, 
employee profit 
participation deductible. 
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Coat recovery of exploration 
expendHures 

Coat recovery of development 
expenditures Statutory marginal tax rate Royaltlea and production taxes 

National plus state corporate 
income tax rate is 31,5 percenl. 

None, 

Company pays most exploration 
costs; exploration costs 
amortized over 5 years. 

Ecopetrol pays 50 percent of 
development costs; recovery, 
same as for exploration costs. 

Nationai corporate income tax 
rate is 30 percent, tax rate on 
dividends distnbuted abroad is 
30 percenl. 

Ecopetrors share, 40 percent of 
production, plus a royalty of 20 
percent of production. 

If discoveries are made, 
companies recover exploration 
cosls from government over a S-
year period through payments in 
oil or cash at prices set by the 
government. 

Companies recover development Nalional corporate income lax 
and production capital rate is 40 percent 
investments over a 10-year 
period 

Royalty is al 18.5 percent. 
Production Shanng Tax is on a 
sliding scale depending on 
production, with highest rate 30 
percent; Employee Sharing Tax, 
on net income less the 
Production Shanng Tax. isal 15 
percenl. 
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Table 11.2: Some Recent Tax and 
Regulatory Changes Affecting 
Inveatment in Petroleum Production for 
Selected Countries 

United Stales 

Canada 

United Kingdom 

lowered corporate income lax rate Irom 46 to 34 percent 
(but retained the alternative minimum tax) beginning in 
1987 

repealed the Windfall Profit Tax in 1988 

Texas halved state severance tax rale to 2 3 percenl on 
new production using enhanced oil recovery techniques in 
1989 

Alaska raised severance taxes in 1989 

the province ol Alberta granted 1 to 5 year royalty holidays 
for oil and gas plus a 75 percent royalty tax credit against 
provincial income taxes for up to $3 million (Canadian) per 
taxpayer beginning in 1985-86 

repealed the Incremental Oil Revenue Tax ar>d began a 4-
year phase-out of the Petroleum and Gas Revenue Tax in 
1986 

the Canadian Exploration ano Development Incentive 
Program provided cash refunds for one-sixth of a 
company's 1989 exploratory and developmental intangible 
drilling costs up to a limil of $t 67 million per year, 
enacted in 1987 and ended m 1989 

adopted in 1988 the Canadian Exploratory Incentive 
Program providing refunds lor up to 30 percent of 
exploratory intangible drilling cosls up to a limit of $3 
million per applicant per year 

opened up promising new exploration acreage lo US firms 
in 1989 

• terminated federal drilling incentives ahead of schedule in 
May 1989 __ 

- scaled back provincial royalty tax credits in 1989 

continued to postpone adoption of promised federal and 
provincial project assislance for the developmenl of 
frontier oii reserves in 1989 

lowered corporate income tax rate from 50 percent to 35 
percenl twtween 1984 and 1986 (but also eliminated the 
first/ear capital allowance of 100 percent and replaced it 
with a rule whereby 25 percent of capital cosls nel of 
previous depreciation may be recovered annually) 

allowed G&G research costs and some development costs 
for one field to offset profits from other fields in 1987 

in 1987 abolished the Advance Petroleum Revenue tax and 
the requirement that the Petroleum Revenue Tax be paid 
in advance 

doubled the cumulative oil allowance for Petroleum 
Revenue Tax for some new fields in 1987 

abolished royalties on new production for onshore fields 
and some gas fields in 1987 and 1988 

lowered the cumulative oil allowance for the Petroleum 
Revenue Tax for onshore fields and for some gas fields by 
60 percenl in 1988 

(continued) 
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Norway 

Denmark 

The Netherlands 

Australia 

Indonesia 

• freed oil field sublessees from capital gains tax and made 
some cross-field operating costs deductible for the 
Petroleum Revenue Tax m 1988 

relieved foreign investors from the requirement to pay the 
stale's and the stale oil company's shares of exploration 
costs (or joint ventures in 1987 

in 1987 abolished royalties on production from fields 
developed after 1986 

lowered the Special Petroleum Tax trom 35 to 30 percent in 
1987 

granted depreciation from the start of spending rather than 
the start of producfion. provided a production credit for 
the Special Petroleum Tax (bul wittidrew the investment 
allowance or "uplift") in 1986 

in 1989 abolished royaltjes on new production and 
decreased the minimum license share reserved for the 
state oil company from 20 to 10 percent for areas lacking 
commercial discoveries 

adopted less favorable terms for investors choosing not to 
use a partly slate-owned operator for exploiting petroleum 
finds 

lowered ihe maximum corporate income tax rate from 42 to 
35 percenl in 1989 

in 1987 exempted from Crude Oil Excise Tax the first 30 
million barrels produced from some new developments 

in 1987 replaced Excise and royalties with a Resource Rent 
,Tax for projects in high-usk areas (Resource Rent 
payments are postponed until a threshold profitability is 
reached) 

reduced maximum Excise Tax on oil discovered belore 
October 1975 from 87 percent m 1985 to 75 percent in 
1987 _ 

in 1987 exempted companies from some of the exploratory 
work obligations m their petroleum contracls 

lowered corporate income tax rale from 49 to 39 percent m 
^1988 

- removed a foreign investment reslncHon requiring that all 
developmenl projects of more than $10 million (Australian) 
involve a minimum of 50 percent Australian ownership and 
control m 1988 

abolished lorced domestic allocations of crude oil and 
freed oil sales from pnce conlrols in 1988 

• increased Ihe foreign investor s share under production 
sharing for new oil in 1989 

• paid a higher pnce for oil sold to the government under 
compulsory allocation rules m 1989 

• revised formula for calculating income tax liability to the 
government by using a tax reference price for oil Ihat was 
more favorab'e to Ihe foreign investor, in 1986 and aqain 
in 1989 _ 

(continued) 
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Argentina 

- in 1989 began opening up virgin acreage previously 
reserved for the nationai oil company to exploration by 
foreign firms 

- in 1989 adopted a new mechanism for production sharing 
that guarantees the government a minimum level of 
revenues Irom new contracts but offset this with easier 
terms for defining when a field is commercial 

- repealed Ihe value-added tax for oil companies in 1989 
- lowered the top corporate oil and gas net income lax rale 

from 56 to 48 percenl {but decreased the company's pre
tax share of oil profits) in 1935-6 

• began allowing the mveslor to conlrol the field production 
level in 19B7 

- began paying its share of exploration and development 
costs under production sharing in 1987 

- began paying for oil sold under domestic sales requirement 
with hard currency in 1987 

- m 1987 increased the price paid for natural gas from 14 to 
25 percer>t of a worid crude oii reference pnce 

m 1987 increased the price paid for oil from 64 5 to 80 
percent of a world oil reference price {when the price of oil 
IS $19 per barrel or less) for fields with relatively high 
exploitation costs 

increased Ihe price paid for oil under Ihe domestic sales 
requirement in 1988 

opened more altraclive fields to foreign exploration and 
production in 1989 

Brazil 

Colombia 

in 1988 made it unconstitutional for foreign oil companies lo 
make new, direct petroleum investments 

extended the tax on private company remittances to • 
include petroleum, and tightened depreciation rules, in 
1986 

assumed control of pipelines, terminals and oil field 
production volumes m 1986 

increased the private sector's liabilities with regard lo 
depreciation and depletion in 1986 

decreed that Ecopetrol has first option to purchase up lo 
25 percenl of all oil produced by multinationals operafing 
in Colombia (but also provided for payment of a penalty 
by Ecopetrol to the country's national bank if it purchased 
less than 25 percent), m 1986 

- liberalized some conlracl provisions in 1987 
promised current incentives would be maintained or 
improved in 1988 

m 1989 announced there would be no lurlher 
nationalization ol the petroleum mdustry 

Ecuador announced decision to remove Texaco as operator of 
country's biggest oil field in 198B 

discontinued further new risk contracting with foreign firms 
in 1988 

{continued) 
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reassured foreign contractors that their existing risk 
contracts woufd be honored in 1988 

in 1989 reopened the door to foreign exploration contracts 
and considers joint ventures in areas previously resen/ed 
for state oil company exploration 
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See comment 

The Deputy Secretary of Energy 

Washington. OC 205B5 

A p r i l 23, 1990 

Mr. Victor S. Rezendes 
Director, Energy Issues 
Resources, Conununity, and 

Economic Development Division 
U.S. General Accoutitir̂ q Office 
Washington, DC 20548 

The Department of Energy (DOE) appreciates the opportunity to 
review and comment on the General Accounting Office (GAO) draft 
report entitled "Additional Petroleum Industry Tax incentives are 
of Questionable Merit." 

DOE does not agree with the report's overall conclusion that 
additional tax incentives for the petroleum industry are of 
questionable merit, nor does DOE concur in the report's basic 
findings on the following major issues; whether the capital 
recovery rules for the oil industry are overly generous, whether 
oil producers receive overly favorable tax preferences and pay 
lower effective marginal tax rates compared to other industries, 
and whether or not the U.S. tax system ia a significant factor 
affecting the recent shift toward more U.S. investment in oil 
exploration overseas. 

In DOE's judgement, the report's overall conclusion and major 
findings are not adequately supported by the data and other 
factual information presented in che report. Moreover, as 
explained below, the report relies on a flawed analysis of the 
petroleum industry's marginal tax rates, and the unfounded 
assumption that the current system of capital recovery for oil 
and gas depletion and drilling expenditures does not reflect the 
true economic value of those assets. Furtnermore, by considering 
only the effect of income taxes and not total "take" from Federal 
and State income taxes, severance taxes, and royalties, the 
report reaches unjust ified conclusions about the tax treatment of 
domestic oii and gas producers. 

Capital Recoverv and Tax Preference Issues 

The report asserts the view chat the petroleum industry and other 
producers of exhaustible reaources should receive the same form 
of capital recovery as industry in general. DOE rejects this 
view. Oil and gas reservoirs are fundamentally different from 
the plant and equipment that constitutes capital for other 
industries. Capital recovery of plant and equipment has 
traditionally been based on original cost, because that type of 
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See comment 4 

See comment 5, 

capital can be expected to be replaced at approximately original 
cost (except for inflation). Exhaustible resources such as oil 
and gas deposits, however, can be expected to be replaced only at 
a higher cost as more and more deposits are produced and 
recoverable reserves are depleted. Discovery of new reservoirs 
becomes increasingly more difficult and expensive as time passes. 
This is evident from the fact that in the United States, the 
total amount of oil and gas reserves added per well, although 
highly variable, has significantly declined during the last 20 
years. 

Another difference between exhaustible resources and plant and 
equipment is the degree of inveatment risk. Replacement of oil 
and gas reservoirs ia an extremely high risk activity. New field 
wildcat wells resulted in dry holes B6 percent of the time during 
1986-88. Replacement of plant and equipment, on the other hand, 
can be accomplished without any significant risk. 

Because of these two important distinctions. Congress has allowed 
faster capital recovery for exhaustible resources, including 
allowing recovery in excess of basis in some cases. It has 
recognized, as does DOE, that the oil and gas capital recovery 
system cannot be directly equated to that of other industries fer 
tax purposes. 

DOE also disagrees with the GAO's view that the 
tax and alternative minimum tax (AMT) treatment 
drilling costs (IDCs) constitutes an overly gen 
preference for the oil industry. Because outla 
no direct salvage value, it is not appropriate 
other fixed assets. Furthermore, any advantage 
deduction for regular tax purposes is essential 
the addback provisions of the AMT. Failure to 
the strong effect of the provisions of the AMT 
depletion and IDCs is a major flaw in this repo 
independent producers pay the AMT, 

current regular 
of intangible 
erous tax 
ys for IDCs have 
to compare them to 
gained by the IDC 
ly removed due to 
fully consider 

on both percentage 
rt, because most 

According to unpublished Department of the Treasury estimates, 
about three-fourths of all independent producers were AMT 
taxpayers in 1987, the most recent year for which data is 
available. Further, other producers were in a net operating loss 
(NOL) position. Less than one-fifth of producers were able to 
reap the full benefit of the more favorable recovery allowed for 
regular taxpayers. According to data gathered by EIA, about one-
third of the 22 largest oii companies were also subject to the 
AMT in 1988. 

Page 99 GAO/GGD-90-7S Petroleum Tax IncenUves 



Appendix Dl 
Comments FVom tbe Department of Energy 

See commenl 6 

See comment 7 

See comment 8, 

DOE also believes that the OAO has adopted an extreme poaition by 
asserting that the expensing of IDCs on unsuccessful fells is a 
form of tax preference, it is DOE's view that there is little 
economic rationale for capitalization of dry hole IDCs, and thui 
expensing is appropriate. What useful life should be used to 
capitalize an expense that has produced a dry hole with no 
current economic utility and no salvage value? In fact, because 
dry holes must tae plugged and abandoned, they can be seen as 
having a negative salvage value. 

The GAO report discusses tho tax savings that would occur if 
percentage depletion and the expensing of IDCs were eliminated. 
DOE believes that the eatimates for the tax savings, as developed 
by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) and used in the GAO 
report, are much too high. The estimated savings from repeal of 
percentage depletion is $3.8 billion during 1991-95. This total 
is not supported by recent Treasury Department data which show, 
for 1989-91, a corporate tax expenditure of S240 million and an 
individual tax expenditure of $965 million, or 51.2 billion total 
for three years of percentage depletion'. Since the total volume 
of oil and gas production is expected to decline during 1991-95, 
a reasonable 1991-95 estimate would be about $1.9 billion or 
less. The CBO's estimated savings from repeal of expensing of 
IDCs is 55.5 billion. However, the only savings to tha 
government consists of a one-time postponement of IDC deductions. 
Extrapolating from Treasury estimatea of $1.8 billion over 1989-
91 gives a considerably lower estimate of $3 billion for this 
provision. 

Marginal Effective Tax Rate Analysis 

The GAO report asserts that the oil industry in general pays much 
lower effective marginal tax rates than other industries. The 
report states that the oil industry faces extremely low or 
negative marginal tax rates, but the data presented shows average 
tax rates of 30 to 40 percent. A combination of very high 
average tax rates and negative marginal rates is extremely 
unli)tely. 

In response to the GAO report, DOE used its own oil and gas 
spreadsheet tax model to derive effective tax rates on marginal 
IDC expenditures. In general, the DOE model produced effective 
rates that are higher than those presented in the report. For 

'The Department of the Treasury's 1991 Budget Special 
Analvsis G. Table C-12. 
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marginal properties with low bonuses and relatively high IDC 
expenditures, similar to those used in the GAO analysis, the 
marginal tax rate on additional IDC expenditures varied from 12 
percent to 25 percent. As pointed out in the GAO report, the 
choice of discount and inflation rates, oil prices, taxpaying 
status (regular, AMT, or NOL), and other factors significantly 
affect this marginal rate. 

The GAO should examine the effective tax rates presented in the 
Energy Information Administration's (EIA's) Performance Profiles 
Qf Maior Enerov Producers 1988. According to this publication, 
the average effective corporate income tax rates on the worldwide 
operations of U.S. energy companies have continually exceeded 
those for the Standard & Poor's 400 (S i? 400) companies since 
1974, except in 1988 when they were about equal. This 
publication also reports that the average effective income tax 
rate of the domestic production sector of the petroleum industry 
was 39 percent in 1988. 'this rate includes both State and 
Federal income taxes, without the State taxes the rate is close 
to the statutory 34 percent. 

An update of an American Petroleum Institute study cited in the 
GAO report also shows higher average tax rates for the oil 
industry than for other industries. The report examines average 
effective tax rates during 1980-88 and notes that oil companies 
paid a much larger percentage of income as tax, a 38.7 percent 
effective rate versus only 22.7 percent for non-oil companies.' 
The API report does not consider the effective tax rates of 
independent oil and gas producers. The conclusion that can be 
reached from examining both the EIA and API data is that in most 
cases, average effective tax rates of the petroleum industry and 
its domestic production segment equal or exceed those of other 
industries. 

The GAO uses data from Luclce and Toder (1987) indicating the 
strong possibility that independent producers have negative 
marginal effective tax rates. The problem with this analysis is 
that the assumptions used for the "economic" rate of depreciation 
for IDCs and for resource depletion are basically flawed, as 
described above. One can obtain very low marginal effective tax 
rates by choosing an extended recovery schedule as the true 
economic recovery period. 

'American Petroleum Institute, "Federal Tax Burden of 
Leading Oil and Non-Oil Companies 1980-88." Background Paper, 
Washington, DC. 
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The GAO report states on page 66 that "independent producers 
expense all IDCa so that these investments face a marginal 
effective tax rate of zero." It ia true that expensing produces 
a lower after-tax economic cost of investment than does 
capitaliiation over a period of years. However, this difference 
does not imply a zero marginal rate for IDC investments. Other 
studies of marginal rates have concluded that the petroleum 
industry faces rates that are sometimes higher and sometimes 
lower than that of other industries.' 

Although not noted in the GAO study, independent oil producers 
may have had lower effective tax rates in recent years because 
many are AMT taxpayers facing a statutory rate of 20 percent 
instead of 34 percent. If independent oil and gas producers' 
marginal effective rate is near 20 percent due to the AMT, while 
other more profitable industries pay regular tax and thus have 
higher marginal effective rates, a comparison of the two 
industries would be erroneous because the definition of Income 
for each industry would be quite different. Paying 20 percent of 
a broad definition of income does not indicate preferential 
treatment compared to 34 percent of a more narrowly defined 
income. 

International Comparison 

The GAO report concludes that producers have shifted a 
significant portion of their exploration activities overseas 
almost exclusively due to non-taxation factors such as finding 
costs and favorable geology. DOE disagrees with this conclusion. 
First, we note that the report lists dozens of changes in foreign 
countries' tax and fiscal systems favorable to the oil industry, 
but the report then concludes that tax considerations have very 
little to do with the choice of location for new investment. 

DOE believes that while geology and finding costs have played an 
important role, the regressive nature of the U.S, tax system 
compared to those of other producing nations is also an important 
factor. When oil prices decline, the U.S. system adds to the 

^Allen D. Manvel, "Measuring Business Tax Rates," Tax Notes 
{January 28, 1985): pp.378-80; Don Fullerton and Andrew B. Lyon, 
"Does the Tax System Favor Investment in High-Tech or Smokestack 
Industries?" Economic Inquiry (July 1986): pp. 410-'111; Alan J. 
Auerbach, The Fair Tax Act and Corporate investment. Vol. C 
(Washington, D.C, March 1965): p 12, 
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economic burden of U.S. companies by taking an increasing share 
of oil and gas income. Thia results from two factors: the 
relatively greater reliance in the U.S. on a revenue-based 
taxation and royalty system, and the effect of the AMT. 

In the U.S., severance taxes (and royalties) are based on 
revenues, not net income. Thus, two wells producing at equal 
rates, but with vastly different costs and incomes, pay the same 
amount of severance tax and royalty. The AMT is regressive 
because a company becomes subject to it when its level of 
drilling activity generates deducti-ons that, ace greater than 65 
percent of its income. When oil prices fall, companies end up 
with lower income, resulting in greater AMT preferences, and thus 
greater AMT, unless they reduce drilling. This provision helps 
to make the oil exploration industry more cyclical and thus less 
efficient. For this reason, the President has proposed 
eliminating 80 percent of the IDC preference for the AMT. 

Another provision of the tax code that is regressive is the 50 
percent net income limitation on percentage depletion for 
independent producers. This provision limits the benefits of 
percentage depletion when they are most needed: when income is 
low due to increasing costs, falling production, or lower oil 
prices. This provision encourages early abandonment of marginal 
wells that by definition have low income compared to production. 
Further, the stated purpose of chese income-based restrictions— 
to limit tax shelter limited partnerships—is already largely 
accomplished by the passive activity loss rules and lower tax 
rates enacted as part of the Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

The Department of Energy is in the process of comparing not just 
effective income tax rates of the U.S. and various foreign 
countries, but also the total "take" including all tax and 
royalty payments. This method allows valid comparisons to be 
made because it considers all the economic factors that Influence 
exploration and production. Often, royalty payments and 
severance taxes take a larger share of cash flow than do income 
taxes. In order for its report to be complete, the GAO also 
should have analyzed the issue of total tax and royalty payments. 

The GAO report points out that effective income tax rates for 
petroleum activities are higher abroad, but fails to note that 
the difference between average tax rates in the U.S. and abroad 
has narrowed considerably. EIA data show that since 1985, the 
difference has shrunk from 25 percent to 13,6 percent. However, 
these comparisons do not reveal the relatively larger non-income 
based payments made in the U.S, nor the tendency of foreign 
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goverrunents, through their tax systems, to share more of the risK 
of exploration. DOE is attempting to take all of these financial 
criteria into account when comparing the U.S. and foreign 
systems. Our preliminary analysis reveals that the U.S. system 
compares relatively unfavorably to other countries' systems. 

The best evidence that the U.S, system of oil and gas total 
"take" is uncompetitive with that of other nations has been the 
experience of the last several yeara. When prices collapsed in 
1986, U.S. exploration activity declined far more sharply and 
remained lower than exploration in other countries. Since the 
relative difference in geology has not changed appreciably in 
such a short period, and relative finding costs have declined in 
the U.S, (see Attachment 1, and Table 5.1 in the GAO report), it 
is reasonable to assume that the take system has played a role in 
the decline in O.S. exploration. 

Further evidence that regressive taxes in the U,S. may have 
played a part in the U.S. decline in exploration comes from 
comparing the domestic and international rig counts during the 
past 14 years. As can be seen from the graph in Attachment 2, 
the U.S. rig count is far more sensitive to prices than the 
international rig count. The current system of "take" tends to 
magnify the effect of oil prices by imposing greater effective 
rates of take on low income producers than on high income 
producers• 

Many countries have responded to the drop in oil prices by 
reducing their total cake to maintain a competitive oil and gas 
industry. Unlike the U.S., Canadian provinces offer progressive 
royalty rates that vary with price, production volume, or 
production costs. Other countries, such as Denmark and Norway, 
have eliminated royalties completely. The U.K. allows no income 
taxes to be collected until all investment costs are repaid, 
thereby substantially decreasing investment risk. The U,s, has 
taken little action in response to the decline in oil prices, 
other than repeal of che windfall profit tax. That action had 
very little effect, because lower oil prices had eliminated 
assessment of the tax at the time of repeal. 

Tax Incentives 

In chapter 3, the report states that exploration ris)t can be 
significantly lessened through geographical diversity of 
prospects. Basically this is saying, "Don't put all your eggs in 
one basket." The problem with this theory is chat in all 
geographic regions, exploratory drilling is extremely risky, so 
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diversification has very limited value In reducing investment 
risk. Also, the report asserts that because IDCs are expensed, 
they have a marginal effective tax rate of zero. This statement 
is based, once again, on the incorrect assumption that IDCs have 
some generally accepted economic life, which makes immediate 
deduction a preference. 

In describing credits for stripper wells, the report states that 
stripper wella have a limited role in providing energy security 
and that continued operation of sub-narginal wells is not a 
productive use of resources unless oil prices are expected to 
rise. DOE disputes these statements. Over three-fourths of U.S. 
oil wells are stripper wells. These wells make an important 
contribution to thia nation's energy security. Also, since the 
vast majority of abandoned production in the U.S. was formerly 
stripper production, it can be argued that a proposal benefitting 
stripper wells is a good way to target tax incentives. 
Furthermore, DOE does expect oil prices to rise in the mid 1990'a 
as OPEC regains some control of the world oil market. If che 
U.S, can offer incentives to save some of the 18,000 stripper 
wells abandoned each year, many of these wells will survive until 
prices rise and the wells become economic again. Currently, 
significant stripper oil reserves are beinq abandoned. This is a 
critical problem, because once a well is abandoned, the remaining 
reserves in the ground become virtually impossible to recover. 

Another reason that stripper wells are important for energy 
security is that they are potential sites for enhanced oil 
recovery (EOR). For the U.S. to maximize recovery of its 
remaining oil, we must increasingly rely on EOF techniques. In 
order for EOR to be feasible, tbe use of existing wells is often 
necessary to avoid the costs of drilling Injection or production 
wells. Every well plugged and abandoned is one less site for 
future advanced recovery, DOE estimates that after the use of 
conventional production methods, two-thirds of che original oil 
in place will remain. Of the oil remaining in place, DOE 
estimates that some 76 billion barreia is potentially technically 
and economically recoverable. If recovered, that amount would 
meet the nat ion's energy needs for over a decade. 

One energy tax incentive that has proved to be both effective and 
efficient, buc was not considered in the GAO report, is the 
Section 29 tax credit for nonconventional fuels production. This 
credit, enacted in 1990, benefits a range of marginai oil and gas 
production including oil produced from shale or tar sands, and 
natural gas produced from tight sands, coal seams, Devonian 
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shale, geopressured brines or biomass. Unconventional gas 
production haa responded to the credit and now constitutes over 
10 percent of all natural gas production. 

The efficiency of this credit is derived from the fact that it 
rewards only the successful production of a resource that would 
not otherwise be produced in significant quantities. The credit 
is not paid to those who drill dry holes, IC also is not paid to 
conventional production which would have been produced regardless 
of the effect of the credit, The Department of Energy is 
examining the Section 29 credit in the context of its development 
of the National Energy Strategy, For environtrvental reasons, 
natural gas is expected to play an increasingly important role in 
meeting our Nation's future energy needs. 

Tn the section on the beneficiaries of tax incentives, the GAO 
report argues that since in the long run much of the value of 
incentives will accrue to landowners, tax incentives do not 
significantly benefit petroleum producers. DOE believes that 
this argument, while theoretically sound, brea)ts down because of 
resistance to change in the bonus and royalty markets. Royalty 
payments In the U.S. ars paid to private landowners who have 
traditionally received a minimum of a one-eighth royalty. 
Usually, when third party interests are involved, the total 
royalty is greater. Royalties do not respond well to market 
forces because of these traditional payment arrangements. 
Economic theory dictates that when prices fell in 1986, 
landowners, knowing that production would be less attractive for 
companies, would have accepted lower royalties and bonuses. 
There is no evidence that this occurred. Because landowners do 
not have information on Che potencial profitability of cheir 
land, they would see no incentive to ask for a lower royalty 
rate. 

Bonuses have varied more with economic conditions than royalties, 
but here too, it is difficult to argue that all of the benefit of 
tax incentives would be gained by owners of reserves. Landowners 
negotiating for bonuses suffer from che same lack of informaCion. 

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve ag an ^^Iternativp to Tax 
Incentives 

The GAO report argues that tax receipts foregone due to domestic 
production incentives could better be spent on oil for the SPR. 
In doing so, che GAO attempts to portray the SPR as an investment 
in oil, rather than a mechanism to ease the economic damage 
caused by an oil supply disruption. 
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Specifically, the GAO states that the real cost of SPR oil is 
about $1.00 per barrel—the cost of facilities development and 
operational costs. Outlays for oil are ignored because, the GAO 
concludes, sale of the oil in a disruption would bring more than 
the cost of che oil. Even if a disrupcion does not occur, it is 
noted, the Federal Government would retain an asset (the oil) 
that is growing in value. 

One important factor the report overlooked is the time value of 
money. Oil prices are predicted to rise through the 1990s, but 
few, if any, analysts predict increases that exceed what would be 
an appropriate discount race for che government's SPFt oil 
investment. The Office of Management and Budget specifies that a 
10 percent real discount rate be used in evaluating federal 
programs (or about 14-15 percent in nominal terns). A more 
moderate real discount rate of 3 to 4 percent (8-9 percent 
nominal) was proposed for SPR analyses by the Congressional 
Budget Office in Senate testimony on the Administration's 
recently released SPR studies. The range of these discount rates 
implies that oil must appreciate at least 8 percent per year in 
nominal terms, and possibly as much as 15 percent, for the oil in 
the SPR Co simply "break even" as an investment. Even if chat 
took place, the value of the oil would not be realized unless it 
were sold. 

These observations suggest that the SPR is only a good investment 
if a disruption takes place. While the GAO study seems to imply 
that there is a high degree of certainty in Che occurrence of 
such an event, in fact, ic is quite unlikely. A recent DOE-led 
SPR study noted that a disrupcion would have to exceed 10 million 
barrels per day (worldwide) and last for more than 6 months to 
exhaust the current 580 million barrel SPR, The intelligence 
conununity participants in the study assessed the likelihood of 
such an event to be less than 1 percent per year, or about 5 
percenc by the mid-1990s. Thus, to produce an expected return 
(in nominal dollars) by 1995 equal to its cost, the price of oil 
would have to rise by a factor of 20 in such a low-probability 
disruption (e.g., to $400 per barrel). 

rt follows that buying additional SPR oil in hopes of receiving 
high returns through its sale at a later date would be a poor 
investment. The oil would be unlikely to appreciate fast enough 
to retain its real value when the cime value of money is taken 
into account. Even if it did, its sale would be unlikely. 
Finally, the probability of a disruption large enough to require 

10 
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additional oil is not large enough to justify its purchase as an 
Inveatment. 

Apparent factual errora in the (3A0 report include estimates of 
SPR non-oil costs and assumptions about drawdown ratea. Storage 
and operational costs for SPR oil substantially exceed the $1 per 
barrel estimated by the GAO. The add-on for using U.S, flag 
vessels alone Is $1.25-$1.S0 per barrel. In addition, 
development costs for salt dome storage (excluding maintenance 
coats) are in the $3.50-$7.50 per barrel range, as noted in an 
April 1989 DOE atudy requested by the Congress to evaluate 
expansion of the SPR to 1 billion barrels. If above-ground tanlts 
are used, the costa may run as high aa $15 per barrel for 
construction alone. Moreover, the addition of oil above the 
Administration's current plan would not increase the SPR drawdown 
rate unless facilities are expanded beyond those associated with 
a 750 million barrel SPR, It is U,S. policy to draw down the SPR 
at a maximum rate in the event of a large disruption. This 
drawdown rate is determined by the facilities that are now 
included in che current SPR plan. 

In addition, when comparing the relative merits of further 
expansion of the SPR versus tax incentives for increased oil and 
gas production, the report fails to take into account the 
important differences that these two options have on the domestic 
economy. Additional purchases of SPR oil will result in 
increased oil imports and will worsen the Nation's balance of 
trade deficit. On the other hand, tax incentives that increase 
domestic production will have a positive effect on the trade 
deficit by displacing imports and will have a multiplier effect 
on the domestic economy through job creation and increased 
equipment purchases. 

For all of the above reasons, DOE has determined that the 
information and analysis in the report do not adequately support 
its key findings. Therefore, DOE does not concur in the report's 
conclusion that additional petroleum tax incentives are of 
questionable merit. 

Sincerely, 

Attachments 

w. Henson Moore 

i l 
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The following are GAG'S comments on the Department of Energy's letter 
dated April 23, 1990. 

GAO Cominents on 
DOE's Letter 

1. We believe our conclusions and major findings are not affected by the 
issues raised by DOE, as we discuss in detail in coryunction with DOE'S 
specific comments. The analysis of marginal tax rates we present is 
sound and consistent with widely accepted economic analysis. The view 
that the industry faces favorable capital recovery provisions is well 
accepted by leading experts. These provisions are included, for example, 
in the tax expenditure analyses of the President's budget and the jcrr. 
FinEilly, while nonfederal taxes and royaJties are one factor considered 
by firms—as noted in our report—U.S. firms' decisions to produce 
petroleum abroad appear to be largely driven by costs other than taxes. 

2. The basic goal of capital recovery provisions is to match producers' 
deductions of investment costs with producers' realization of income 
from the investments. We agree that replacement costs of reserves may 
tend to rise over time as reserves are depleted. However, this increasing 
cost of reserves also implies an increasing value of reserves that are 
owned. This increasing value is a real return to the investment in 
reserves; it is analogous to the real retum earned from altemative (non-
oil) investments. If this increase in value were to be exempted from tax
ation—as is suggested by DOE'S view—it would imply exempting real 
retums from oil investments from taxation. Such treatment is clearly 
more generous than is available for most other business activities. Thus, 
DOES view would result in petroleum investments paying less federal 
income tax than other investments. 

3. Although oil investments are risky, we would expect the market 
returns on successful wells—even without tax preferences-to compen
sate investors for unprofitable dry holes. As noted in the report (see 
p. 45), the effects of corporate taxes on risk-taking are ambiguous, (n 
some cases—such as where losses can be fully offset against income— 
taxation may actually encourage investments in risky activities. We did 
not find proof that the TIS. tax system discourages risky activities and 
therefore requires special preferences for them. Also, the dry hole rates 
for the industry as a whole are lower than for the wildcat wells cited by 
DOB (see p. 17). 

4. Congress and past administrations have, for a variety of reasons, 
allowed tax preferences for domestic petroleum production. Policy
makers have also, however, instituted the AMT and other provisions to 
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prevent petroleum producers and other taxpayers from paying little or 
no tax in years in which they have substantial income.' In practice, tax 
laws have changed over time in response, in part, to changed percep
tions of the national interest. 

5. As noted above, we and leading tax experts (as reflected, for example, 
in studies by CBO, CRS, ,ICT, and Treasury) believe that iDCs contribute to 
producing wells that have lasting value and hence receive substantial 
tax preferences under current law. The view that the AMT removes any 
advantages provided to IDC investments under the regular tax is not gen
erally true. As discussed in the report, the AMT only applies under cer
tain conditions; and when it does apply it is at a rate, 20 percent (for 
firms), substantially below the regular statutory rate of 34 percent. 
Under the AMT, IDCS incurred on dry holes can still be fully expensed. 
IDCS on successful wells are only treated as a specific AMT preference 
(the excess IDC preference) if they exceed 65 percent of net oil and gas 
income for the taxable year. In this case they are recoverable over 10 
years, which is the same ireatment allowed to IDCS incurred abroad 
under the regular lax. The acljusted current eamings provision of the 
AMT may also reduce the lax preference for some nxs; however, it can 
allow more rapid write-off of IDCS than the excess ttx: preference. 

Finally, AMT payments in 1 year can offset regular tax payments in 
future years. The report also notes that marginal effective tax rates of 
firms can vary if firms move belween the AMT and the regular income 
tax over time. For example, many of the producers now subject to the 
AMT—at 20 percent tax rates—had the advantage of deducting iocs and 
other outlays under the 46 percent statutory rates that preceded the 
Tax Reform Act of 1986. Some of the investments made would also have 
qualified for the investment tax credit. On the other hand, some firms 
may undertake new investments while subject to the AMT and realize the 
income when subject only to the regular income tax. 

6. Our report does not take the position that the tax treatment of i[)Cs 
should be revised to require capitalization of dry holes. We do, however, 
accept the view that these costs are an integral aspect of oil production 
investments and that expensing of these costs reduces marginal effec
tive lax rates on these investments. Thus, we believe the treatment of 
these costs is relevant to an analysis of potential additional tax incen
tives for these investments. 

' See. e.g., Joint CommiLiee nn TaxJition, General Ejcplanation of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, May 4, 
1987. pp. 432-436, ~ 
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The view that in principle unsuccessful wells should be capitalized has 
been recognized at least since the 1950s in the work of Arnold 
Harberger, a prominent University of Chicago public finance economist.-
It is also the basis for one method of financial accounting for petroleum 
ventures. 

The economic argument for capitalizing unsuccessful wells is that both 
these wells and successful wells represent capital investments made to 
obtain oil. Providing an immediate write-off for unsuccessful wells 
yields a lower effective tax rate on petroleum production activities than 
on alternative investments. For example, suppose a piece of equipment 
yields a 10-percent return before taxes and depreciates at a constant 
rate over 10 years. In contrast, suppose a successful oil well yields a 20-
percent retum and also depreciates al a constant rale over 10 years, but 
that only half the wells drilled are successful. Both the equipment and 
drilling venture yield equal expected before-tax retums—in this case 10 
percenl. However, with expensing of dry holes, the drilling venture 
receives favorable tax treatment, as half of the investment is written off 
immediately. This favorable treatment will encourage investments in 
drilling activities that have expected returns below the rate of 10 per
cent over the alternative inveslment in equipment. 

One approach to the iLseful life question could be lo recover dry hole 
cosls on a properly-by-property basis, using cost depletion. Finally, the 
costs of plugging the dry wells are not a particular complication to this 
example, as these costs are simply part of the cost of the venture. 

7. We have clarified our discussion in chapter 2 to reflect that the CBO 
revenue estimates refer to repeal of percentage depletion allowances 
and expensing of intangible drilling and development costs for all 
extractive industries and not just petroleum production. We also report 
DOE'S revenue estimate for repealing these preferences for the petroleum 
industry alone. 

Percentage depletion allowances, however, respond not only to produc
tion volumes but also to market prices. Thus, If prices over the period 
1991 to 1996 are above those during 1989 to 1991, this could cause 
future tax revenue losses to rise above currenl tax revenue losses, 
despite lower production. 

•̂ .\ C. Harberger, "The Taxatmn (»f Mineral Industries," (originally in Fedwal Tax Policy for Eco-
MDmic Growiti and Stabtlity. Joint Committee on the Ecxjnotnic Report, Washington! DC,) reprinted in 
Tiixauon and Welfare. A C, Harberger, cd., UnJversit}' of Chicago Press, 1978. See also Stiglitz (1986 
pp ."ilS-.-ilfi,) 
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In addition, for rocs it is not appropriate to compare the tax expenditure 
estimates with revenue estimates- For IDCS the tax expenditure esti
mates assume that the law was changed lo affect IDCS incurred in prior 
years, and not just the IDCS incurred in the years 1989 to 1991. Thus, the 
tax expenditure estimates would understate the revenue gain from 
repealing IDC expensing because the tax expenditure estimates offset the 
revenue gain on new investmenis with a loss of tax revenue from pre
vious investments. In contrast, the revenue estimates assume only new 
iDCs would be covered, We have modified our discussion of the revenue 
gains from changing the tax treaiment of IDCS, however, to explain that 
the revenue gain lo the government is largely due to a speed up of 
collections. 

8. The API data that sliow average tax rates near 40 percent for large 
integrated firms include windfall profit tax payments and also years 
when the statutory corporate tax rate was 46 percent. The other 
average effeciive lax rale studies cited in appendix 1 tend to show some
what lower rates. 

Low marginal effective tax rales arise for petroleum production invest
ments because favorable tax treaiment allows a large fraction of these 
investments to be expensed or recovered via percentage depletion, 
thereby reducing current-year taxes that would otherwise be paid. 
Taxes that are ultimately paid on the new investment in the future then 
have a relatively low present value. 

There are many reasons that average rates for a firm can differ from 
marginal rates on a particular activity of the firm—such as petroleum 
production—as discussed in the report. These reasons include the rela
tive importance of production and other activities of the firms, the 
extent of new investment, the timing of deductions and income, and the 
effects of unexpected price changes. For instance, in the example in 
footnote 1 in chapter 4, the firm pays zero tax in present value terms 
with expensing, though in most years it may have an average effective 
rate close to the statutory rate. 

9. Although in response to DOE'S comments we asked for a copy of DOE'S 
spreadsheet analysis, DOE did not provide us with one. Thus, we were 
imable lo evaiuale the assumptions and methodology used by DOE. 

10. The view that petroleum firms pay high worldwide rates of tax is 
consistent with our findings. Worldwide rates of tax are increased by 
high foreign taxes. Both the worldwide and domestic rates cited by DOK 
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from the EIA report include both current and deferred taxes. Some ofthe 
deferred taxes will not be paid for years, due to favorable write-off pro
visions for petroleum activities. 

11. Appendix I of our report has been updated to reflect the new API 
study. The API tax rates cited by DOE include payments on the windfall 
profit lax, which is no longer in effect. They also reflect federal income 
tax payments prior to 1986 tax reforms, which rolled back accelerated 
depreciation provisions for most industries. The API study does not spe
cifically address the production segment of domestic operations, and the 
EIA study reports deferred taxes as well as current taxes. Neither study 
focuses on independent producers or new investments. Thus, they do 
not indicate the current marginal effective tax rates on new domestic 
production investments. 

12. Lucke and Toder's analysis assumes a 10 percent annual production 
decline. We discussed this assumption wilh DOE and industry experts, 
who agreed that it is reasonable. We used the same assumption in evalu
ating the costs per barrel of the proposed incentives in chapter 3. If pro
duction declines are faster, and production periods are shorter, the tax 
incentives examined in chapter 3 would generally lead to greater tax 
revenue losses per barrel than we reported. 

13. The complete sentence quoted includes the words "under the regular 
income tax" (p. 45). A standard mathematical result in the economics of 
taxation is that expensing usually generates a zero marginal tax rale.^ A 
footnote to the sentence quoted also explains that firms eligible for per
centage depletion may actually have a negative marginal tax rate. The 
treatment of iocs—and slightly higher marginal effective tax rates—for 
integrated firms is explained in the sentence following the one quoted, 
and the effects of the .\MT are noted repeatedly in the report. 

The three studies cited by DOE in the footnote all rely on the sEime basic 
approach and data set. These studies provided broad coverage of many 
industries wilhout substantial detail on any one industry. Thus, 
according to the researchers principally responsible for them, the 
models used in these studies did not reflect the specific tax provisions— 
such as expensing of IDCS or percentage depletion allowances—that can 
apply lo petroleum production investments. In addition, these studies 
were conducted before enactment of the current tax law and hence do 

•'For a general proof see, forexample, Gravelle (1982. p. B); for an example, see footnote I in chapter 
4 of this report. 
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not consider it. For these reasons these studies were not discussed in our 
report. 

14. DOE'S comment assumes that for the analyses cited in the report the 
definition of income varies depending on whether firms are subject lo 
the AMT or only the regular lax. This is not the case. The sludies used in 
our report are based on economic income (for the marginal tax rale 
studies) and financial statement income (for the average tax rate 
studies). These definitions of income do not change at all based on 
whether or not the taxpayer is subject to the AMT. 

15. The report stales that US, producers appear to be making petroleum 
production investments abroad, rather than in the United States, largely 
because of factors other than taxes. This conclusion is supported by the 
facts that (1) finding and development costs have generally been lower 
abroad than in the United States, (2) foreign taxes paid by U.S. petro
leum producers on earnings abroad are consistently much higher than 
their taxes on domestic production earnings, and (3) the U.S. corporate 
tax—which may be paid by some U.S. firms on their foreign opera
tions—has higher marginal effective rates on investments abroad than 
on domestic investments. Our finding is also consistent with the views of 
a number of the experts with whom we spoke. The report does note that 
recently many foreign govemments have made their tax and royalty 
provisions more favorable in response to lower world oil prices and that 
these could provide additional incentives for investments abroad. 

16. Royalties (which are paid to private and public landowners) and 
severance taxes (which are paid to states) do not vary directly with 
changes in net income. Thus these assessments—although proportional 
to their respective bases (typically, revenues)—may represent larger 
shares of net income at low oil prices than at high prices. However, DOE'S 
discussion, which treats royalties as leading to a "regressive" system, 
blurs the distinction between royalties—a payment lo landowners for 
an input—and taxes. Other industries also continue to pay for inputs 
when product prices fall. Moreover, because royalty payments respond 
directly to product prices, they may be more responsive to product 
prices than are the input prices paid by most other industries. While we 
agree that fixed royalty rates may lead to larger cyclical swings in 
exploration activity than profit sharing agreements, it is precisely the 
income tax component of the U.S. "take" system that is based on profits. 

We aiso agree that the AMT may become the operative tax system for 
some firms when profits are low. It is possible that firms would thus 
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face higher marginal effective tax rates when profits are low than when 
profits are high, which could contribute to cyclical behavior. However, 
the effective tax rate faced in this case is still generally less than that 
faced by olher industries. 

The AMT offsets certain lax preferences received by petroleum pro
ducers, other firms, and individuals. However, the tax treatment il 
imposes on iocs only applies to successful wells; thus, there is no capital
ization of dry hole IDCS. Under the AMT the IDCS incurred on successful 
wells are treated more or less comparably wilh investments in other 
industries under the regular income tax, i.e., they are deducted roughly 
comparably to economic depreciation. Whereas most other investments 
would face such depreciation while subject to 34 percent regular tax 
rates, IDC investments face this treatment when subject to lower (20 per
cent) AMT rates. 

17. The fact that the net income limit reduces percentage depletion 
allowances on marginal wells and when prices fall is recognized in the 
report, as is the argument that the AMT also recaptures some of the 
favorable percentage depletion treatment under the regular Income tax. 
However, the net income limit does not constrain cost depletion 
allowances, which are more comparable lo the depreciation provisions 
available to investments outside of petroleum production. We agree that 
the Tax Reform Act of 1986 has discours^ed tax shelter activities. 
Whether production from marginal wells should be prolonged is difficult 
to judge without cost-effectiveness estimates. As noted in the report 
(p. 34), DOE has not released production estimates for modifying the net 
income limit, so we did not estimate the cost-effectiveness of this 
proposal, 

18. We agree that royalty payments and nonfederal taxes could affect 
petroleum investment decisions. Our analysis focused on federal taxa
tion and determined that these taxes were not the principal cause for 
investment being relatively more attractive abroad. 

19. In 1985 foreign production faced average effective tax rates of 68.9 
percent while domestic production faced taxes of 44.4 percent, 
according to EIA. This is an absolute difference of 24.5 percent and a 
relative percentage difference of more than 55 percent. By 1988 the 
comparable figures were foreign taxes of 49 percent and U.S. taxes of 
354 percent—an absolute difference of 136 percent and a relative per
centage difference of 38 percent. Because of the effecls of various cap
ital recovery provisions for petroleum production, we believe that these 
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rates do not generally indicate the marginal effective tax rate on new 
petroleum investments. Nevertheless, they do not make the case that 
petroleum investments are being attracted abroad because of favorable 
tax treatment. Moreover, according to the EIA repoit that is the source of 
these data, half of the fall in average effective tax rates abroad was due 
to "a decrease in the relative importance of the high-tax-rate petroleum 
production segment."^ Thus, only a portion of the decline in the average 
effective foreign tax rates is due to changes in foreign tax policy. 

In response to DOE'S comments we asked for a copy of the analysis 
referred to by DOE. Because DOE did not provide us with a copy, how
ever, we were imable to evaluate their analysis. 

20. The sharp decline in U.S. exploration activity when oil prices fell can 
be explained by the relatively high cost of finding and developing oil in 
the United States. Tax and royalty systems may further contribute to 
the decline. However, because the United States is a high-cost supplier 
one would, in fact, expect that it experiences reduced activity when 
prices fall. Exploration also declined abroad when prices fell, as DOE rec
ognizes. The EIA report from which DOF/S attachment 1 is taken provides 
further detail on factors affecting their reported finding costs. 

21. Before its repeal, the windfall profit tax itself responded to oil prices 
because of the manner in which it relied upon base prices. According to 
EIA, the windfall profit tax payment per barrel for the large firms in its 
sample fell from S4.56 per barrel in 1981 to about $0 per barrel by 1986, 
when oil prices fell. State production taxes for these fiiTns fell from 
$1.19 per barrel in 1981 to $0.57 in 1988, due largely to the fall in oil 
prices. 

Also, the discussion of "take" blurs the distinction between bonuses and 
royalties—which are payments to landowners for the right to explore 
for and produce oil and natural gas—and taxes. A concern that "total 
take" may be high and less than optimally responsive to price changes 
does not necessarily mean that income taxes are too high. Rather, it is 
specifically income taxes that do respond to profitability. Thus, DOE'S 
concerns with take may suggest that certain landowners (including the 
federal government) could increase their earnings and social welfare by 
moving to profit-sharing agreements rather than royalty agreements. In 
effect, foreign governments may do this through their tax systems, since 

••Energy Information Administration EIA, Performance Profiles oi' Msijor Energy Prodiuers: 1988. 
DOE/EIA-0206(88), p, 28 
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these governments—rather than private individuals—generally own 
the rights to oil and natural gas produced in their countries. Likewise. 
DOE'S concerns suggest that certain states in the United States might 
encourage production by moving to income taxes rather than severance 
taxes, which respond more directly to prices than profitability. Move
ments to profit-sharing agreements raise other implementation chal
lenges, however, such as guaranteeing that petroleum producers use 
their mosl efficient production methods and accurately report their 
costs, so that profits subject to sharing are not reduced. 

Profit-sharing systems may encourage more exploration and develop
ment activity than fixed royalty rate systems when oil prices are low. 
Such activity could have both energy security advantages and disadvan
tages. Potential advantages would be that skilled personnel are kept in 
the industry and reserves are found and production initiated. Tho poten
tial disadvantage is that reserves would be exploited during periods of 
relatively low prices, instead of being conserved for a time where they 
had greater value. 

Finally, the federal income tax allows deductibility of royalties and 
state severance, coi-porate income, and property taxes. Thus, the federal 
government already bears 34 percent of the burden of these taxes for a 
taxpayer subject to the regular income tax. Overall, we do not find con
vincing the argument that'the federal government should further lower 
income taxes—which are responsive to profits—for one industry 
because some landowners and states are reluctant to lower their royalty 
and tax rates. 

22. We disagree with the view that diversification has limited value in 
reducing investment risk. The maihematical fact that diversification 
does reduce risk where investments are to some degree independent of 
each other is a standard element of economic or financial analysis. Also, 
as discussed above (see comment 5), the view that IDC expen.sing is a tax 
preference is widely accepted. 

23. While a large number of wells are stripper wells, these wells pro
duced only 15 percent of U.S. production in 1988. We were told by an 
industry expert that these wells have limited surge capacity and a lim
ited role in increasing energy security. Past economic studies also sug
gest that because the supply of oil from existing fields is of low-
responsiveness to price, large price increases would be required to sub
stantially increase the amount of output from stripper wells. The report 
noted the high cost of resuming production from abandoned wells. The 
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report now also notes the suggestion of one expert for incentives for 
research and developmenl on new technologies that would allow non-
producing stripper wells to remain open while still meeting environ
mental standards. 

24. We have modified the report to reflect DOE*S observation that 
stripper wells may be sites for future EOR activities. However, we beUeve 
that decisions to maintain production should consider cost-effectiveness. 

We have also increased our discussion of potential recovery from EOR 
technology and tax incentives (pp. 46-48). DOE'S estimate of 76 billion 
barrels of recoverable reserves assumes both price increases (to $32 per 
barrel) and technological advances. The estimated reserve increases 
from the EOR studies considered in chapter 3—for prices of up to $28 
per barrel with tax incentives worth about as much to producers as a $4 
per barrel price increase—are much smaller. 

25. Our report focused on additional tax incentives, not ones currently 
in place. Thus, we did not consider the section 29 provision in our 
analysis. 

DOE stales that the section 29 tax credit is "bolh effective and efficient." 
In response to DOE'S comments, we requested any available production 
and revenue estimates to support this view, DOE did not provide us with 
any such estimates, however. 

According to industry experts the section 29 credit currently benefits 
little, if any, oii production and primarily benefits natural gas pro
ducers. The gas that is eligible for this credit currently can receive tax 
credits of up to about $0.80 per 1,000 cubic feet. This is a large credit 
relative to the price of gas. Gas from most producing regions sold for 
below $1.50 per thousand cubic feet in April 1990 on the spot markel; 
for 1989—including long-term contracts—gas prices averaged about 
$ 1.70 per 1,000 cubic feel. As producers generally must pay royalties, 
taxes, and production costs from these market prices, the $0.80 tax 
credit represents a substantial addition to after-tax profitability. 

In addition, some of the gas eligible for this credit would likely be pro
duced even wiihoui a credit. We did not find precise estimates of the 
amounts of gas that are produced only because of the credit. However, if 
only a portion of the eligible gas requires the credit in order to be pro
duced, then the cost of the credit per unit of genuinely incrementaJ gas 
produced is higher than $0.80. For example, if only two-thirds to three-
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quarters of the eligible gas actually requires the credit in order to be 
produced—a range that industry experts believe is reasonable—then 
the federal tax revenue loss would be about $1.20 to 1.07 per 1,000 
cubic feet of genuinely incremental gas."̂  This range is comparable to the 
price of direct purchases of gas from some U.S. regions in the spot 
market in April 1990. 

26. We believe that landowners will generally respond to market signals, 
although we agree with DOE that there may be lime lags and rigidities in 
contractual agreements. Finding and development costs have fallen in 
the United States and abroad, which suggests responsiveness to markel 
forces. 

Bonus values can change substantially as oil prices and other factors 
affecting profitability change. For example, according lo EIA, lease 
bonuses on federal outercontinental shelf acreage for all U.S. firms aver
aged about $2,930 per acre in 1981. In 1983, when the Department of 
the Interior increased the supply of acreage offered through areawide 
leasing, the average outercontinental shelf bonus fell to $873 per acre. 
By 1988 the average bonus had fallen to $149. According to EIA, lower 
oil prices, increased amounts of acreage, and declining acreage quality 
all contributed to this decline in bonuses. This trend of falling bonuses 
may raise the importance of royalties, however. 

27. We considered the SPB as one altemative to the proposed tax incen
tives because we believe it unambiguously increases U.S. energy 
security and has costs that compare favorably with the proposed incen
tives. The report does not say that SPR additions would be a good invest
ment for the goverrunent on financial grounds, though such additions 
appear to be a better Investment than the proposed tax mcentives. 

28. The report does not state that the real cost of sPR oil is about $1.00 
per barrel. Rather, it states that these are the estimated incremental 
operation and construction costs for filling the SPR. Moreover, the calcu
lation that 80 to 100 million barrels of oil could be added to the SPR for 
the cost of the Administration's proposed tax incentives assumed a cost 
of approximately $20 per barrel. 

29. The report does not Ignore the time value of money, and in fact notes 
its relevance when discussing the SPR in chapters 3 and 6. The report 
explicitly states that foregone interest would have to be considered in an 

"̂ITiese figures are caiculated by dividing $0,80 by [wo-ihinls and Lhree^juarters, respectively. 
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analysis of the net economic benefits of the SPR. As noted in the report, 
but not by DOE's comments, if one imputes interest on this investment in 
order to calculate net benefits, then one would also need to impute 
interest costs to the foregone tax revenue due to the proposed tax incen
tives. In addition, DOE states that "few, if any, analysis predict [oil price! 
increases that would exceed what would be an appropriate discount rate 
for the government's SFH oil investment."* However, DOE'S February 1990 
analysis of alternative financing methods for the SPR assumes that oil 
acquisitions for the SPR will grow in cost by an annual rate of 8.9 percenl 
from 1990 through 2000.'' This rate exceeds the Treasury borrowing 
rate of 8 percent assumed by DOE'S study. 

30. The recent DOE study is sensitive to assumptions about the 
probability of an oil supply dismption. For example, DOE'S recent study 
assumed a much lower probability of an oil supply disruption than did a 
November 1988 study prepared for DOE by Oak Ridge National Labora
tory. The Oak Ridge study considered 50 disruption scenarios. In 44 of 
them they assumed about a 4-percent chance of a severe 3-month dis
ruption; in the remaining 6 scenarios they considered about a 22-percent 
chance of a 4-month disruption. The Oak Ridge study found that in most 
cases a I billion barrel SPR is preferable to a 750 miiiion barrel SPR. DOE'S 

more recent study assumes an annual probability of about 1 percent for 
a dismption that is comparable in magnitude, but which lasts for a 
longer, 6-month, period than the Oak Ridge dismptions. According to 
Marcli 1990 testimony by CBO, if DOE'S probability was raised to 2 or 3 
percent, then DOE'S criterion for accepting the 750 million barrel SPR 
would also suggest expiuiding the SPR to 1 billion barrels. 

DOE'S assertion that the price of oil would need to reach $400 per barrel 
for the SPR oil to be a good investment is not correct. The expected 
return on thesPRoil is the .sum of (I) the retum in the event of a dismp
tion times the probability of a disruption plus (2) the return in the event 
of no disruption times the probability of no disruption, DOE'S assertion 
apparently ignores the value of the oil in the event that there is no dis
ruption. As indicated in comment 29 above, under the base case scenario 
of DOE'S Febmary 1990 analysis, the value of the stored oil is expected 
to grow at a rate above the Treasury borrowing rate. 

'Tbijj rate mcludcs the Hdditioii;ii cosr for transportation on 1 i.S, flag vessels, termed the "SPR Add-
On." and is for DOE'-i basei'iLsc Ol] pria-s net of this cost are assumed hy DOF to rise somewhat 
fa-stcr (i e. at 9.Ji pertwit) 
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31. DOE's view that filling the SPR beyond its 750 million barrel target 
may not be a good investment on financial grounds may or may not be 
correct, DOE'S conclusion is sensitive to assumptions about dismption 
probabilities, availability of oil during a crisis, and discount rates. How
ever, as discussed in the report, filling the spR to its 750 million barrel 
target more rapidly appears preferable to the proposed tax incentives. If 
a dismption is quite unlikely this would clearly diminish the value of 
the proposed lax incentives as well. In addition, if the tax incentives 
continue beyond the 4 years considered in this report, their costs would 
enable SPR oil purchases of more than the estimated 80 to 100 million 
barrels. Finally, the report does not say that a disruption will occur with 
a high degree of uncertainty. Rather, it refers to the SPR as being avail
able in an energy emergency and being a lasting asset of the federal gov
ernment, in contrast to the incentives. 

32. Moving funds from the tax incentives to filling the SPR could enable 
the SPR to reach its target of 750 million barrels more quickly. This extra 
oii could maintain our drawdown rate for a longer period of time. We 
have modified the report to note explicitly that the drawdown rate may 
not increase—but that the period of available drawdown would 
increase—if the United States were to follow the policy of drawing 
down the SPR at the maximum rate. However, because SPR oil is stored at 
multiple sites, the addition of oil to the newer facility (Big Hill) would 
tend to enable the drawdown rate to stay at its peak level for a longer 
period of time; that is, it could tend to increase the effective drawdown 
rate. 

In addition, our report explicitly considers the case of increasing the fill 
rate to reach the 750 million barrel target; it does not present cost esti
mates for expanding the SPR to 1 billion barrels, DOE'S Febmary 1990 
study of alternative financing methods confirms the reasonableness of 
our estimates. Facilities and management outlays rise by only $ 1 million 
in 1991 and 1992—and fall by larger amounts in 1996 through 1999—if 
the fill rate is raised to 100,000 barrels per day (36.5 million barrels per 
year) from a level of 50,000 barrels per day (18.25 million barrels per 
year). These figures imply very low incremental operations and manage
ment costs per barrel of additions up to the 750 million barrel target. 
The add-on transportation costs cited by DOE are subsumed in our 
assumption chat the oil additions would cost about $20 per barrel. This 
cost is above the level assumed by DOE'S Febmary 1990 study for oil 
purchases (including the add-on) through fiscal year 1992. 
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33. We agree with DOE that the SPR additions have different economic 
effects from the tax incentives, as we reflect in our report. We also 
revised the report to mention the multiplier and trade effects explicitly. 
Note, though, that if the tax incentives were offset by increased taxes 
on other activities or reduced federal spending, the multiplier effect 
would tend to be negated. In addition, it is not generally to the advan
tage of the U.S. economy to subsidize via the tax system production that 
could be obtained at lower cost from abroad. 

34. As discussed above, although we have made minor revisions to 
address some of the issues raiaed by DOE, in general the issues raised by 
DOE do not alter our mauor findings or conclusions. 
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supplementing tiiose in the 
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See comment 1, 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
WA^HINaTON 

April 19, 1990 

rtr. Rlchaid L, rogel 
Assistant Comptroller General 
United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D . C 30548 

Re: GAO Report — Additional Petroleum Industfy Tax 
Iricerijbivas Ace of Questionable Merit 

Deai: nr. Fogel: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide commentB on the 
report of the united States General Accounting Office ("GAO") 
"Additional Patroleum Industry Tax Incentives Are of Questionable 
He r 11. " 

The report examines several tax incentl.v«s for the petroleum 
Industry, including Incentivea included in the Administration's FY 
91 budget. The report recognizes that such Incentives would, to a 
certain degree, increase oil and gas exploration, developnent, and 
production and thereby iraprove U.S. energy sacurity. Bovever, the 
report questions whether additional tax incentives for the 
petroleum induatry are as cost effective as other measures, 
including continuing to build strategic oil stocks, such as the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, encouraging conservation, and 
developing alternative fuels. 

The Nation's Energy Goals 

The GAO undertook this report at a time of serious concern 
voiced by the Congress, the Administration, and the business 
community over whether the nation has adequate energy sacurity. 
The GAO report recognizes tha widely held view that increased 
dependence on foreign oil leaves the nation vulnerable to 
potential foreign supply disruptions. The Administration believes 
that a balanced approach represents the best means of achieving 
increased energy security. Tha Administration's FY91 budget 
energy proposals, many of which are consistent with 
cecomiaendBtions made by tha GAO report, saek. to incceaBs energy 
security through a combination of non-tax measures and tax 
incencives. The tax Incentives are an important elenent of 
these proposals. Thus, we disagree with the conclusion of the GAO 
study that it would be inappiopriate at this time to enact any 
tax incentives for the domestic oil and gas industry. 

The Administration's Proposed Tax Incentives 

The Administration's nf91 budget proposed four tax 
incentives to encourage exploration for new oil and gas fields and 
the reclamation of old fields: (1) A temporary 10 percent tax 
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credit for the first $10 million of expenditures (per year, per 
company) on exploratory intangible drilling costs and a 5 percent 
credit on the balance of exploratory drilling costs; ( 2 ) A 
temporary 10 percent tax credit for all capital expenditures on 
new tertiary enhanced recovery projects (i.e., projects that 
represent the initial application of tertiary enhanced recovery to 
a property); (3) Repeal of the "transfer rule," which prohibits 
percentage depletion for properties acquired by, or transferred 
to, an independent producer after the property is shown to have 
oil or gas reserves, and an increase in the percentage depletion 
deduction limit for independent producers to 100 percent of the 
net income of each property; and (4) Elimination of 80 percent of 
current AMT preference items generated by exploratory intangible 
drilling costs incurred by independent producers. The two tax 
credits would be phased out if the average daily U.S. wellhead 
price of oil is at or above $21 per barrel for an entire calendar 
year. The estimated revenue cost of these four incentives is $400 
million to S500 million per year. 

Explocatory prilling. The Administration recognizes the 
importance of raising the level of domestic exploratory drilling. 
The level of proven domestic reserves is closely related to the 
level of domestic exploratory drilling, which has fallen by 70 
percent from recent levels, largely due to uncertainty concecning 
low world oil prices, in addition, over the same time period, 
development drilling has increased 20 percent, resulting in a 
substantial decline in existing domestic oil and gas reserves. 
Special tax incentives are appropriate to encourage higher levels 
of explocatory drilling, that will ultimately lead to increased 
domestic reserves. Higher levels of exploratory drilling activity 
also would provide continuing opportunities for skilled geologists 
and drilling contractors. The GAO report does not address the 
fact that the proposal would help preserve the resource base and 
the human capital required for the nation to maintain a reasonable 
degree of energy independence. In addition, the report does not 
evaluate the addittonal reserves that may arise from the credit 
for exploratory drilling and the credit for tertiary enhanced oil 
recovery. By focusing solely on incceased production, the report 
ignores the enhancement to our national energy security resulting 
from the addition of reserves from increased exploratory drilling. 

Enhanced Oil Recovery, A temporary tax credit for new 
tertiary enhanced recovery projects would encourage the recovery 
of Itnown energy deposits that ate currently too costly to produce. 
The proposal would encourage the development of better enhanced 
oil recovery ("EOR") methods. Although the GAO report asserts 
that the research and experimentation credit already provides 
sufficient incentives to discover new EOR technology, the 
Administration believes that a temporary tax credit would serve 
both to further encourage the discovery of new technology and to 
stimulate hands-on projects and actual production. The goal of 
developing EOR technology will become more important to our 
nation's energy security as more of our production derives from 
mature oil fields. 
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Marqinal Properties. An important goal of the 
Administration's proposals is the preaervation of production ftom 
marginal properties. The transfer rule discourages the transfer 
of producing wells that are uneconomic in the hands of their 
current owners (and thus likely to ba abandoned) to thoso who may 
be more efficient, more willing to bear current losses, or better 
able to use the percentage depletion benefits (and thus able to 
continue operation of the property). Current law also provides 
that percentage depletion may not exceed 50 percent of the net 
income of a property calculated before depletion. The 50 percent 
net income limitation may significantiy reduce the benefits of 
percentage depletion for production from properties generating a 
small amount of net income. Raising the net income limit to 100 
percent would allow some oil producers to claim greater depletion 
deductions, thus encouraging them to continue to operate marginal 
properties. 

The GAO report recognizes that incentives of the type 
proposed by the Administration are likely to enhance the viability 
of marginal properties. The report also recognizes that once a 
marginal property is shut in, the production is lost because it 
will probably never be economic to redrill the property. The 
Administration believes that preserving production from marginal 
properties justifies the revenue costs of the tax incentive. 

Conclusion 

The Administration 
would encourage explorati 
reclamation of old fields 
the proposed incentives a 
benefits that result from 
precisely, and thus to re 
For example, the proposed 
financial health of small 
been recognized as leader 
clear how such a benefit 

believes that the proposed tax incentives 
on for new oil and gas fields and the 

Although the GAO report alleges that 
re not cost effective, many of the 
the proposals are difficult to measure 
fleet adequately in such comparisons, 
incentives would strengthen the 

er independent producers, that have long 
s in exploratory drilling. It is not 
could be quantified. 

In addition to the proposed tax 
Administration's FY91 budget includes 
improve the Nation's energy security. 
Administration proposes to fill the S 
1991 at a daily average rate of 59,00 
program seeks to decrease the vulnera 
to disruptions in world petroleum mar 
oil stockpile to be used in the event 
budget also includes a request for Sl 
research and development initiatives 
energy, energy conservation initiativ 
and oil and gas geoscience. 

incentives, the 
non-tax measures that would 
ror example, the 

trategic Petroleum Reserve in 
0 barrels per day. This 
bility of the United States 
kets by maintaining a crude 
Such disfuptions occur. The 
billion for 1991 for new 
for renewable and fossil 
es, clean coal technology, 

The Administration's budget proposals represent a balanced 
approach to our nation's energy needs. The budget proposes to 
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expend resources to fill the Strategic petroleum Reserve, to 
hasten the development of alternative energy technologica, to 
encourage energy conservation, and to stimulate the nation's 
domestic oil and gas industry. The proposals to provide 
additional tax incentives for the domestic oil and gas industry 
serve important purposes and are an essential component of the 
balanced approach to improving U.S. energy security. 

Yours siiicerely. 

Robert R. Wootton 
Tax Legislative Counsel 
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The following are GAO'S comments on the Department of the Treasury's 
letter dated April 19, 1990. 

GAO Comments on 
Treasury's Letter 

1. Treasury stales that it disagrees with our conclusion that "it would be 
inappropriate at this time to enact any tax incentives for the domestic 
oil and gas industry." Treasury's wording is not the language of our 
report. The report notes that in principle there could be valid reasons 
for additional incentives as well as valid reasons for reducing current 
incentives. The report concludes that overall the incentives proposed lo 
date are of questionable merit and are not likely to be the most effeciive 
method for providing significani increases in U.S. energy security. 

2. The report notes that the incentives would increase petroleum 
industry employment (p. 5). The Administration has not demonstrated, 
however, that there would be inappropriate levels of trained personnel 
in the absence of additional incentives. 

The report also discusses the effects on reserves where estimates are 
available. We have increased the discussion of additional reserves pos
sible from EOR activities (pp. 46-48). In addition, in evaluating the cost-
effectiveness of proposals relating principally to exploration and devel
opment, the initial costs of the incentives are compared to production 
that is assumed to continue for 30 years. Thus, the analysis reflects the 
additional reserves from these incentives. 

In addition, the WEFA analysis of the Archer-Andrews-Boren bill— 
which includes drilling and other provisions—shows little effect on oil 
reserves through the year 2000. If these proposed incentives were to 
stop in the year 2000, the WEFA estimates suggest that the small addi
tion to oil reserves would be totally exhausted within a few years, given 
the increased pumping rate. Natural gas reserves are, however, more 
significantly affected. This bill would provide far greater incentives 
(and has much larger expected revenue losses, given revenue-estimating 
conventions) than the administration proposals. 

3. We agree that EOR will become increasingly imporlant in the future. 
However, Treasury does not explain why market prices and competition 
are insufficient—and addilional tax subsidies are necessary—to 
encourage private firms to make proper investments in EOR. 

4. The costs per barrel of genuinely increased production stimulated by 
repeal of the transfer rule appear to be very high, given administration 
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revenue and production estimates. The tax revenue lost per barrel of 
genuinely increased production will be $11 to $14 based on these esti
mates. Treasury does not explain why this high premium on top of 
market prices is appropriate. We do not know how high a premium is 
associated with raising the net income Umit because DOE has not released 
a production estimate for this incentive. 

5. The report focuses on production and costs, but recognizes that there 
can be some intangible gains from increased industry employment and 
capacity. We agree wilh Treasury that it is not clear how that could be 
measured. In general, however, we believe that energy security would be 
best increased by not favoring certain categories of producers. 

6. Although Treasury's comments acknowledge the merits of continuing 
to fill the SPR, the administration's proposed 59,000 barrel per day fill 
rate for fiscal year 1991 continues the trend of fill rates that are below 
the targets suggested by prior legislation. Fill rates for fiscal years 1988, 
1989. and 1990 of 57,000, 62,000, and 39,000 (estimated) barrels per 
day were also below these targets.' 

7. Overall, we believe that Treasury's view—that the additional tax 
incentives are essential to a balanced approach for improving U.S. 
energy security—has not been demonstrated. The proposed incentives 
for which DOE has production estimates would have little effect as a per
centage of U.S. production or consumption (see pp. 32-34). In addition, 
they would be relatively costly when compared with alternatives—such 
as the SPR—that would unambiguously increase U.S. energy security. 

'SpecificaJly. the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Actof 1986, P,L. 99-509, required SPR oil acquisi
tion at "the highest practicable rdl rate achievable, subject to the avaUability of appropriated funds." 
Ul addition, the law prohibited sale of the Naval Petmleum Reserve No, 1 (in Elk Hilb, California) 
until at least 750 million barrels of oil are in the SPR or the SPR is filled at a rate of at least 7B,(XI0 
barrels per day. 

Page 130 GAO/GGD-90-76 Petroleum Tax Incenti\«8 



Appendix V 

M^or Contributors to This Report 

General Govemment 
Division, 
Washington, D.C. 

Thomas J. McCool, Assistant Director, Tax Policy and Administration 
Issues 
Charles L. Vehom, Former Assistant Director 
Charles G. Kilian, Assignment Manager 
Anne O. Stevens, Economist 

Office of the Chief 
Economist, 
Washington, D.C. 

Randolph M. Lyon, Project Manager 
Martha J, Schwalenstocker, Computer Programmer Analyst 

Page 131 GAO/GGD-90-7G Petroleum Tax IncenUves 



Glossary 

Alternative Minimum Tax A set of income tax provisions designed to tax income that has been 
offset by high levels of tax preferences. The altemative minimum tax 
(AMT) is determined by first applying a lower tax rate to a higher tax 
base than the regular income tax. This process results in determination 
of the tentative minimum tax. If the tentative minimum tax is greater 
than the regular income lax, then the difference between these two 
values is the AMT. 

Average Effective Tax 
Rate 

The average rate of tax actually paid on all of a taxpayer's income. 

Bonus Nonrefundable cash received by the lessor of a petroleum property 
agreeing to lease land for petroleum exploration and development and 
due regardless of the level of production. 

Cost Depletion A method of depletion under which the deduction equals the percentage 
of recoverable units (e.g., barrels of oil) pumped and sold during the 
year times the ac^usted basis (the taxpayer's inilial cost of the property 
minus total depletion deductions lo date). 

Crude Oil Equivalents Output of oil and natural gas measured in terms of barrels of oil, where 
6,000 cubic feet of natural gas is considered equivalent to 1 barrel of oil. 

Depletable Costs Initial acquisition costs (such as bonus payments and geological and geo
physical expenses) that represent the taxpayer's interests in the petro
leum reserves that are diminished by extraction. (This report considers 
only the tax treatment of petroleum producers, as opposed to recipients 
of bonus and royalty payments (i.e., royalty owners). Royalty owners 
may also be eligible for depletion allowances on certain income.) 

Enhanced Oil Recovery Tertiary enhanced oi! recovery uses ir\jections of steam, carbon dioxide, 
or chemicals to extract oil. (Secondary recovery involves injection of 
water to increase pressure for extraction; primary recovery refers to 
pumping without any injections). 
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Expensing Writing off a cost hnmediately rather than deducting it over time. 

Geological and 
Geophysical 

Survey, seismic, and related activities used to detennine the location of 
petroleum and that serve as the basis for the acquisition or retention of 
petroleum properties. 

Independent Producer Producers other than those having retail sales exceeding $5 million per 
year or refining runs of greater than 50,000 barrels on any day in the 
tax year. 

Intangible Drilling Costs Expenditures incurred that have no salvage value and are incurred in 
preparing sites and drilling wells. These indude wages, fuel, supplies 
used in drilling, constmction of derricks and other structures, and road 
building, even if used in connection with installation of property that 
has salvage value. 

Integrated Producer A producer having retail sales exceeding $6 million per year or refining 
mns of greater than 50,000 barrels on any day in the tax year. 

Marginal Effective Tax 
Rate 

The tax rate on income from the marginal, i.e., incremental, investment. 

Net Income Limit A provision of the tax code that limits percentage depletion deductions 
to no more than 50 percent of the net income from a property. 

Percentage Depletion A method of depletion under which, currently, 15 percent of the gross 
income from a petroleum property is deductible from income. 

Severance Tax A state tax imposed on extraction of petroleum or other minerals. 

Sixty-Five Percent of ^ restriction that percentage depletion deductions are limited to 65 per-
Taxab le Income Ceiling ^^^^ ̂ ^ ̂ ^^ taxpayer's income from all sources. 
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Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve 

U.S. oil reserves managed by DOE that can only be used if the President 
determines that a severe energy dismption has occurred. The Reserve is 
funded by annual budgei appropriations and is currently planned to 
hold 750 million barrels of oil. 

Stripper Well A well that produces 10 barrels or less of oil per day. 

Straight-Line Depreciat ion Depreciation of equal amounts each year. 

Transfer Rule A mie that prevents producers from claiming percentage depletion 
deductions on acquired proven petroleum properties (i.e., properties 
with principal value that has been demonstrated by prospecting, explo
ration, or discovery work). 

Windfall Profit Tax A federal excise tax applied to the difference between a measure of the 
price of cmde oil and an adjusted base price. This tax took effect in 
March 1980 and was repealed in 1988. 
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