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PART A - ARTICLE 5 CHANGES

Article 5, paragraph 3

Anti-contract splitting rule

Comment

At the 12 meeting the Committee discussed two distinct but related problems with the
splitting up of contracts which were brought to the attention of the Committee. They are
related because they both address concerns that enterprises can artificially split up contracts,
or projects or activities to circumvent the permanent establishment threshold.

The first issue is there is a problem with the splitting up of contracts, which was also an issue
addressed in the work on Action 7 (Preventing the Artificial Avoidance of Permanent
Establishment Status). This is already a concern identified in the United Nations Model
Convention. The general concern is the avoidance of time thresholds in the construction site
rule in paragraph 3 or any other similar time thresholds for service permanent establishments
and similar rules. One option is to rely on the Principal Purpose Test (PPT) to counter
contract splitting. (Note that example xx in the Commentary is an example where contract
splitting to avoid the PE threshold breaches the PPT.)

Another approach to resolve this problem that the Committee discussed is to include a
specific provision in the double tax agreement. The Committee discussed a proposal that the
Commentary be amended to include an anti-contract splitting rule. There are two options for
this rule - one is based on the OECD proposal, and the other on a formulation used in double
tax agreements.

The second issue relates to the use of the phrase “same or connected project” in Article 5,
paragraph 3. This is covered in the next section.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Commentary

Paragraph 3

11. In this connection, the OECD Commentary observes, with changes in parentheses to
take account of the different time periods in the two Models:

18. The [six] month test applies to each individual site or project. In determining how
long the site or project has existed, no account should be taken of the time previously
spent by the contractor concerned on other sites or projects which are totally
unconnected with it. A building site should be regarded as a single unit, even if it is
based on several contracts, provided that it forms a coherent whole commercially and
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geographically. Subject to this proviso, a building site forms a single unit even if the
orders have been placed by several persons (e.g. for a row of houses). [rest of the
paragraph is moved to paragraph 18.1]

18.1 The [six] month threshold has given rise to abuses; it has sometimes been found
that enterprises (mainly contractors or subcontractors working on the continental shelf
or engaged in activities connected with the exploration and exploitation of the
continental shelf) divided their contracts up into several parts, each covering a period of
less than twelve months and attributed to a different company which was, however,
owned by the same group. Apart from the fact that such abuses may, depending on the
cwcumstances fall under the appllcatlon of Ieglslatlve or jUdICIa| anti- av0|dance rules,

negettattens—these abuses could also be addressed through the appllcatlon of the
anti-abuse rule of paragraph 7 of Article [X], as shown by example J in paragraph
[14] of the Commentary on Article [X]. Some States may nevertheless wish to deal
expressly with such abuses. Moreover, States that do not include paragraph 7 of
Article [X] in their treaties should include an additional provision to address contract
splitting. Such a provision could, for example, be drafted along the following lines:

For the sole purpose of determining whether the twelve month period referred
to in paragraph 3 has been exceeded,

a) where an enterprise of a Contracting State carries on activities in the
other Contracting State at a place that constitutes a building site or
construction or installation project and these activities are carried on
during one or more periods of time that, in the aggregate, exceed 30 days
without exceeding periods of time that do not last more than twelve
months, and

b) connected activities are carried on at the same building site or
construction or installation project during different periods of time, each
exceeding 30 days, by one or more enterprises closely related to the first-
mentioned enterprise,

these different periods of time shall be added to the aggregate period of time
during which the first-mentioned enterprise has carried on activities at that
building site or construction or installation project.

The concept of “closely related enterprises” that is used in the above provision is
defined in subparagraph b) of paragraph 6 of the Article (see paragraphs 38.8 to
38.10 below).

18.2 For the purposes of the alternative provision found in paragraph 18.1, the
determination of whether activities are connected will depend on the facts and
circumstances of each case. Factors that may especially be relevant for that purpose
include:

— whether the contracts covering the different activities were concluded with
the same person or related persons;

— whether the conclusion of additional contracts with a person is a logical
consequence of a previous contract concluded with that person or related
persons;
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— whether the activities would have been covered by a single contract absent
tax planning considerations;

— whether the nature of the work involved under the different contracts is the
same or similar;

whether the same employees are performing the activities under the different
contracts

The Committee points out that measures to counteract abuses would apply equally in cases
under Article 5, paragraph 3, subparagraph (b). The anti-contract splitting rule provided in
paragraph 18.1 of the OECD Commentary can be amended to also counteract abuses
under subparagraph (b). A further possibility is to include the following text immediately
after subparagraph (b), which is based on a similar provision found in the 2016 treaty
between Chile and Japan, but utilizes the closely related enterprise wording contained in
the OECD provision:

The duration of activities under subparagraphs (a) and (b) shall be determined by
aggregating the periods during which activities are carried on in a Contracting State

by associated—enterprises closely related enterprises, provided that the activities of

such an-assectated-enterprise-a closely related enterprise in that Contracting State
are connected with the activities carried on in that Contracting State by its associated

enterprises closely related enterprises. The period during which two or more

associated-enterprises closely related enterprise are carrying on concurrent activities
shall be counted only once for the purpose of determlnlng the duration of actlvmes

The Commentary of the OECD Model Convention continues as follows:

19. A site exists from the date on which the contractor begins his work, including
any preparatory work, in the country where the construction is to be established, e.g. if
he installs a planning office for the construction. In general, it continues to exist until
the work is completed or permanently abandoned. A site should not be regarded as
ceasing to exist when work is temporarily discontinued. Seasonal or other temporary
interruptions should be included in determining the life of a site. Seasonal
interruptions include interruptions due to bad weather. Temporary interruption could
be caused, for example, by shortage of material or labour difficulties. Thus, for
example, if a contractor started work on a road on 1st May, stopped on 1st [August]
because of bad weather conditions or a lack of materials but resumed work on 1st
[October], completing the road on 1st [January the following year], his construction
project should be regarded as a permanent establishment because [eight] months
elapsed between the date he first commenced work (1st May) and the date he finally
finished (1st [January] of the following year). If an enterprise (general contractor)
which has undertaken the performance of a comprehensive project subcontracts parts
of such a project to other enterprises (subcontractors), the period spent by a
subcontractor working on the building site must be considered as being time spent by
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the general contractor on the building project. The subcontractor himself has a
permanent establishment at the site if his activities there last more than [six] months.

The Committee considers that the reference in the penultimate sentence of this paragraph of
the OECD Commentary to “parts” of such a project should not be taken to imply that an
enterprise subcontracting all parts of the project could never have a permanent establishment
in the host State.

The Commentary of the OECD Model Convention continues as follows:

19.1 In the case of fiscally transparent partnerships, the [six] month test is applied at
the level of the partnership as concerns its own activities. If the period of time spent
on the site by the partners and the employees of the partnership exceeds [six] months,
the enterprise carried on by the partnership will therefore be considered to have a
permanent establishment. Each partner will thus be considered to have a permanent
establishment for purposes of the taxation of his share of the business profits derived
by the partnership regardless of the time spent by himself on the site.

20. The very nature of a construction or installation project may be such that the
contractor’s activity has to be relocated continuously or at least from time to time, as
the project progresses. This would be the case for instance where roads or canals were
being constructed, waterways dredged, or pipelines laid. Similarly, where parts of a
substantial structure such as an offshore platform are assembled at various locations
within a country and moved to another location within the country for final assembly,
this is part of a single project. In such cases the fact that the work force is not present
for [six] months in one particular location is immaterial. The activities performed at
each particular spot are part of a single project, and that project must be regarded as a
permanent establishment if, as a whole, it lasts for more than [six] months.

12. [new paragraph 12 commentary discussed in the next section]

[paragraphs 13 — 17 are not amended]

United Nations Model Convention Commentary on Article 1

In addition, paragraph 96 in the Commentary on Article 1 of the United Nations Model
Convention refers to paragraphs 11 and 12 of the Commentary on Article 1 - further thought
may be required as to whether paragraph 96 of the Commentary on Article 1 also requires
amendment.

Time limit for certain permanent establishments

96. Article 5, paragraph 3 of the Convention includes a rule according to which, in certain
circumstances, the furnishing of services by a foreign enterprise during a certain period
under the same or connected projects will constitute a permanent establishment. Taxpayers
may be tempted to circumvent the application of that provision by splitting a single project
between associated enterprises or by dividing a single contract into different ones so as to
argue that these contracts cover different projects. Paragraphs 11 and 12 of the
Commentary on Article 5 discuss various options for dealing with such arrangements.
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“Same or connected project”

Comment

The second issue the Committee discussed at the 12" meeting relates more specifically to
Article 5, paragraph 3(b) regarding concerns with the “same or connected project
requirement”. It was drawn to the attention of the Committee that it can be difficult to apply
(both administratively and interpretatively). There are concerns that the inclusion of those
words in paragraph 3(b) has been abused and is difficult for developing countries counter
this abuse.

It was noted that one option is to eliminate the words “same or connected project” from
paragraph 3(b) of Article 5 and redraft paragraph 12 of the Commentary (Option 1).

Another option is to redraft paragraph 12 of the Commentary without removing the words
“same or connected project” in paragraph 3(b) of Article 5 (Option 2). It was noted that this
second option takes account of the views that some countries have of this requirement.

OPTION 1

Proposed change to Article 5, paragraph 3 of the United Nations Model Convention

3. The term “permanent establishment” also encompasses:

(a) A building site, a construction, assembly or installation project or supervisory
activities in connection therewith, but only if such site, project or activities last more
than six months;

(b) The furnishing of services, including consultancy services, by an enterprise through
employees or other personnel engaged by the enterprise for such purpose, but only if

activities of that nature continue {for—the-same—or—a—connected—project) within a

Contracting State for a period or periods aggregating more than 183 days in any 12-
month period commencing or ending in the fiscal year concerned.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Replace paragraph 12 of the Commentary on Article 5 with the following:

12. Until the 2017 update the UN Model contained the words “(for the same or a
connected project)” in subparagraph (b). This wording was removed as the “project”
limitation was easy to manipulate and created difficult interpretive issues and factual
determinations for tax authorities, which in particular for developing countries is an
undesired administrative burden. Moreover, from a policy perspective, if a non-resident
provides services in a country for more than 183 working days, the non-resident's
involvement in the commercial life of that country clearly justifies the country taxing the
income from those services whether the services are provided for one project or multiple
projects. The degree of the non-resident’s involvement in the source country's economy is
the same, regardless of the number of projects involved. It has been argued that taxpayers
can more easily monitor the location of the activities of their employees and independent
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contractors on a project-by-project basis. However, requiring enterprises, even large
enterprises with multiple projects, to keep records with regard to the countries in which
their employees and independent contractors are working does not appear to be unduly
onerous or unreasonable — especially in light of technological advances. However, for
countries that are concerned about the uncertainty involved in adding together unrelated
projects and the undesirable distinction it creates between an enterprise with, for example,
one project of 95 days duration and another enterprise with two unrelated projects, each
of 95 days duration, one following the other, may add the words “(for the same or a
connected project)” in paragraph 3 subparagraph (b).

Further changes may need to be made other parts of the Commentary to the United Nations
Model Convention relating to Article 5, paragraph 3:

9.  Article 5, paragraph 3, subparagraph (b) deals with the furnishing of services,
including consultancy services, the performance of which does not, of itself, create a
permanent establishment in the OECD Model Convention. Many developing countries
believe that management and consultancy services should be covered because the provision
of those services in developing countries by enterprises of industrialized countries can
generate large profits. In the 2011 revision of the United Nations Model Convention, the
Committee agreed to a slight change in the wording of subparagraph (b) of paragraph 3,
which was amended to read: “but only if activities of that nature continue (for the same or a
connected project) within a Contracting State for a period or periods aggregating more than
183 days in any twelve-month period commencing or ending in the fiscal year concerned”,
rather than, “but only if activities of that nature continue (for the same or a connected
project) within a Contracting State for a period or periods aggregating more than six months
within any twelve-month period”, as it formerly read. This was seen as providing greater
consistency with the approach taken in Article 14, paragraph 1, subparagraph (b).

OPTION 2

This option retains the reference to “same or connected project” but proposes a change to
United Nations Model Convention Commentary to include an option to delete the phrase

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Replace paragraph 12 of the Commentary on Article 5 with the following:

12.  Subparagraph (b) encompasses service activities only if they “continue (for the same
or a connected project) within a Contracting State for a period or periods aggregating
more than 183 days in any twelve-month period commencing or ending in the fiscal year
concerned”. According to some members of the Committee, the inclusion of the words
“for the same or a connected project” eliminates the uncertainty involved in adding
together unrelated projects and the undesirable distinction it creates between an enterprise
with, for example, one project of 95 days duration and another enterprise with two
unrelated projects, each of 95 days duration, one following the other. However, other
members thought that the “project” limitation was too easy for taxpayers to manipulate
and created difficult interpretive issues and factual determinations for tax authorities,
8
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which in particular for developing countries is an wundesired administrative
burden. Moreover, from a policy perspective, if a non-resident provides services in a
country for more than 183 working days, the non-resident's involvement in the commercial
life of that country clearly justifies the country taxing the income from those services,
whether the services are provided for one project or multiple projects. The degree of the
non-resident’s involvement in the source country's economy is the same, regardless of the
number of projects involved. It has also been argued that taxpayers can more easily
monitor the location of the activities of their employees and independent contractors on a
project-by-project basis. However, requiring enterprises, even large enterprises with
multiple projects, to keep records with regard to the countries in which their employees and
independent contractors are working does not appear to be unduly onerous or
unreasonable — especially in light of technological developments. For countries concerned
with the administrative burden or who find themselves in agreement with the policy
arguments can eliminate the words “(for the same or a connected project)” in

subparagraph (b).

Article 5, paragraph 4: preparatory and auxiliary activities

Summary

At the twelfth meeting the Committee discussed a proposal that Article 5, paragraph 4 be
amended to ensure that the specific activity exemptions cannot be used to artificially avoid
PE status. The proposal is based on the recommendations of the G20 and OECD in the 2015
Final Report on Action 7 (Preventing the Artificial Avoidance of Permanent Establishment
Status). The amended Avrticle 5, paragraph 4 will still omit the words “or delivery”.

The Committee also discussed the fact that there are differences in views among countries as
to whether all items under the existing paragraph 4 are excluded from constituting a PE
regardless of whether they have a preparatory and auxiliary character or not. However, the
proposed changes to paragraph 4 of Article 5 will make it explicit that all the activities are
subject to the condition of having a preparatory and auxiliary character regardless of
particular country views on the interpretation of the previous provision.

This issue has also arisen in WP 1 of the OECD. The solution for both Models is to add text
in the appropriate place (Section C of the Introduction in the case of the United Nations
Model Convention) to clarify that none of the changes to the Articles of the to address BEPS
should affect the interpretation of those Articles prior to the changes.
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Changes to paragraph 4 of Article 5 of the United Nations Model Convention

4. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this Article, the term “permanent
establishment” shall be deemed not to include:

(a) The use of facilities solely for the purpose of storage or display of goods or
merchandise belonging to the enterprise;

(b) The maintenance of a stock of goods or merchandise belonging to the enterprise
solely for the purpose of storage or display;

(c) The maintenance of a stock of goods or merchandise belonging to the enterprise
solely for the purpose of processing by another enterprise;

(d) The maintenance of a fixed place of business solely for the purpose of purchasing
goods or merchandise or of collecting information, for the enterprise;

(e) The maintenance of a fixed place of business solely for the purpose of carrying on,

for the enterprise, any other activity ef-apreparatory-orauxiiary-character;

(f) The maintenance of a fixed place of business solely for any combination of activities

mentloned in subparagraphs (a) to (e) p#ewéed—that—the—eve#au—aemmy—ef—the—ﬁ*ed

ehaataeter—.,

provided that such activity or, in the case of subparagraph (f), the overall activity of the
fixed place of business, is of a preparatory of auxiliary character.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

16. In 2017, the Committee agreed to include in the update to the United Nations Model
Convention, an amended paragraph 4 of Article 5. The changes made were based on the
recommendations of the OECD/G20 Final Report on Action 7 (Preventing the Artificial
Avoidance of Permanent Establishment Status). Paragraph 4 was modified so that all of
the activities covered by in paragraph 4 are subject to the condition that they are
preparatory and auxiliary.

17 Fhis-paragraph i ~ |
ene—substantive amendment. The new paragraph 4 of Artlcle 5 in the Unlted Natlons
Model Tax Convention still omits the reference to the—deletion—of “delivery” in
subparagraphs (a) and (b). The deletion of the word “delivery” reflects the majority view of
the Committee that a “warehouse” used for that purpose should, if the requirements of
paragraph 1 are met, be a permanent establishment.

17.1 In view of the similarities to that recommended textthe-OECDModel-Convention
provision-and the general relevance of its Commentary, the general principles of Article 5,

10
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paragraph 4 under both Models are first noted below and then the practical relevance of the
deletion of references to “delivery” in the United Nations Model Convention is considered.

18. Following the changes to the OECD Commentary to reflect the changes to paragraph
4 of Article 5 of the OECD Model Convention, the OECD Commentary now reads as
follows:

21. This paragraph lists a number of business activities which are treated as
exceptions to the general definition laid down in paragraph 1 and which are-ret-, when
carried on through fixed places of business, are not sufficient for these places to

constitute permanent establishments—even—-the-activityis-carried-on-through—afixed
place-of-business. The final part of the paragraph provides that these exceptions only

apply if the listed activities have a preparatory or auxiliary character. Fhe-cemmeon

wmSince
subparagraph e) applies to any activity that is not otherwise listed in the paragraph (as
long as that activity has a preparatory or auxiliary character), the provisions of the
paragraph whieh-actually amounts to a general restriction of the scope of the definition
of permanent establishment contained in paragraph 1 and, when read with that
paragraph, provide a more selective test; by which to determine what constitutes a
permanent establishment. To a considerable degree, these provisions i limits theat
def|n|t|0n in paragraph 1 and excludes from its rather Wlde scope a number of forms-of

Ieusmess—flxed places of busmess which, because the busmess act|V|t|es exer0|sed
through these places are merely preparatory or auxiliary, should not be treated as
permanent establishments. It is recognised that such a place of business may well
contribute to the productivity of the enterprise, but the services it performs are so
remote from the actual realisation of profits that it is difficult to allocate any profit to
the fixed place of business in question. [the last two sentences and the last part of the
preceding one have been moved from paragraph 23 to this paragraph] Moreover
subparagraph f) provides that combinations of activities mentioned in subparagraphs a)
to e) in the same fixed place of business shall be deemed not to be a permanent
establishment, subject to the condition, expressed in the final part of the paragraph,
provided-that the overall activity of the fixed place of business resulting from this
combination is of a preparatory or auxiliary character. Thus the provisions of
paragraph 4 are designed to prevent an enterprise of one State from being taxed in the
other State; if it only carries on in-that-ether-State; activities of a purely preparatory or
auxiliary character in that State. The provisions of paragraph 4.1 (see below)
complement that principle by ensuring that the preparatory or auxiliary character of
activities carried on at a fixed place of business must be viewed in the light of other
activities that constitute complementary functions that are part of a cohesive business
and which the same enterprise or closely related enterprises carry on in the same
State.

21.124. It is often difficult to distinguish between activities which have a preparatory
or auxiliary character and those which have not. The decisive criterion is whether or not

11
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12

the activity of the fixed place of business in itself forms an essential and significant part
of the activity of the enterprise as a whole. Each individual case will have to be
examined on its own merits. In any case, a fixed place of business whose general
purpose is one which is identical to the general purpose of the whole enterprise; does
not exercise a preparatory or auxiliary activity.

21.2 As a general rule, an activity that has a preparatory character is one that is
carried on in contemplation of the carrying on of what constitutes the essential and
significant part of the activity of the enterprise as a whole. Since a preparatory
activity precedes another activity, it will often be carried on during a relatively short
period, the duration of that period being determined by the nature of the core
activities of the enterprise. This, however, will not always be the case as it is possible
to carry on an activity at a given place for a substantial period of time in preparation
for activities that take place somewhere else. Where, for example, a construction
enterprise trains its employees at one place before these employees are sent to work at
remote work sites located in other countries, the training that takes place at the first
location constitutes a preparatory activity for that enterprise. An activity that has an
auxiliary character, on the other hand, generally corresponds to an activity that is
carried on to support, without being part of, the essential and significant part of the
activity of the enterprise as a whole. It is unlikely that an activity that requires a
significant proportion of the assets or employees of the enterprise could be
considered as having an auxiliary character.

21.3 Subparagraphs a) to e) refer to activities that are carried on for the enterprise
itself. A permanent establishment,—hewever, would therefore exists if such activities
were performed on behalf of other enterprises at the same fixed place of business-the

ef—efeher—emerpﬂses If for mstance an ad¥ertrsrng—ageney nterprlse that malntalned

an office for the advertising of its own products or services were also to engage in
advertising fer-on behalf of other enterprises at that location, #that office would be
regarded as a permanent establishment of the enterprise by which it is maintained.

22. Subparagraph a) relates enlhy-to-thecase i

to a fixed place of business constituted by facilities used by an enterprise for storing,
displaying or delivering its own goods or merchandise. Whether the activity carried on
at such a place of business has a preparatory or auxiliary character will have to be
determined in the light of factors that include the overall business activity of the
enterprise. Where, for example, an enterprise of State R maintains in State S a very
large warehouse in which a significant number of employees work for the main
purpose of storing and delivering goods owned by the enterprise that the enterprise
sells online to customers in State S, paragraph 4 will not apply to that warehouse
since the storage and delivery activities that are performed through that warehouse,
which represents an important asset and requires a number of employees, constitute
an essential part of the enterprise’s sale/distribution business and do not have,

therefore, a preparatory or auxrllary character Sabparagraph—b)—relates—te—ﬂ%—steeleei
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22.1 Subparagraph a) would cover, for instance, a bonded warehouse with special
gas facilities that an exporter of fruit from one State maintains in another State for
the sole purpose of storing fruit in a controlled environment during the custom
clearance process in that other State. It would also cover a fixed place of business
that an enterprise maintained solely for the delivery of spare parts to customers for
machinery sold to those customers. Paragraph 4 would not apply, however, where A
permanent-establishment-could-alse-be-constituted-H-an enterprise maintaineds a fixed
place of business for the delivery of spare parts to customers for machinery supplied to
those customers and, in addition, where—n—addition—-for the maintatrenances or
repairs of-such machinery, as this would goes beyond the pure delivery mentioned in
subparagraph a) ef—paragraph4 and would not constitute preparatory or auxiliary
activities Ssince these after-sale activities constitute-erganisations-perform an essential
and significant part of the services of an enterprise vis-a-vis its customers..—their

activities-are-not-merely-auxiiary-enes [the preceding two sentences have been moved
from paragraph 25 to this paragraph].

22.226-X1ssues may arise concerning the application of the definition of permanent
establishment to Anetherexample-is-that-ef facilities such as cables or pipelines that
cross the territory of a country. Apart from the fact that income derived by the owner or
operator of such facilities from their use by other enterprises is covered by Article 6
where theythese facilities constitute immovable property under paragraph 2 of
Article 6, the question may arise as to whether subparagraph a) paragraph-4 applies to
them. Where these facilities are used to transport property belonging to other
enterprises, subparagraph a), which is restricted to delivery of goods or merchandise
belonging to the enterprise that uses the facility, will not be applicable as concerns the
owner or operator of these facilities. Subparagraph e) also will not be applicable as
concerns that enterprise since the cable or pipeline is not used solely for the enterprise
and its use is not of preparatory or auxiliary character given the nature of the business
of that enterprise. The situation is different, however, where an enterprise owns and
operates a cable or pipeline that crosses the territory of a country solely for purposes of
transporting its own property and such transport is merely incidental to the business of
that enterprise, as in the case of an enterprise that is in the business of refining oil and
that owns and operates a pipeline that crosses the territory of a country solely to
transport its own oil to its refinery located in another country. In such case,
subparagraph a) would be applicable. An-additionalA separate question is whether the
cable or pipeline could alse-constitute a permanent establishment for the customer of
the operator of the cable or pipeline, i.e. the enterprise whose data, power or property is
transmitted or transported from one place to another. In such a case, the enterprise is
merely obtaining transmission or transportation services provided by the operator of the
cable or pipeline and does not have the cable or pipeline at its disposal. As a
consequence, the cable or pipeline cannot be considered to be a permanent
establishment of that enterprise.

22.3 Subparagraph b) relates to the maintenance of a stock of goods or merchandise

belonging to the enterprise-steck-ef-merchandise-itself-and-provides-that-the-stock—as

13
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pu%pes&ef—sterage—dﬁplayer—delwepy This subparagraph is |rreIevant in cases Where

a stock of goods or merchandise belonging to an enterprise is maintained by another
person in facilities operated by that other person and the enterprise does not have the
facilities at its disposal as the place where the stock is maintained cannot therefore be
a permanent establishment of that enterprise. Where, for example, an independent
logistics company operates a warehouse in State S and continuously stores in that
warehouse goods or merchandise belonging to an enterprise of State R to which the
logistics company is not closely related, the warehouse does not constitute a fixed
place of business at the disposal of the enterprise of State R and subparagraph b) is
therefore irrelevant. Where, however, that enterprise is allowed unlimited access to a
separate part of the warehouse for the purpose of inspecting and maintaining the
goods or merchandise stored therein, subparagraph b) is applicable and the question
of whether a permanent establishment exists will depend on whether these activities
constitute a preparatory or auxiliary activity.

22.4 Subparagraph c) covers the situation-ease——which-where a stock of goods or
merchandise belonging to one enterprise is processed by a second enterprise; on behalf
of, or for the account of, the first-mentioned enterprise. As explained in the preceding
paragraph, the mere presence of goods or merchandise belonging to an enterprise
does not mean that the fixed place of business where these goods or merchandise are
stored is at the disposal of that enterprise. Where, for example, a stock of goods
belonging to RCO, an enterprise of State R, is maintained by a toll-manufacturer
located in State S for the purposes of processing by that toll-manufacturer, no fixed
place of business is at the disposal of RCO and the place where the stock is
maintained cannot therefore be a permanent establishment of RCO. If, however,
RCO is allowed unlimited access to a separate part of the facilities of the toll-
manufacturer for the purpose of inspecting and maintaining the goods stored
therein, subparagraph c) will apply and it will be necessary to determine whether the
maintenance of that stock of goods by RCO constitutes a preparatory or auxiliary
activity. This will be the case if RCO is merely a distributor of products manufactured
by other enterprises as in that case the mere maintenance of a stock of goods for the
purposes of processing by another enterprise would not form an essential and
significant part of RCO’s overall activity. In such a case, unless paragraph 4.1
applies, paragraph 4 will deem a permanent establishment not to exist in relation to
such a fixed place of business that is at the disposal of the enterprise of State R for
the purposes of maintaining its own goods to be processed by the toll-manufacturer.

22.5 The first part of subparagraph d) relates to the case where premises are used
solely for the purpose of purchasing goods or merchandise for the enterprise. Since
this exception only applies if that activity has a preparatory or auxiliary character, it
will typically not apply in the case of a fixed place of business used for the purchase
of goods or merchandise where the overall activity of the enterprise consists in selling
these goods and where purchasing is a core function in the business of the
enterprise. The following examples illustrate the application of paragraph 4 in the
case of fixed places of business where purchasing activities are performed:

Example 1: RCO is a company resident of State R that is a large buyer of a particular
agricultural product produced in State S, which RCO sells from State R to
distributors situated in different countries. RCO maintains a purchasing office in
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State S. The employees who work at that office are experienced buyers who have
special knowledge of this type of product and who visit producers in State S,
determine the type/quality of the products according to international standards
(which is a difficult process requiring special skills and knowledge) and enter into
different types of contracts (spot or forward) for the acquisition of the products by
RCO. In this example, although the only activity performed through the office is the
purchasing of products for RCO, which is an activity covered by subparagraph d),
paragraph 4 does not apply and the office therefore constitutes a permanent
establishment because that purchasing function forms an essential and significant
part of RCO’s overall activity.

Example 2: RCO, a company resident of State R which operates a number of large
discount stores, maintains an office in State S during a two-year period for the
purposes of researching the local market and lobbying the government for changes
that would allow RCO to establish stores in State S. During that period, employees of
RCO occasionally purchase supplies for their office. In this example, paragraph 4
applies because subparagraph f) applies to the activities performed through the office
(since subparagraphs d) and e) would apply to the purchasing, researching and
lobbying activities if each of these was the only activity performed at the office) and
the overall activity of the office has a preparatory character.

22.6 The second part of subparagraph d) relates to a fixed place of business that is
used solely to collect information for the enterprise. An enterprise will frequently
need to collect information before deciding whether and how to carry on its core
business activities in a State. If the enterprise does so without maintaining a fixed
place of business in that State, subparagraph d) will obviously be irrelevant. If,
however, a fixed place of business is maintained solely for that purpose,
subparagraph d) will be relevant and it will be necessary to determine whether the
collection of information goes beyond the preparatory or auxiliary threshold. Where,
for example, an investment fund sets up an office in a State solely to collect
information on possible investment opportunities in that State, the collecting of
information through that office will be a preparatory activity. The same conclusion
would be reached in the case of an insurance enterprise that sets up an office solely
for the collection of information, such as statistics, on risks in a particular market
and in the case of a newspaper bureau set up in a State solely to collect information
on possible news stories without engaging in any advertising activities: in both cases,
the collecting of information will be a preparatory activity.

23. Subparagraph e) applies to—prevides—that-a fixed place of business maintained
solely for the purpose of carrying on, for the enterprise, any activity that is not
expressly listed in subparagraphs a) to d); as long as that activity through-which-the
enterprise—exercises—solely—an—activity-which-has for-the-enterprise a preparatory or

auxiliary character, that place of business is deemed not to be a permanent
establishment. The wording of this subparagraph makes it unnecessary to produce an
exhaustive list of exeeptions—the activities to which the paragraph may apply, the
examples listed in subparagraphs a) to d) being merely common examples of
activities that are covered by the paragraph because they often have a preparatory or
auxiliary character.

te—the—general—deﬂmtleh—m—paragraph—l—[(the followmg part of the paragraph has been
moved to paragraph 21): and—when—read—with—that paragraph,—provides—a—more
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Frei—e%erelse—a—preperafee{y—e#au*mapy—aenww [the precedlng three sentences have

been moved to paragraph 21.1]. Examples of places of business covered by
subparagraph e) are fixed places of business used solely for the purpose of advertising
or for the supply of information or for scientific research or for the servicing of a patent
or a know-how contract, if such activities have a preparatory or auxiliary character [this
sentence currently appears at the end of paragraph 23]. Paragraph 4 would not apply,
however, Fhis-would-not-be-the-case,~where,—forexample; if a fixed place of business
used for the supply of information would dees-not only give information but would
also furnishes plans etc. specially developed for the purposes of the individual
customer. Nor would it be-the-ease-apply if a research establishment were to concern
itself with manufacture [these two sentences currently appear at the end of paragraph
25]. Similarly, Wwhere—fer—example; the servicing of patents and know-how is the
purpose of an enterprise, a fixed place of business of such enterprise exercising such an
activity cannot get the benefits of paragraph 4-subparagraph-e). A fixed place of
business which has the function of managing an enterprise or even only a part of an
enterprise or of a group of the concern cannot be regarded as doing a preparatory or
auxiliary activity, for such a managerial activity exceeds this level. If an enterprises
with international ramifications establishes a so-called “management office” in a States
in which theyit maintains subsidiaries, permanent establishments, agents or licensees,
such office having supervisory and coordinating functions for all departments of the
enterprlse located within the region concerned, subparagraph e) will not apply to that

management office” becanse a permanent establishment will normally be deemed to

within-the-meaning-of-subparagraph-a)-of paragraph-2—Fthe function of managing an
enterprise, even if it only covers a certain area of the operations of the concern,
constitutes an essential part of the business operations of the enterprise and therefore
can in no way be regarded as an activity which has a preparatory or auxiliary character

within the meaning of subparagraph-e}-of-paragraph 4.
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27. As already mentioned in paragraph 21 above, paragraph 4 is designed to provide
for-exceptions to the general definition of paragraph 1 in respect of fixed places of
business which are engaged in activities having a preparatory or auxiliary character.
Therefore, according to subparagraph f)-ef-paragraph-4, the fact that one fixed place of
business combines any of the activities mentioned in subparagraphs a) to e)—ef
paragraph-4 does not mean of itself that a permanent establishment exists. As long as
the combined activity of such a fixed place of business is merely preparatory or
auxiliary, a permanent establishment should be deemed not to exist. Such combinations
should not be viewed on rigid lines, but should be considered in the light of the

partlcular Clrcumstances ?he—%ﬁeﬂmaipfepa%&teiﬂy—er—&we&weh&m&erlrs—te—be
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27.1 Unless the anti-fragmentation provisions of paragraph 4.1 are applicable (see
below), Ssubparagraph f) is of no importance in a case where an enterprise maintains
several flxed places of business W|th|n the meaning of subparagraphs a) to e) provided

each place of busmess has to be V|ewed separately and in |solat|on for deciding whether

a permanent establlshment exists.  Places of  business are not  “separated

28. The fixed places of business mentioned—nto which paragraph 4 applies do not
cahnot-be-deemed-te-constitute permanent establishments so long as theirthe business
activities performed through those fixed places of business are restricted to the
act|V|t|es referred to in that paragraph—funetlens—whteh—are—the—prereqersne—fer
. This will be
the case even |f the contracts necessary for establlshlng and carrylng on these business
activities are concluded by those in charge of the places of business themselves. The
conclusion of such contracts by these employees will not constitute a permanent

establlshment of the enterprlse under Iheuempleyee&ef—plaee&ef—busme%mtmn%he
regarded—as—agents—\mthm—the—meamng—ef—paragraph 5 as long as the conclusmn of

these contracts satisfies the conditions of paragraph 4 (see paragraph 33 below). A
case-i-point-would-be-a-research-institution-An example would be where the manager
of whieh-a place of business where preparatory or auxiliary research activities are
conducted ef-which is-autherised-to-concludes the contracts necessary for establishing

and maintaining that place of business the-institution-and-whoe-exercises-this-authority
mth+n—the4ramewerk—as part of the act|V|t|es carried on at that Iocatloniunenen&ef

29. If, under paragraph 4, a fixed place of business urderparagraph-4-is deemed not
to be a permanent establishment, this exception applies likewise to the disposal of
movable property forming part of the business property of the place of business at the
termination of the enterprise’s activity at that place—n—sueh—installation (see
paragraph 11 above and paragraph 2 of Article 13). SineeWhere, for example, the
display of merchandise during a trade fair or convention is excepted under
subparagraphs a) and b), the sale of thate merchandise at the termination of thea trade
fair or convention is covered by subparagraph €) as such sale is merely an auxiliary
activitythis-exeeption. The exception does not, of course, apply to sales of merchandise
not actually displayed at the trade fair or convention.
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30. Where paragraph 4 does not apply because aA fixed place of business used
by an enterprise beth-for activities that are listed in that whichrank-as-exceptions-of
{paragraph 4} is also used and for other activities that go beyond what is preparatory
or auxiliary, that place of business constitutes a single permanent establishment of the
enterprise and the profits attributable to the permanent establishment with respect to
as—regards-both types of activities may be taxed in the State where that permanent
establishment is situated. Fhis—would—be—the—ease—for—instance—where—a—store
maintained for the delivery of goods also engaged in sales.
19.  The Committee took note that some members thought that the scope of paragraph 4
is too wide and poses challenges, see above paragraph 18 quoting paragraph 21.1 of the
OECD Commentary, which may be particularly difficult for developing countries to
handle due to the lack of administrative capacity. Countries that have those concerns may
consider eliminating the paragraph entirely. Another option that may also be considered
for those that want to limit the scope of the paragraph is to eliminate subparagraphs
which may be regarded as too extensive in scope, in particular members mentioned
subparagraphs e) and f). However, negotiators of an agreement should make sure that
the application of the remaining paragraph is limited by the preparatory and auxiliary
requirement in order for the paragraph to only eliminate from the permanent
establishment concept in paragraph 1, work being of no or very little significance in view
of the other work performed by the enterprise.

19.1 It was also noted that some States may consider that the activities in paragraph 4 are
intrinsically preparatory or auxiliary in nature and take the view that these activities
should not be subject to the preparatory or auxiliary condition since any concern about
the inappropriate use of these exceptions are addressed through the provisions of
paragraph 4.1. States that share this view are free to amend paragraph 4 as follows (and
may also agree to delete some of the activities listed in subparagraphs a) to d) below if
they consider that these activities should be subject to the preparatory or auxiliary
condition in subparagraph e)):

4. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this Article, the term
“permanent establishment” shall be deemed not to include:

(a) The use of facilities solely for the purpose of storage or display of
goods or merchandise belonging to the enterprise;

(b) The maintenance of a stock of goods or merchandise belonging to
the enterprise solely for the purpose of storage or display;

(c) The maintenance of a stock of goods or merchandise belonging to
the enterprise solely for the purpose of processing by another
enterprise;

(d) The maintenance of a fixed place of business solely for the purpose
of purchasing goods or merchandise or of collecting information,
for the enterprise;

19
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(e) The maintenance of a fixed place of business solely for the purpose
of carrying on, for the enterprise, any other activity of a preparatory
or auxiliary character.

(F) The maintenance of a fixed place of business solely for any
combination of activities mentioned in subparagraphs (a) to (e),
provided that the overall activity of the fixed place of business
resulting from this combination is of a preparatory or auxiliary
character.

19.2. Under this alternative formulation as under paragraph 4 as it read before 2017, a
fixed place of business is deemed not to constitute a permanent establishment if the only
activities carried on at that place are activities to which one of the subparagraphs a) to d)
apply.

20. As noted above, the United Nations Model Convention, in contrast to the OECD
Model Convention, does not refer to “delivery” in subparagraphs (a) or (b). The question
whether the use of facilities for the “delivery of goods” should give rise to a permanent
establishment has been debated extensively. A 1997 study revealed that almost 75 per cent
of the tax treaties of developing countries included the “delivery of goods” in the list of
exceptions in subparagraphs (a) and (b) of paragraph 4. Nevertheless, some countries regard
the omission of the expression in the United Nations Model Convention as an important
point of departure from the OECD Model Convention, believing that a stock of goods for
prompt delivery facilitates sales of the product and thereby the earning of profit in the host
country.

21. In reviewing the United Nations Model Convention, the Committee retains the
existing distinction between the two Models, but it notes that even if the delivery of goods is
treated as giving rise to a permanent establishment, it may be that little income could
properly be attributed to this activity. Tax authorities might be led into attributing too much
income to this activity if they do not give the issue close consideration, which would lead to
prolonged litigation and inconsistent application of tax treaties. Therefore, although the
reference to “delivery” is absent from the United Nations Model Convention, countries may
wish to consider both points of view when entering into bilateral tax treaties, for the purpose
of determining the practical results of utilizing either approach.

20
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Article 5, paragraph 4.1: new anti-fragmentation rule

Summary

At the twelfth meeting the Committee discussed a proposal to add an anti-fragmentation rule
immediately following paragraph 4 of Article 5, paragraph 4 as a new paragraph 4. The main
idea in paragraph 4.1 is to prevent fragmentation of activities by an enterprise or a closely
related enterprise to come within the specific activity exemptions and thereby avoid the
existence of a permanent establishment of the enterprise.

This new provision uses the concept of a “closely related enterprise” which is defined in a
proposed amendment to paragraph 7 under the proposal relating to dependent agent
permanent establishments in Article 5, paragraphs 5 and 7.

Proposed addition of Article 5, paragraph 4.1 to the United Nations Model Convention

4.1 Paragraph 4 shall not apply to a fixed place of business that is used or maintained
by an enterprise if the same enterprise or a closely related enterprise carries on business
activities at the same place or at another place in the same Contracting State and

(@) that place or other place constitutes a permanent establishment for the enterprise
or the closely related enterprise under the provisions of this Article, or

(b) the overall activity resulting from the combination of the activities carried on by
the two enterprises at the same place, or by the same enterprise or closely related
enterprises at the two places, is not of a preparatory or auxiliary character,

provided that the business activities carried on by the two enterprises at the same place, or
by the same enterprise or closely related enterprises at the two places, constitute
complementary functions that are part of a cohesive business operation.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Paragraph 4.1

21.1 In 2017 the Committee decided to adopt a new paragraph 4.1 in Article 5. The
new paragraph 4.1 is an anti-fragmentation rule that was recommended for the OECD
Model Tax Convention in the OECD/G20 Final Report on Action 7 (Preventing the
Artificial Avoidance of Permanent Establishment Status). The purpose of this new
paragraph is to prevent an enterprise from fragmenting its activities — either within the
enterprise or between closely related enterprises — in order to qualify for the specific
activity exemptions in paragraph 4 of Article 5. The Final Report also includes new
Commentary to provide guidance on the application of paragraph 4.1 to situations where
an enterprise or a group of closely related enterprises attempt to circumvent the
preparatory or auxiliary activity rule in paragraph 4 by fragmenting a cohesive business
operation into several small operations. The new OECD Commentary states:
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30.2 /... JUnder paragraph 4.1, the exceptions provided for by paragraph 4 do not
apply to a place of business that would otherwise constitute a permanent
establishment where the activities carried on at that place and other activities of the
same enterprise or of closely related enterprises exercised at that place or at another
place in the same State constitute complementary functions that are part of a
cohesive business operation. For paragraph 4.1 to apply, however, at least one of
the places where these activities are exercised must constitute a permanent
establishment or, if that is not the case, the overall activity resulting from the
combination of the relevant activities must go beyond what is merely preparatory or
auxiliary.

30.3 The concept of “closely related enterprises” that is used in paragraph 4.1 is
defined in subparagraph b) of paragraph 6 of the Article (see paragraphs 38.8 to
38.10 below).

30.4 The following examples illustrate the application of paragraph 4.1:

— Example A: RCO, a bank resident of State R, has a number of branches in
State S which constitute permanent establishments. It also has a separate office
in State S where a few employees verify information provided by clients that
have made loan applications at these different branches. The results of the
verifications done by the employees are forwarded to the headquarters of RCO
in State R where other employees analyse the information included in the loan
applications and provide reports to the branches where the decisions to grant
the loans are made. In that case, the exceptions of paragraph 4 will not apply to
the office because another place (i.e. any of the other branches where the loan
applications are made) constitutes a permanent establishment of RCO in State
S and the business activities carried on by RCO at the office and at the relevant
branch constitute complementary functions that are part of a cohesive business
operation (i.e. providing loans to clients in State S).

— Example B: RCO, a company resident of State R, manufactures and sells
appliances. SCO, a resident of State S that is a wholly-owned subsidiary of
RCO, owns a store where it sells appliances that it acquires from RCO. RCO
also owns a small warehouse in State S where it stores a few large items that
are identical to some of those displayed in the store owned by SCO. When a
customer buys such a large item from SCO, SCO employees go to the
warehouse where they take possession of the item before delivering it to the
customer; the ownership of the item is only acquired by SCO from RCO when
the item leaves the warehouse. In this case, paragraph 4.1 prevents the
application of the exceptions of paragraph 4 to the warehouse and it will not be
necessary, therefore, to determine whether paragraph 4, and in particular
subparagraph 4 a), applies to the warehouse. The conditions for the application
of paragraph 4.1 are met because

e SCO and RCO are closely related enterprises;

o SCO’s store constitutes a permanent establishment of SCO (the
definition of permanent establishment is not limited to situations where a
resident of one Contracting State uses or maintains a fixed place of
business in the other State; it applies equally where an enterprise of one
State uses or maintains a fixed place of business in that same State); and
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The business activities carried on by RCO at its warehouse and by SCO at its store
constitute complementary functions that are part of a cohesive business operation
(i.e. storing goods in one place for the purpose of delivering these goods as part of
the obligations resulting from the sale of these goods through another place in the
same State).

Article 5, paragraphs 5 and 7: dependent agents

Comment
Article 5, paragraph 5

At the 12™ meeting the Committee discussed proposals to amend Article 5, paragraphs 5 and
7 to broaden the scope of the dependent agent PE rule to counter structures aimed at the
avoidance of a PE (including commissionaire arrangements).

Two options for an amended paragraph 5 were discussed at the 12" meeting. Option 1 is
based on the OECD/G20 proposal in the Final Report on Action 7 (Preventing the Artificial
Avoidance of Permanent Establishment Status) . Option 2 is also based on the OECD/G20
recommendations but the Committee noted that it removes certain wording which might
either be confusing or be interpreted (rightly or wrongly) as limiting the provision beyond its
intended scope. In particular, the Committee noted that option 2 proposes to remove the
reference to “that are routinely concluded without material modification by the enterprise”
from the recommendation in the Action 7 Final Report.

It was noted that regardless of which option goes into the United Nations Model Convention,
the related new Commentary for the United Nations Model Convention would be
fundamentally the same in either case except for minor consequential drafting changes
relating only to the additional wording in option 1. Any necessary changes along these lines
will be made after the discussion by the Committee at the 13™ meeting.

Article 5, paragraph 7

The Committee also discussed proposed amendments to Article 5, paragraph 7. One change
of substance to the United Nations Model Convention discussed by the Committee is in
relation to the situation when the activities of an agent are devoted wholly or almost wholly
on behalf of an enterprise and the agent is therefore not an agent of independent status. It was
noted that paragraph 7 the United Nations Model Convention currently provides that even in
this situation an agent is still independent if it deals with the enterprise on an arm’s length
basis. It was also noted that this exception has never appeared in the OECD Model
Convention with the result that, the OECD Model Convention has a more limited concept of
independent agent than the United Nations Model Convention. The Committee considers
that in proposing amendments to paragraph 7 it should remove this feature of its rule.
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Article 5, paragraph 5

OPTION 1

Proposed change to Article 5, paragraph 5 of the United Nations Model Convention

5. Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 but subject to the provisions of
paragraph 7, where a person—oether—than—an—agent-of-an—independentstatus—to—whom
paragraph—+—apphes—is acting in a Contracting State on behalf of an enterprise efthe-ether
Contracting-State, that enterprise shall be deemed to have a permanent establishment in the
first-mentioned Contracting State in respect of any activities which that person undertakes for
the enterprise, if such a person:

(a)Has and habitually exercises in that State an authority to conclude contracts in the
name—of-the—enterprise,—habitually concludes contracts, or habitually plays the
principal role leading to the conclusion of contracts that are routinely concluded
without material modification by the enterprise, and these contracts are

(i) in the name of the enterprise, or

(it) for the transfer of the ownership of, or for the granting of the right to use,
property owned by that enterprise or that the enterprise has the right to use, or
(iii) for the provision of services by that enterprise,

unless the activities of such person are limited to those mentioned in paragraph 4
which, if exercised through a fixed place of business, would not make this fixed place
of business a permanent establishment under the provisions of that paragraph; or

(b) Hasnoe-such-authority—but the person does not habitually conclude contracts nor

plays the principal role leading to the conclusion of such contracts, but habitually
maintains in the first-mentioned State a stock of goods or merchandise from which he
regularly delivers goods or merchandise on behalf of the enterprise.

OPTION 2

Proposed change to Article 5, paragraph 5 of the United Nations Model Convention

5. Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 but subject to the provisions of
paragraph 7, where a person—ether—than—an—agent-of-an—independentstatus—to—whom
paragraph—/—apphies—is acting in a Contracting State on behalf of an enterprise ef-the-other
Contracting-State, that enterprise shall be deemed to have a permanent establishment in the
first-mentioned Contracting State in respect of any activities which that person undertakes for
the enterprise, if such a person:

(a) Has and habitually exercises in that State an authority to conclude contracts in the
name—ofthe—enterprise,—habitually concludes contracts, or habitually plays the
principal role leading to the conclusion of contracts that are

(i) in the name of the enterprise, or
24



E/C.18/2016/CRP.18

(i) for the transfer of the ownership of, or for the granting of the right to use,
property owned by that enterprise or that the enterprise has the right to use, or
(iii) for the provision of services by that enterprise,

unless the activities of such person are limited to those mentioned in paragraph 4
which, if exercised through a fixed place of business, would not make this fixed place
of business a permanent establishment under the provisions of that paragraph; or

(b) Has—noe-such—authority—but the person does not habitually conclude contracts nor

plays the principal role leading to the conclusion of such contracts, but habitually
maintains in the first-mentioned State a stock of goods or merchandise from which he
regularly delivers goods or merchandise on behalf of the enterprise.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Depending on which option is chosen, square brackets may need to be used when quoting the
Commentary to the OECD Model Convention to omit the reference to material modification -
the relevant lines below are square bracketed and highlighted

Paragraph 5

22.  In 2017 the Committee decided to modify paragraphs 5 and 7 of Article 5. The new
paragraphs address the artificial avoidance of PE status through commissionaire
arrangements and similar strategies. These changes to the United Nations Model
Convention and relevant Commentary are in line with recommendations for the OECD
Model Convention in the OECD/G20 Final Report on Action 7, (Preventing the Artificial
Avoidance of Permanent Establishment Status).

22.1 It is generally accepted that, if a person acts in a State for an enterprise in such a way
as to closely tie up the activity of the enterprise with the economic life of that State, the
enterprise should be treated as having a permanent establishment in that State—even if it
does not have a fixed place of business in that State under paragraph 1. Paragraph 5 achieves
this by deeming a permanent establishment to exist if the person is a so-called dependent
agent who carries out on behalf of the enterprise an activity specified in subparagraph (a) or

(b).

22.2 Subparagraph (a) follows the substance of the OECD Model Convention and proceeds
on the basis that if a person with-theautherity-te habitually concludeing contracts in the
name of the enterprise, for the transfer of ownership or the granting of the right to use the
enterprise’s property, or for the provision of services by that enterprise creates for that
enterprise a sufficiently close association with a State (or if they are habitually playing the
principal role leading to the conclusion of such contracts), then it is appropriate to deem
that such an enterprise has a permanent establishment there. The condition in subparagraph
(b), relating to the maintenance of a stock of goods, is discussed below.

23. Inrelation to subparagraph (a), a dependent agent causes a “permanent establishment”
to be deemed to exist only if his—authorityis-used he repeatedly concludes contracts or
plays the principal role leading to the conclusion of contracts and not merely in isolated
cases. The OECD Commentary states further:

A a he-pvhrase autho Vak Ja on
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32.1 For paragraph 5 to apply, all the following conditions must be met:
— aperson acts in a Contracting State on behalf of an enterprise;

— in doing so, that person habitually concludes contracts, or habitually plays
the principal role leading to the conclusion of contracts [that are routinely
concluded without material modification by the enterprise], and

— these contracts are either in the name of the enterprise or for the transfer of
the ownership of, or for the granting of the right to use, property owned by
that enterprise or that the enterprise has the right to use, or for the provision
of services by that enterprise.

32.2 Even if these conditions are met, however, paragraph 5 will not apply if the
activities performed by the person on behalf of the enterprise are covered by the
independent agent exception of paragraph 6 or are limited to activities mentioned in
paragraph 4 which, if exercised through a fixed place of business, would be deemed
not to create a permanent establishment. This last exception is explained by the fact
that since, by virtue of paragraph 4, the maintenance of a fixed place of business
solely for the purposes of preparatory or auxiliary activities is deemed not to
constitute a permanent establishment, a person whose activities are restricted to
such purposes should not create a permanent establishment either. Where, for
example, a person acts solely as a buying agent for an enterprise and, in doing so,
habitually concludes purchase contracts in the name of that enterprise, paragraph 5
will not apply even if that person is not independent of the enterprise as long as such
activities are preparatory or auxiliary (see paragraph 22.5 above).

32.3 A person is acting in a Contracting State on behalf of an enterprise when that
person involves the enterprise to a particular extent in business activities in the State
concerned. This will be the case, for example, where an agent acts for a principal,
where a partner acts for a partnership, where a director acts for a company or where
an employee acts for an employer. A person cannot be said to be acting on behalf of
an enterprise if the enterprise is not directly or indirectly affected by the action
performed by that person. As indicated in paragraph 32, the person acting on behalf
of an enterprise can be a company; in that case, the actions of the employees and
directors of that company are considered together for the purpose of determining
whether and to what extent that company acts on behalf of the enterprise.

32.4 The phrase “concludes contracts” focuses on situations where, under the
relevant law governing contracts, a contract is considered to have been concluded by
a person. A contract may be concluded without any active negotiation of the terms of
that contract; this would be the case, for example, where the relevant law provides
that a contract is concluded by reason of a person accepting, on behalf of an
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enterprise, the offer made by a third party to enter into a standard contract with that
enterprise. Also, a contract may, under the relevant law, be concluded in a State
even if that contract is signed outside that State; where, for example, the conclusion
of a contract results from the acceptance, by a person acting on behalf of an
enterprise, of an offer to enter into a contract made by a third party, it does not
matter that the contract is signed outside that State. In addition, a person who
negotiates in a State all elements and details of a contract in a way binding on the
enterprise can be said to conclude the contract in that State even if that contract is
signed by another person outside that State.

32.5 The phrase “or habitually plays the principal role leading to the conclusion of
contracts that are routinely concluded without material modification by the
enterprise” is aimed at situations where the conclusion of a contract directly results
from the actions that the person performs in a Contracting State on behalf of the
enterprise even though, under the relevant law, the contract is not concluded by that
person in that State. Whilst the phrase “concludes contracts” provides a relatively
well-known test based on contract law, it was found necessary to supplement that
test with a test focusing on substantive activities taking place in one State in order to
address cases where the conclusion of contracts is clearly the direct result of these
activities although the relevant rules of contract law provide that the conclusion of
the contract takes place outside that State. The phrase must be interpreted in the
light of the object and purpose of paragraph 5, which is to cover cases where the
activities that a person exercises in a State are intended to result in the regular
conclusion of contracts to be performed by a foreign enterprise, i.e. where that
person acts as the sales force of the enterprise. The principal role leading to the
conclusion of the contract will therefore typically be associated with the actions of
the person who convinced the third party to enter into a contract with the enterprise.
[The words “contracts that are routinely concluded without material modification by
the enterprise” clarify that where such principal role is performed in that State, the
actions of that person will fall within the scope of paragraph 5 even if the contracts
are not formally concluded in the State, for example, where the contracts are
routinely subject, outside that State, to review and approval without such review
resulting in a modification of the key aspects of these contracts.]

32.6 The phrase “habitually plays the principal role leading to the conclusion of
contracts [that are routinely concluded without material modification by the
enterprise]” therefore applies where, for example, a person solicits and receives
(but does not formally finalise) orders which are sent directly to a warehouse from
which goods belonging to the enterprise are delivered and where the enterprise
routinely approves these transactions. It does not apply, however, where a person
merely promotes and markets goods or services of an enterprise in a way that does
not directly result in the conclusion of contracts. Where, for example,
representatives of a pharmaceutical enterprise actively promote drugs produced by
that enterprise by contacting doctors that subsequently prescribe these drugs, that
marketing activity does not directly result in the conclusion of contracts between the
doctors and the enterprise so that the paragraph does not apply even though the
sales of these drugs may significantly increase as a result of that marketing activity.

32.7 The following is another example that illustrates the application of paragraph
5. RCO, a company resident of State R, distributes various products and services
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worldwide through its websites. SCO, a company resident of State S, is a wholly-
owned subsidiary of RCO. SCO’s employees send emails, make telephone calls to, or
visit large organisations in order to convince them to buy RCO’s products and
services and are therefore responsible for large accounts in State S; SCO’s
employees, whose remuneration is partially based on the revenues derived by RCO
from the holders of these accounts, use their relationship building skills to try to
anticipate the needs of these account holders and to convince them to acquire the
products and services offered by RCO. When one of these account holders is
persuaded by an employee of SCO to purchase a given quantity of goods or services,
the employee indicates the price that will be payable for that quantity, indicates that
a contract must be concluded online with RCO before the goods or services can be
provided by RCO and explains the standard terms of RCO’s contracts, including the
fixed price structure used by RCO, which the employee is not authorised to modify.
The account holder subsequently concludes that contract online for the quantity
discussed with SCO’s employee and in accordance with the price structure presented
by that employee. In this example, SCO’s employees play the principal role leading
to the conclusion of the contract between the account holder and RCO [and such
contracts are routinely concluded without material modification by the enterprise].
The fact that SCO’s employees cannot vary the terms of the contracts does not mean
that the conclusion of the contracts is not the direct result of the activities that they
perform on behalf of the enterprise, convincing the account holder to accept these
standard terms being the crucial element leading to the conclusion of the contracts
between the account holder and RCO.

32.8 The wording of subparagraphs a), b) and c¢) ensures that paragraph 5 applies
not only to contracts that create rights and obligations that are legally enforceable
between the enterprise on behalf of which the person is acting and the third parties
with which these contracts are concluded but also to contracts that create
obligations that will effectively be performed by such enterprise rather than by the
person contractually obliged to do so.

32.9 A typical case covered by these subparagraphs is where contracts are
concluded with clients by an agent, a partner or an employee of an enterprise so as
to create legally enforceable rights and obligations between the enterprise and these
clients. These subparagraphs also cover cases where the contracts concluded by a
person who acts on behalf of an enterprise do not legally bind that enterprise to the
third parties with which these contracts are concluded but are contracts for the
transfer of the ownership of, or for the granting of the right to use, property owned
by that enterprise or that the enterprise has the right to use, or for the provision of
services by that enterprise. A typical example would be the contracts that a
“commissionnaire” would conclude with third parties under a commissionnaire
arrangement with a foreign enterprise pursuant to which that commissionnaire
would act on behalf of the enterprise but in doing so, would conclude in its own
name contracts that do not create rights and obligations that are legally enforceable
between the foreign enterprise and the third parties even though the results of the
arrangement between the commissionnaire and the foreign enterprise would be such
that the foreign enterprise would directly transfer to these third parties the
ownership or use of property that it owns or has the right to use.
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32.10The reference to contracts “in the name of” in subparagraph a) does not
restrict the application of the subparagraph to contracts that are literally in the
name of the enterprise; it may apply, for example, to certain situations where the
name of the enterprise is undisclosed in a written contract.

32.11The crucial condition for the application of subparagraphs b) and c) is that the
person who habitually concludes the contracts, or habitually plays the principal role
leading to the conclusion of the contracts that are routinely concluded without
material modification by the enterprise, is acting on behalf of an enterprise in such
a way that the parts of the contracts that relate to the transfer of the ownership or
use of property, or the provision of services, will be performed by the enterprise as
opposed to the person that acts on the enterprise’s behalf.

32.12For the purposes of subparagraph b), it does not matter whether or not the
relevant property existed or was owned by the enterprise at the time of the
conclusion of the contracts between the person who acts for the enterprise and the
third parties. For example, a person acting on behalf of an enterprise might well sell
property that the enterprise will subsequently produce before delivering it directly to
the customers. Also, the reference to “property” covers any type of tangible or
intangible property.

32.13The cases to which paragraph 5 applies must be distinguished from situations
where a person concludes contracts on its own behalf and, in order to perform the
obligations deriving from these contracts, obtains goods or services from other
enterprises or arranges for other enterprises to deliver such goods or services. In
these cases, the person is not acting “on behalf” of these other enterprises and the
contracts concluded by the person are neither in the name of these enterprises nor
for the transfer to third parties of the ownership or use of property that these
enterprises own or have the right to use or for the provision of services by these
other enterprises. Where, for example, a company acts as a distributor of products in
a particular market and, in doing so, sells to customers products that it buys from an
enterprise (including an associated enterprise), it is neither acting on behalf of that
enterprise nor selling property that is owned by that enterprise since the property
that is sold to the customers is owned by the distributor. This would still be the case
if that distributor acted as a so-called “low-risk distributor” (and not, for example,
as an agent) but only if the transfer of the title to property sold by that “low-risk”
distributor passed from the enterprise to the distributor and from the distributor to
the customer (regardless of how long the distributor would hold title in the product
sold) so that the distributor would derive a profit from the sale as opposed to a
remuneration in the form, for example, of a commission.

33. The autherity—to—conclude—contracts referred to in paragraph 5 mmust—cover
contracts relating to operations which constitute the business proper of the enterprise. It
would be irrelevant, for instance, if the person had-autherity-to-concluded employment
contracts engage—employees—for the enterprise to assist that person’s activity for the
enterprise or if the person were-autherised-te-concluded, in the name of the enterprise,
similar contracts relating to internal operations only. Moreover, whether or not a the
authority-has-te-be-person habitually exereised-concludes contracts or habitually plays
the principal role leading to the conclusion of contracts [that are routinely concluded
without material modification by the enterprise] in—the—other—State;should be
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determlned on the ba3|s of the commercial realltles of the srtuatlon A—persen—whe—ls

that a person has attended or even part|C|pated in negotlatlons in a State between an
enterprise and a client will not be sufficient, by itself, to conclude that the person has

exercised-in-that State-an-autherity-to-concluded contracts or played the principal role

leading to the conclusion of contracts [that are routinely concluded without material

modification by the enterprise]-+n-the-name-of the-enterprise. The fact that a person has

attended or even participated in such negotiations could, however, be a relevant factor
|n determlnlng the exact functions performed by that person on behalf of the enterprise.

33.1 The requirement that an agent must “habitually” exereise-an-authority-te-conclude
contracts or play the principal role leading to the conclusion of contracts [that are
routinely concluded without material modification by the enterprise] reflects the
underlying principle in Article 5 that the presence which an enterprise maintains in a
Contracting State should be more than merely transitory if the enterprise is to be
regarded as maintaining a permanent establishment, and thus a taxable presence, in that
State. The extent and frequency of activity necessary to conclude that the agent is
“habitually-exereising” concluding contracts or playing the principal role leading to
the conclusion of contracts [that are routinely concluded without material
modification by the enterprise]” contracting-authority-will depend on the nature of the
contracts and the business of the principal. It is not possible to lay down a precise
frequency test. Nonetheless, the same sorts of factors considered in paragraph 6 would
be relevant in making that determination

nen—essentral—aspeets—[the OECD IS removmg the sentence to WhICh this paragraph
corresponds]

25. With the addition of paragraph 5, subparagraph (b), relating to the maintenance of a
stock of goods, this paragraph is broader in scope than paragraph 5 of the OECD Model
Convention. Some countries believe that a narrow formula might encourage an agent who
was in fact dependent to represent himself as acting on his own behalf.

26. The former Group of Experts understood that paragraph 5, subparagraph (b) was to be

interpreted such that if all the sales-related activities take place outside the host State and

only delivery, by an agent, takes place there, such a situation would not lead to a permanent
1

establishment. The former Group of Experts noted, however, that if sales-related activities
(for example, advertising or promotion) are also conducted in that State on behalf of the

ISee paragraph 25 of the Commentary on Article 5 of the 1999 version of the United Nations Model Convention.
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resident (whether or not by the enterprise itself or by its dependent agents) and have
2
contributed to the sale of such goods or merchandise, a permanent establishment may exist.

Article 5, paragraph 7

Both options for Article 5, paragraph 5 would require the same change to paragraph 7

Proposed change to Article 5, paragraph 7 of the United Nations Model Convention

(a) Paragraph 5 shall not apply where the person acting in a Contracting State on
behalf of an enterprise of the other Contracting State carries on business in the first-
mentioned State as an independent agent and acts for the enterprise in the ordinary

course of that busmess Hewever—when—the—aetmﬂes—ef—sueh—an—ageni—are—deveted

pa%agmp# Where however a person acts excluswely or almost excluswely on behalf
of one or more enterprises to which it is closely related, that person shall not be
considered to be an independent agent within the meaning of this paragraph with
respect to any such enterprise.

(b) For the purposes of this Article, a person is closely related to an enterprise if, based
on all the relevant facts and circumstances, one has control of the other or both are
under the control of the same persons or enterprises. In any case, a person shall be
considered to be closely related to an enterprise if one possesses directly or indirectly
more than 50 per cent of the beneficial interest in the other (or, in the case of a
company, more than 50 per cent of the aggregate vote and value of the company’s
shares or of the beneficial equity interest in the company) or if another person
possesses directly or indirectly more than 50 per cent of the beneficial interest (or, in
the case of a company, more than 50 per cent of the aggregate vote and value of the
company’s shares or of the beneficial equity interest in the company) in the person
and the enterprise.

?Ibid.
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Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Paragraph 7

30.

The first sentence of this paragraph reproduces Article 5, paragraph 6 of the OECD

Model Convention, with a few minor drafting changes. The relevant portions of the
Commentary on the OECD text are as follows:

32

36.  Where an enterprise of a Contracting State carries on business dealings through a
broker,—general-commission-agent-orany-otheragent-ef-an independent-status agent
carrying on business as such, it cannot be taxed in the other Contracting State in
respect of those dealings if the agent is acting in the ordinary course of his-that business
(see paragraph 32 above). Altheugh-it-standsto+eason-that-sThe activities of such an
agent, who representsing a separate and independent enterprise, eannot-constitute—a
should not result in the flndlng of a permanent establlshment of the foreign enterprlse-

37. The exception of paragraph 6 only applies where a person acts on behalf of an
enterprise in the course of carrying on a business as an independent agent. It would
therefore not apply where a person acts on behalf of an enterprise in a different
capacity, such as where an employee acts on behalf of her employer or a partner acts
on behalf of a partnership. As explained in paragraph 8.1 of the Commentary on
Article 15, it is sometimes difficult to determine whether the services rendered by an
individual constitute employment services or services rendered by a separate
enterprise and the guidance in paragraphs 8.2 to 8.28 of the Commentary on Article
15 will be relevant for that purpose. Where an individual acts on behalf of an
enterprise in the course of carrying on his own business and not as an employee,
however, the application of paragraph 6 will still require that the individual do so as
an independent agent; as explained in paragraph 38.7 below, this independent status
is less likely if the activities of that individual are performed exclusively or almost
exclusively on behalf of one enterprise or closely related enterprises.

38.  Whether a person acting as an agent is independent of the enterprise represented
depends on the extent of the obligations which this person has vis-a-vis the enterprise.
Where the person’s commercial activities for the enterprise are subject to detailed
instructions or to comprehensive control by it, such person cannot be regarded
as independent of the enterprise. Another important criterion will be whether the
entrepreneurial risk has to be borne by the person or by the enterprise the person
represents. In any event, the last sentence of subparagraph a) of paragraph 6
provides that in certain circumstances a person shall not be considered to be an
independent agent (see paragraphs 38.6 to 38.11 below). 382—The following
considerations should be borne in mind when determining whether an agent to whom
that last sentence does not apply may be considered to be independent.
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38.1 It should be noted that, where the last sentence of subparagraph a) of
paragraph 6 does not apply because a subsidiary does not act exclusively or almost
exclusively for closely related enterprises, the control which a parent company
exercises over its subsidiary in its capacity as shareholder is not relevant in a
consideration of the dependence or otherwise of the subsidiary in its capacity as an
agent for the parent. This is consistent with the rule in paragraph 7 of Article 5 (see also

paragraph 38 11 below) Bui—as—parag%aph%—l—ef—me—eemmemapy—mdﬁates—the

38.23 An independent agent will typically be responsible to his principal for the results
of his work but not subject to significant control with respect to the manner in which
that work is carried out. He will not be subject to detailed instructions from the
principal as to the conduct of the work. The fact that the principal is relying on the
special skill and knowledge of the agent is an indication of independence.

38.34 Limitations on the scale of business which may be conducted by the agent clearly
affect the scope of the agent’s authority. However such limitations are not relevant to
dependency which is determined by consideration of the extent to which the agent
exercises freedom in the conduct of business on behalf of the principal within the scope
of the authority conferred by the agreement.

38.451t may be a feature of the operation of an agreement that an agent will provide
substantial information to a principal in connection with the business conducted under
the agreement. This is not in itself a sufficient criterion for determination that the agent
is dependent unless the information is provided in the course of seeking approval from
the principal for the manner in which the business is to be conducted. The provision of
information which is simply intended to ensure the smooth running of the agreement
and continued good relations with the principal is not a sign of dependence.

38.5 Another factor to be considered in determining independent status is the number
of principals represented by the agent. As indicated in paragraph 38.7, independent
status is less likely if the activities of the agent are performed wholly or almost wholly
on behalf of only one enterprise over the lifetime of the business or a long period of
time. However, this fact is not by itself determinative. All the facts and circumstances
must be taken into account to determine whether the agent’s activities constitute an
autonomous business conducted by him in which he bears risk and receives reward
through the use of his entrepreneurial skills and knowledge. Where an agent acts for a
number of principals in the ordinary course of his business and none of these is
predominant in terms of the business carried on by the agent, dependence may exist if
the principals act in concert to control the acts of the agent in the course of his business
on their behalf.

38.67An independent agent Persens-cannot be said to act in the ordinary course of
thel—own its business as agent when it performs activities that are unrelated to that

agency business—%m—plae&e##m—eme#pnser%m%ens—pe#ann—aetmﬂes—wmem
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end—of-paragraph-5 company that acts on its own account as a distributor for a
number of companies also acts as an agent for another enterprise, the activities that
the company undertakes as a distributor will not be considered to be part of the
activities that the company carries on in the ordinary course of its business as an
agent for the purposes of the application of subparagraph [6] a). Activities that are
part of the ordinary course of a business that an enterprise carries on as an agent
will, however, include intermediation activities which, in line with the common
practice in a particular business sector, are performed sometimes as agent and
sometimes on the enterprise’s own account, provided that these intermediation
activities are, in substance, indistinguishable from each other. Where, for example, a
broker-dealer in the financial sector performs a variety of market intermediation
activities in the same way but, informed by the needs of the clients, does it sometimes
as an agent for another enterprise and sometimes on its own account, the broker-
dealer will be considered to be acting in the ordinary course of its business as an
agent when it performs these various market intermediation activities.

38.7 The last sentence of subparagraph a) provides that a person is not considered to
be an independent agent where the person acts exclusively or almost exclusively for
one or more enterprises to which it is closely related. That last sentence does not
mean, however, that paragraph 6 will apply automatically where a person acts for
one or more enterprises to which that person is not closely related. Paragraph 6
requires that the person must be carrying on a business as an independent agent and
be acting in the ordinary course of that business. Independent status is less likely if
the activities of the person are performed wholly or almost wholly on behalf of only
one enterprise (or a group of enterprises that are closely related to each other) over
the lifetime of that person’s business or over a long period of time. Where, however, a
person is acting exclusively for one enterprise, to which it is not closely related, for a
short period of time (e.g. at the beginning of that person’s business operations), it is
possible that paragraph 6 could apply. As indicated in paragraph 38.5, all the facts
and circumstances would need to be taken into account to determine whether the
person’s activities constitute the carrying on of a business as an independent agent.

38.8 The last sentence of subparagraph a) applies only where the person acts
“exclusively or almost exclusively” on behalf of closely related enterprises. This
means that where the person’s activities on behalf of enterprises to which it is not
closely related do not represent a significant part of that person’s business, that
person will not qualify as an independent agent. Where, for example, the sales that
an agent concludes for enterprises to which it is not closely related represent less
than 10 per cent of all the sales that it concludes as an agent acting for other
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enterprises, that agent should be viewed as acting “exclusively or almost exclusively”
on behalf of closely related enterprises.

38.9 Subparagraph b) explains the meaning of the concept of a “person closely
related to an enterprise” for the purpose of the Article. That concept is to be
distinguished from the concept of “associated enterprises” which is used for the
purposes of Article 9; although the two concepts overlap to a certain extent, they are
not intended to be equivalent.

38.10The first part of subparagraph b) includes the general definition of “a person
closely related to an enterprise”. It provides that a person is closely related to an
enterprise if, based on all the relevant facts and circumstances, one has control of the
other or both are under the control of the same persons or enterprises. This general
rule would cover, for example, situations where a person or enterprise controls an
enterprise by virtue of a special arrangement that allows that person to exercise
rights that are similar to those that it would hold if it possessed directly or indirectly
more than 50 per cent of the beneficial interests in the enterprise. As in most cases
where the plural form is used, the reference to the “same persons or enterprises” at
the end of the first sentence of subparagraph b) covers cases where there is only one
such person or enterprise.

38.11 The second part of subparagraph b) provides that the definition of “person
closely related to an enterprise” is automatically satisfied in certain circumstances.
Under that second part, a person is considered to be closely related to an enterprise if
either one possesses directly or indirectly more than 50 per cent of the beneficial
interests in the other or if a third person possesses directly or indirectly more than 50
per cent of the beneficial interests in both the person and the enterprise. In the case
of a company, this condition is satisfied where a person holds directly or indirectly
more than 50 per cent of the aggregate vote and value of the company’s shares or of
the beneficial equity interest in the company.

38.12 The rule in the last sentence of subparagraph a) and the fact that
subparagraph b) covers situations where one company controls or is controlled by
another company does not restrict in any way the scope of paragraph 7 of Article 5.
As explained in paragraph 41.1 below, it is possible that a subsidiary will act on
behalf of its parent company in such a way that the parent will be deemed to have a
permanent establishment under paragraph 5; if that is the case, a subsidiary acting
exclusively or almost exclusively for its parent will be unable to benefit from the
“independent agent” exception of paragraph 6. This, however, does not imply that
the parent-subsidiary relationship eliminates the requirements of paragraph 5 and
that such a relationship could be sufficient in itself to conclude that any of these
requirements are met.

3United Nations Publication: ST/ESA/102: Sales No. E.80.XV1.3.
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depenelen% In the 1999 reV|S|on of the Model the wordmg was the#efere amended as
follews:—to clarify that the essential criterion for treating an agent as not being of “a
independent status” was the absence of an arm’s length relationship.

2017 update, the Commlttee deczded that the lack of an arm’s length relatzonsth should
not be a deciding factor in determining that an agent does not qualify as an agent of
independent status and removed this requirement from the independent agent rule. In
making its decision noted that removal of the arm’s length condition was made because
prior to the 2017 update, it was easier to qualify as “an independent agent” under the
United Nations Model Convention than under the OECD Model Convention.

Article 5, paragraph 6: insurance businesses

Comment

Due to the Committee’s concerns that Article 5, paragraph 6 can be abused and avoided in
relation to re-insurance, the Committee discussed a proposal at the 12™ meeting that the re-
insurance exception be removed. The Committee also discussed a proposal that an alternate
Article 5, paragraph 6 that allows the source state the right to tax insurance businesses
without the existence of a permanent establishment be inserted into the model commentary as
an option.

Proposed change to Article 5, paragraph 6 of the United Nations Model Convention

6. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this Article but subject to the provisions of
paragraph 7, an insurance enterprise of a Contracting State shall, exceptin—+regard-to—re-
tasuranee, be deemed to have a permanent establishment in the other Contracting State if it
collects premlums in the terrltory of that other State or insures risks situated thereln through a
person ethe :

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

27. This paragraph of the United Nations Model Convention does not correspond to any
provision in Article 5 of the OECD Model Convention and is included to deal with certain
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aspects of the insurance business. The OECD Model Convention nevertheless discusses the
possibility of such a provision in bilateral tax treaties in the following terms:

39. According to the definition of the term “permanent establishment” an insurance
company of one State may be taxed in the other State on its insurance business, if it
has a fixed place of business within the meaning of paragraph 1 or if it carries on
business through a person within the meaning of paragraph 5. Since agencies of
foreign insurance companies sometimes do not meet either of the above requirements,
it is conceivable that these companies do large-scale business in a State without being
taxed in that State on their profits arising from such business. In order to obviate this
possibility, various conventions concluded by OECD member countries include a
provision which stipulates that insurance companies of a State are deemed to have a
permanent establishment in the other State if they collect premiums in that other State
through an agent established there—other than an agent who already constitutes a
permanent establishment by virtue of paragraph 5—or insure risks situated in that
territory through such an agent. The decision as to whether or not a provision along
these lines should be included in a convention will depend on the factual and legal
situation prevailing in the Contracting States concerned. Frequently, therefore, such a
provision will not be contemplated. In view of this fact, it did not seem advisable to
insert a provision along these lines in the Model Convention.

28. Paragraph 6 of the United Nations Model Convention, which achieves the aim quoted
above, is necessary because insurance agents generally have no authority to conclude
contracts; thus, the conditions of paragraph 5, subparagraph (a) would not be fulfilled. If an
insurance agent is independent, however, the profits of the insurance company attributable to
his activities are not taxable in the source State because the provisions of Article 5 paragraph
7 would be fulfilled and the enterprise would not be deemed to have a permanent
establishment.

28.1 Paragraph 6 of the United Nations Model Convention previously contained an
exception for re-insurance. This was removed in the 2017 update due to concerns about
the ease with which the provision could be abused and a permanent establishment thus
avoided — contrary to the broader purpose of including a deemed permanent establishment
rule for insurance. Countries that do not share this concern regarding reinsurance can
continue to use the wording of Article 5, paragraph 6 as it read prior to the 2017 update.

29. Some countries, however, favour extending the provision to allow taxation even where
there is representation by such an independent agent. They take this approach because of the
nature of the insurance business, the fact that the risks are situated within the country
claiming tax jurisdiction, and the ease with which persons could, on a part-time basis,
represent insurance companies on the basis of an “independent status”, making it difficult to
distinguish between dependent and independent insurance agents. Other countries see no
reason why the insurance business should be treated differently from activities such as the
sale of tangible commodities. They also point to the difficulty of ascertaining the total
amount of business done when the insurance is handled by several independent agents
within the same country. In view of this difference in approach, the question how to treat
independent agents is left to bilateral negotiations, which could take account of the methods
used to sell insurance and other features of the insurance business in the countries
concerned.

30. To address the difficulties faced in administering a provision that deems an
insurance business to constitute a permanent establishment, for example in relation to the
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attribution of profits, some countries may instead prefer to include in Article 7 a provision
which provides the source country with the right to tax insurance businesses without
deeming a permanent establishment to exist. Some countries may prefer to include a
maximum rate of taxation permitted in the source country, with the rate to be determined
in bilateral negotiations.

[ Notwithstanding the other provisions of this Article, an enterprise of a
Contracting State that derives profits from any form of insurance, in the form of
collecting premiums or insuring risks in the other Contracting State, may be taxed
on such profits in that other Contracting State. However, the tax in the other
Contracting State may not exceed ___ percent of the premiums collected.
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PART B — PROPOSED CHANGES TO ARTICLES OTHER THAN
ARTICLE 5*

Tax policy considerations

Comment

At the 12" meeting, the Committee discussed a proposal that a section on tax policy
considerations be inserted as new section C in the introduction of the commentary to the
United Nations Model Convention and current section C be renamed D. This new section
incorporates a reference to the United Nations Manual for the Negotiation of Bilateral Tax
Treaties between Developed and Developing Countries which references the 2014 United
Nations paper by Ariane Pickering and picks up the text of the new section being inserted
into the OECD Model Convention.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

. TAX POLICY CONSIDERATIONS THAT ARE RELEVANT TO THE DECISION OF
WHETHER TO ENTER INTO A TAX TREATY OR AMEND AN EXISTING TREATY

17.1 The United Nations Manual for the Negotiation of Bilateral Tax Treaties between
Developed and Developing Countries® recommends that new negotiators should read a
paper titled “Why negotiate tax treaties?” by Ariane Pickering (“the 2014 United Nations
paper”), contained in Papers on Selected Topics in Negotiation of Tax Treaties for
Developing Countries®. The 2014 United Nations paper provided a discussion on why
countries may choose to enter into treaty negotiations. It examined in depth the most
common reasons why a country would enter into a tax treaty with another, for example, the
facilitation of inbound and outbound investment by removing or reducing double taxation
or excessive source country taxation, the reduction of cross-border tax avoidance and
evasion through the exchange of information and mutual assistance in collection of taxes,
or for political reasons.

17.2  Following the work by the OECD and G20 on Action 6 (Preventing the Granting of
Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances), a section was inserted into the
Introduction to the OECD Model Convention on the tax policy considerations that are

4 Principal purpose test and limitation on benefits issues will be separately addressed. A proposed revised
Commentary on Article 1 will also be provided.
> New York: United Nations, 2016
® New York: United Nations, 2014
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relevant to the decision of whether to enter into a tax treaty, amend an existing tax treaty,
or, as a last resort, terminate a tax treaty. The Committee recognizes that the
considerations identified by the OECD are consistent with the discussion contained in the
2014 United Nations paper, in particular, the notion that there are costs associated with tax
treaties, including the risk of double non-taxation and treaty shopping when the tax treaty
is with a low-tax country. The relevant section of the Commentary to the OECD Model

Convention is as follows:

40

15.1 In 1997, the OECD Council adopted a recommendation that the
Governments of member countries pursue their efforts to conclude
bilateral tax treaties with those member countries, and where
appropriate with non-member countries, with which they had not yet
entered into such conventions. Whilst the question of whether or not to
enter into a tax treaty with another country is for each State to decide on
the basis of different factors, which include both tax and non-tax
considerations, tax policy considerations will generally play a key role in
that decision. The following paragraphs describe some of these tax
policy considerations, which are relevant not only to the question of
whether a treaty should be concluded with a State but also to the
question of whether a State should seek to modify or replace an existing
treaty or even, as a last resort, terminate a treaty (taking into account the
fact that termination of a treaty often has a negative impact on large
number of taxpayers who are not concerned by the situations that result
in the termination of the treaty).

15.2 Since a main objective of tax treaties is the avoidance of double
taxation in order to reduce tax obstacles to cross-border services, trade
and investment, the existence of risks of double taxation resulting from
the interaction of the tax systems of the two States involved will be the
primary tax policy concern. Such risks of double taxation will generally
be more important where there is a significant level of existing or
projected cross-border trade and investment between two States. Most of
the provisions of tax treaties seek to alleviate double taxation by
allocating taxing rights between the two States and it is assumed that
where a State accepts treaty provisions that restrict its right to tax
elements of income, it generally does so on the understanding that these
elements of income are taxable in the other State. Where a State levies
no or low income taxes, other States should consider whether there are
risks of double taxation that would justify, by themselves, a tax treaty.
States should also consider whether there are elements of another State’s
tax system that could increase the risk of non-taxation, which may
include tax advantages that are ring-fenced from the domestic economy.

15.3 Accordingly, two States that consider entering into a tax treaty
should evaluate the extent to which the risk of double taxation actually
exists in cross-border situations involving their residents. A large
number of cases of residence-source juridical double taxation can be
eliminated through domestic provisions for the relief of double taxation
(ordinarily in the form of either the exemption or credit method) which
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operate without the need for tax treaties. Whilst these domestic
provisions will likely address most forms of residence-source juridical
double taxation, they will not cover all cases of double taxation,
especially if there are significant differences in the source rules of the
two States or if the domestic law of these States does not allow for
unilateral relief of economic double taxation (e.g. in the case of a
transfer pricing adjustment made in another State).

15.4 Another tax policy consideration that is relevant to the conclusion
of a tax treaty is the risk of excessive taxation that may result from high
withholding taxes in the source State. Whilst mechanisms for the relief
of double taxation will normally ensure that such high withholding taxes
do not result in double taxation, to the extent that such taxes levied in
the State of source exceed the amount of tax normally levied on profits
in the State of residence, they may have a detrimental effect on cross-
border trade and investment.

15.5 Further tax considerations that should be taken into account when
considering entering into a tax treaty include the various features of tax
treaties that encourage and foster economic ties between countries, such
as the protection from discriminatory tax treatment of foreign investment
that is offered by the non-discrimination rules of Article 24, the greater
certainty of tax treatment for taxpayers who are entitled to benefit from
the treaty and the fact that tax treaties provide, through the mutual
agreement procedure, together with the possibility for Contracting States
of moving to arbitration, a mechanism for the resolution of cross-border
tax disputes.

15.6 An important objective of tax treaties being the prevention of tax
avoidance and evasion, States should also consider whether their
prospective treaty partners are willing and able to implement effectively
the provisions of tax treaties concerning administrative assistance, such
as the ability to exchange tax information, this being a key aspect that
should be taken into account when deciding whether or not to enter into
a tax treaty. The ability and willingness of a State to provide assistance
in the collection of taxes would also be a relevant factor to take into
account. It should be noted, however, that in the absence of any actual
risk of double taxation, these administrative provisions would not, by
themselves, provide a sufficient tax policy basis for the existence of a tax
treaty because such administrative assistance could be secured through
more targeted alternative agreements, such as the conclusion of a tax
information exchange agreement or the participation in the multilateral
Convention on Mutual Administrative Assistance in Tax Matters.

[Footnote to paragraph 15.6:] Available at
http://www.oecd.org/ctp/exchange-of-tax-information/ENG-Amended-
Convention.pdf
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D.c MAIN FEATURES OF THIS REVISION OF THE
UNITED NATIONS MODEL CONVENTION

Title and preamble

Comment

At the 12" meeting, the Committee discussed a proposal to amend the title and insert a text of
a preamble for the United Nations Model Convention to clarify that treaties are not intended
to be used to produce situations of double non-taxation. It was noted by the Committee that
these proposed changes would be important in relation to the interpretation of the provisions
contained in the treaty.

Currently, the United Nations Model Convention suggests that the preamble should be
drafted according to the constitutional procedures of the Contracting States but it is proposed
that this be replaced by a model preamble.

It was also noted that there are overlapping sections in the United Nations Model Convention
Commentary and further work will be required to refine the proposed changes to the
commentary and ensure that areas of overlap are sufficiently considered.

Proposed change to the title and preamble of the United Nations Model Convention

TITLE OF THE CONVENTION

Convention between (State A) and (State B) for the elimination of double taxation with
7
respect to taxes on income and capital and the prevention of tax avoidance and evasion

8
PREAMBLE OF THE CONVENTION

(State A) and (State B),

Desiring to further develop their economic relationship and to enhance their cooperation
in tax matters,
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Intending to conclude a Convention for the elimination of double taxation with respect to
taxes on income and on capital without creating opportunities for non-taxation or reduced
taxation through tax avoidance or evasion (including through treaty-shopping
arrangements aimed at obtaining reliefs provided in this Convention for the indirect
benefit of residents of third States)

Have agreed as follows:

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Introduction

4.  The desirability of promoting greater inflows of foreign investment to developing
countries on conditions which are politically acceptable as well as economically and
socially beneficial has been frequently affirmed in resolutions of the General Assembly and
the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations and the United Nations Conference
on Trade and Development. The 2002 Monterrey Consensus on Financing for Development®
and the follow up Doha Declaration on Financing for Development of 2008 together
recognize the special importance of international tax cooperation in encouraging investment
for development and maximizing domestic resource mobilisation, including by combating
tax evasion. They also recognize the importance of supporting national efforts in these areas
by strengthening technical assistance (in which this Model will play a vital part) and
enhancing international cooperation and participation in addressing international tax matters
(of which the United Nations Model Convention is one of the fruits).

5. The growth of investment flows between countries depends to a large extent on the
prevailing investment climate. The prevention or elimination of international double taxation
in respect of the same income - the effects of which are harmful to the exchange of goods
and services and to the movement of capital and persons, constitutes a significant component
of such a climate.

6.  Broadly, the general objectives of bilateral tax treaties therefore include the protection
of taxpayers against double taxation with a view to improving the flow of international trade
and investment and the transfer of technology. They also aim to prevent certain types of
discrimination as between foreign investors and local taxpayers, and to provide a reasonable
element of legal and fiscal certainty as a framework within which international operations
can confidently be carried on. With this background, tax treaties should contribute to the
furtherance of the development aims of developing countries. In addition, the treaties seek to
improve cooperation between taxing authorities in carrying out their functions, including by

United Nations 2002, A/CONF.198/11

Oynited Nations 2008, A/CONF.212/L.1/Rev.1
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the exchange of information with a view to preventing avoidance or evasion of taxes and by
assistance in the collection of taxes.

6.1 Finally, it has become clear as a result of international focus on base erosion and
profit shifting that treaties are not intended to facilitate treaty shopping and other treaty
abuses.

10. In 2005 the Ad Hoc Group of Experts was upgraded by conversion into a Committee
structure, which remains its current form. The 25 members of the Committee of Experts on
International Cooperation in Tax Matters are nominated by countries and chosen by the
Secretary-General of the United Nations to act in their personal capacities for a period of 4

years. The Committee now directly reports to the ECOSOC. and-i—now-meets-every-year
rather-than-every second-year:

11.  In 2013, 25 new members were appointed to the Committee of Experts. At the time
of completion of this updated version of the United Nations Model Convention, the
members of the Committee were as follows:™

[List of current members of Committee of Experts to be inserted]

[...]

16. The current revision of the United Nations Model Convention continues is—the
beginning-of an ongoing process of review, which the Committee hopes will result in more
frequent updates of particular Articles and Commentaries to keep up with developments,
including in country practice, new ways of doing business, and new challenges. It will
therefore operate as a process of continuous improvement. This means that some articles
have not yet been substantively reviewed by the Committee.

17.  The main objectives of this revision of the United Nations Model Convention have
been to take account of developments in the area of international tax policies relevant for
developing and developed countries. Fhe—Cemmittee—also—tdentified—treaty—policy The
Committee identified a number of issues that require further work. In particular and it
mandated one Subcommittee to address the issue of the taxation treatment of services in
general and in a broad way including all related aspects and issues but —Furthermere; the
issue of taxation of fees for technical services should alse be addressed in particular. The
Subcommittee therefore focused its work on the drafting of the new article with its
commentary which is now included in the 2017 update of the Model. It was recognized,

“The countries nominating the members are listed for information only, because as noted above, members of the
Committee act in their personal capacity, rather than as representatives of those countries.
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however that thls was the |n|t|at|0n of extenS|ve Work and—rt—was—agreed—that—there—weuld—net
ton. In the

future if the Commlttee SO deC|des any potentlal conclusmns that could be useful may
therefore-be presented as a Committee Report which may shape the next revision of the
United Nations Model Convention. The work programme of the Committee, including that
on services, will be made available as it develops on the Committee’s website. ™2

17.1 In addition, the Committee has undertaken work on base erosion and profit shifting
issues. Initially, the focused on its own experiences and engaged with other relevant
bodies, with a view to monitoring developments on base erosion and profit shifting issues
with and communicating on such issues with officials in developing countries (especially
the less developed) directly and through regional and inter-regional organisations. This
communication was done with a view to help inform developing countries on such issues,
help facilitate the input of developing country experiences and views into the ongoing
United Nations work and help facilitate the input of developing country experiences and
views into the OECD/G20 Action Plan on Base Erosion and Profit Shifting. In 2014 the
Committee commenced work on changes to the United Nations Model Tax Convention to
address base erosion and profit shifting issues that arise out of the work of the G20 and
OECD or relate specifically to issues that arose in respect of the Convention.

C. MAIN FEATURES OF THIS REVISION OF THE
UNITED NATIONS MODEL CONVENTION

18. The main differences between the Articles of this version of the United Nations Model

Convention and the previous version revised-r-1999-and-published-r-2001 published in

2012 are as follows:

A modified title of the convention and a new preamble of the convention;

A new version of Article 1 that includes a principal purpose test, a third state
permanent establishment rule, and a savings clause;

A modified version of Article 4 that includes a new tie breaker rule for determining
the treaty residence of dual-resident persons other than individuals;

A modified version of Article 5 to prevent the avoidance of permanent establishment
status;

A modified Article 10 to change the circumstances in which a lower rate applies for
dividends on direct ownership of shares above a 25% threshold;

A new Article [ ] to provide for source taxation of fees for technical services;

A new version of Article 13, paragraph 4 to modify the scope of the land-rich
company rule;

A modified version of Article 13, paragraph 5 for consistency with Article 13,
paragraph 4.
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19. There have been changes to the Commentaries on the Articles to reflect the changes
referred to above.;as-weH-as:

Article 1

Improper use of tax treaties

8. Provisions of tax treaties are drafted in general terms and taxpayers may be tempted to
apply these provisions in a narrow technical way so as to obtain benefits in circumstances
where the Contracting States did not intend that these benefits be provided. Such improper
uses of tax treaties are a source of concern to all countries but particularly for countries that
have limited experience in dealing with sophisticated tax-avoidance strategies. In the 2017
update, the Committee clarified through the addition of an amended title and text for a
preamble and an amendment to the title of the United Nations Model Convention that tax
treaties are not intended to create opportunities for non-taxation or reduced taxation
through tax avoidance and evasion.

9. The Committee considers that it would therefore be helpful to examine the various
approaches through which those strategies may be dealt with and to provide specific
examples of the application of these approaches. In examining this issue, the Committee
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recognizes that for tax treaties to achieve their role, it is important to maintain a balance
between the need for tax administrations to protect their tax revenues from the misuse of tax
treaty provisions and the need to provide legal certainty and to protect the legitimate
expectations of taxpayers.

9.1 In the 2017 update, the Committee decided to include a principal purpose test in
Article 1. This along with specific treaty anti-abuse rules included in tax treaties are
aimed at transactions and arrangements entered into for the purpose of obtaining treaty
benefits in inappropriate circumstances.

[...]

The interpretation of tax treaty provisions

38.  Another approach that has been used to counter improper uses of treaties has been to
consider that there can be abuses of the treaty itself and to disregard abusive transactions
under a proper interpretation of the relevant treaty provisions that takes account of their
context, the treaty’s object and purpose as well as the obligation to interpret these provisions

in good faith.13 As already noted, a number of countries have long used a process of legal
interpretation to counteract abuses of their domestic tax laws and it seems entirely
appropriate to similarly interpret tax treaty provisions to counteract tax treaty abuses. As
noted in paragraph 9.3 of the Commentary on Article 1 of the OECD Model Convention:

Other States prefer to view some abuses as being abuses of the convention itself, as
opposed to abuses of domestic law. These States, however, then consider that a proper
construction of tax conventions allows them to disregard abusive transactions, such as
those entered into with the view to obtaining unintended benefits under the provisions
of these conventions. This interpretation results from the object and purpose of tax
conventions as well as the obligation to interpret them in good faith (see Article 31 of
the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties).

38.1 Earlier Committees have recognized the increasing practice of including titles and
preambles to emphasise the purpose of bilateral tax treaties [reference required]. This
practice will become more widespread following the recommendations of the G20 and
OECD on treaty abuse to clarify that the facilitation of treaty abuse is not part of the
general objectives of bilateral tax treaties.

38.2 As part of the 2017 update, the Committee decided to amend the title of the United
Nations Model Convention and to include the text of a preamble based on those
recommendations. The changes in this version expressly recognize that the purposes of
the United Nations Model Convention are not limited to the elimination of double taxation
and that the Contracting States do not intend the provisions of the United Nations Model
Convention to create opportunities for non-taxation or reduced taxation through tax
avoidance and evasion. While the amended title refers to treaty-shopping, the Committee
recognizes that treaty-shopping is just one example of the improper use of a tax treaty and
notes that other examples can be found in paragraphs 40 to 99.

38.3 Since the title and preamble form part of the context of the United Nations Model
Convention and constitute a general statement of the object and purpose of the United

3As prescribed by Article 31 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties.
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Nations Model Convention, they should play an important role in the interpretation of the
provisions of the Convention.

39. Paragraphs 23 to 27 above provide guidance as to what should be considered to be a
tax treaty abuse. That guidance would obviously be relevant for the purposes of the
application of this approach.

Article 1, paragraph 3: saving clause

Comment

At the 12" meeting the Committee discussed a proposal that a “saving clause” be introduced
as paragraph 3, to clarify that treaties do not prevent countries from taxing their own
residents. The following provision is based on the OECD provision recommended in the
OECD/G20 Final Report on Action 6 (Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in
Inappropriate Circumstances). It was noted that the provision includes a reference to Article
7, paragraph 3 of the OECD Model Convention. Article 7, paragraph 3 of the OECD Model
Convention deals with correlative adjustments - the United Nations Model Convention does
not include this provision in Article 7. However, the Committee noted that Article 9 does
refer to an adjustment in paragraph 2.

It was noted that the reference to paragraph 3 of Article 7 appears in red and in square
brackets in both the proposed amendments to the United Nations Model Convention and its
Commentary, so that the matter can be discussed.

It was proposed that adjustments also be made to the proposed Commentary to take account
of the fact that the United Nations Model Convention contains two options for Article 5.
These proposed adjustments are indicated in red.

Proposed new Article 1, paragraph 3 of the United Nations Model Convention

3. This Convention shall not affect the taxation, by a Contracting State, of its residents
except with respect to the benefits granted under [paragraph 3 of Article 7], paragraph 2
of Article 9 and Articles 19, 20, 23 A [23 B], 24 and 25 A [25 B] and 28.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

B. Commentary on the paragraphs of Article 1

Paragraph 3

106. In the 2017 update, the Committee decided to introduce a so-called “saving clause” as
paragraph 3 to Article 1. This follows the new provision included in the OECD Model
Convention following the recommendations of the OECD/G20 in the Final Report on
Action 6 (Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances),
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which is based on a similar provision included in the US model . The intent of the saving
clause is to put at rest the argument that some provisions aimed at the taxation of non-
residents could be interpreted as limiting a Contracting State’s right to tax its own
residents. While such interpretations have been rejected, the Committee considers that a
saving clause in the United Nations Model Convention puts the matter beyond doubt.

107. The OECD Commentary on the issue reads as follows:

26.17 Whilst some provisions of the Convention (e.g. Articles 23 A and 23 B) are
clearly intended to affect how a Contracting State taxes its own residents, the object
of the majority of the provisions of the Convention is to restrict the right of a
Contracting State to tax the residents of the other Contracting State. In some
limited cases, however, it has been argued that some provisions could be interpreted
as limiting a Contracting State’s right to tax its own residents in cases where this
was not intended (see, for example, paragraph 23 above, which addresses the case
of controlled foreign companies provisions).

26.18 Paragraph 3 confirms the general principle that the Convention does not
restrict a Contracting State’s right to tax its own residents except where this is
intended and lists the provisions with respect to which that principle is not
applicable.

26.19 The exceptions so listed are intended to cover all cases where it is envisaged
in the Convention that a Contracting State may have to provide treaty benefits to its
own residents (whether or not these or similar benefits are provided under the
domestic law of that State). These provisions are:

* [Paragraph 3 of Article 7, which requires a Contracting State to grant
to an enterprise of that State a correlative adjustment following an
initial adjustment made by the other Contracting State, in accordance
with paragraph 2 of Article 7, to the amount of tax charged on the

profits of a permanent establishment of the enterprise.]

* Paragraph 2 of Article 9, which requires a Contracting State to grant
to an enterprise of that State a corresponding adjustment following an
initial adjustment made by the other Contracting State, in accordance

with paragraph 1 of Article 9, to the amount of tax charged on the

profits of an associated enterprise.
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* Article 19, which may affect how a Contracting State taxes an individual
who is resident of that State if that individual derives income in respect of
services rendered to the other Contracting State or a political

subdivision or local authority thereof.

* Article 20, which may affect how a Contracting State taxes an
individual who is resident of that State if that individual is also a

student who meets the conditions of that Article.

* Articles 23 A and 23 B, which require a Contracting State to provide
relief of double taxation to its residents with respect to the income that
the other State may tax in accordance with the Convention (including
profits that are attributable to a permanent establishment situated
in the other Contracting State in accordance with paragraph 2 of

Article 7).

* Article 24, which protects residents of a Contracting State against
certain discriminatory taxation practices by that State (such as rules

that discriminate between two persons based on their nationality).

* Articles 25 A and 25 B, which allows residents of a Contracting State to
request that the competent authority of that State consider cases of taxation

not in accordance with the Convention.

* Article 28, which may affect how a Contracting State taxes an
individual who is resident of that State when that individual is a
member of the diplomatic mission or consular post of the other

Contracting State.
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26.20 The list of exceptions included in paragraph 3 should include any other
provision that the Contracting States may agree to include in their bilateral
convention where it is intended that this provision should affect the taxation, by a
Contracting State, of its own residents. For instance, if the Contracting States
agree, in accordance with paragraph 27 of the Commentary on Article 18, to
include in their bilateral convention a provision according to which pensions and
other payments made under the social security legislation of a Contracting State
shall be taxable only in that State, they should include a reference to that provision
in the list of exceptions included in paragraph 3.

26.21 The term “resident”, as used in paragraph 3 and throughout the Convention,
is defined in Article 4. Where, under paragraph 1 of Article 4, a person is
considered to be a resident of both Contracting States based on the domestic laws of
these States, paragraphs 2 and 3 of that Article determine a single State of
residence for the purposes of the Convention. Thus, paragraph 3 does not apply to
an individual or legal person who is a resident of one of the Contracting States
under the laws of that State but who, for the purposes of the Convention, is deemed
to be a resident only of the other Contracting State.

Article 23: saving clause

Comment

At the 12" meeting, the Committee also agreed to consider a proposal to clarify that Article
23 does not require relief to be provided in respect of tax imposed exclusively because of the
residence of an entity. The following proposal is based on the OECD provision recommended
as a result of the follow up work undertaken following the release of the OECD/G20 Final
Report on Action 6 (Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate
Circumstances).

Proposed change to Article 23 A, paragraph 1 of the United Nations Model Convention

1. Where a resident of a Contracting State derives income or owns capital which may be
taxed in the other Contracting State, in accordance with the provisions of this Convention
(except to the extent that these provisions allow taxation by that other State solely because

the income is also income derived by a resident of that State),—may-be-taxed-inr-the-other
Contracting-State, the first-mentioned State shall, subject to the provisions of paragraphs 2

and 3, exempt such income or capital from tax.
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Proposed change to Article 23 B, paragraph 1 of the United Nations Model Convention

1. Where a resident of a Contracting State derives income or owns capital which may be
taxed in the other Contracting State, in accordance with the provisions of this Convention
(except to the extent that these provisions allow taxation by that other State solely because
the income is also income derived by a resident of that State), may-be-taxed-in-the-other
Contracting-State; the first-mentioned State shall allow as a deduction from the tax on the
income of that resident an amount equal to the income tax paid in that other State; and as a
deduction from the tax on the capital of that resident, an amount equal to the capital tax paid
in that other State. Such deduction in either case shall not, however, exceed that part of the
income tax or capital tax, as computed before the deduction is given, which is attributable,
as the case may be, to the income or the capital which may be taxed in that other State.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

14. The following extracts from the Commentary on Article 23 A and 23 B of the OECD
Model Convention are applicable to Articles 23 A and 23 B (the additional comments that
appear between square brackets, which are not part of the Commentary on the OECD Model
Convention, have been inserted in order to reflect the differences between the provisions of
the OECD Model Convention and those of this Model and also to specify the applicable
paragraph/subparagraph of this Model):

[...]

11.1 In some cases, the same income or capital may be taxed by each
Contracting State as income or capital of one of its residents. This may happen
where, for example, one of the Contracting States taxes the worldwide income of
an entity that is a resident of that State whereas the other State views that entity as
fiscally transparent and taxes the members of that entity who are residents of that
other State on their respective share of the income. The phrase “(except to the
extent that these provisions allow taxation by that other State solely because the
income is also income derived by a resident of that State)” clarifies that in such
cases, both States are not reciprocally obliged to provide relief for each other’s tax
levied exclusively on the basis of the residence of the taxpayer and that each State
is therefore only obliged to provide relief of double taxation to the extent that
taxation by the other State is in accordance with provisions of the Convention that
allow taxation of the relevant income as the State of source or as a State where
there is a permanent establishment to which that income is attributable, thereby
excluding taxation that would solely be the result of the residence of a person in
that other State. Whilst this result would logically follow from the wording of
Articles 23 A and 23 B even in the absence of that phrase, the addition of the
phrase removes any doubt in this respect.
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11.2

The principles put forward in the preceding paragraph are illustrated by

the following examples:

Example A: An entity established in State R constitutes a resident of State
R and is therefore taxed on its worldwide income in that State. State S
treats that entity as fiscally transparent and taxes the members of the entity
on their respective share of the income derived through the entity. All the
members of the entity are residents of State S. All the income of the entity
constitutes business profits attributable to a permanent establishment
situated in State R. In that case, in determining the tax payable by the
entity, State R will not be obliged to provide relief under Articles 23 A or 23
B with respect to the income of the entity as the only reason why State S
may tax that income in accordance with the provisions of the Convention is
because of the residence of the members of the entity. State S, on the other
hand, will be required to provide relief under Articles 23 A or 23 B with
respect to the entire income of the entity as that income may be taxed in
State R in accordance with the provisions of Article 7 regardless of the fact
that State R considers that the income is derived by an entity resident of
State R. In determining the amount of income tax paid in State R for the
purposes of providing relief from double taxation to the members of the
entity under Article 23 B, State S will need to take account of the tax paid
by the entity in State R.

Example B: Same facts as in example A except that 30 per cent of the
income derived through the entity is interest arising in State S that is
attributable to a permanent establishment in State R, the rest of the income
being business profits attributable to the same permanent establishment.
In that case, relief of double taxation with respect to the business profits
other than the interest will be provided as described in example A. In the
case of the interest, however, State R will be required to provide a credit to
the entity under paragraph 2 of Article 23 A or paragraph 1 of Article 23 B
for the amount of tax on the interest paid in State S by all the members of
the entity without exceeding the lower of 10% of the gross amount of
interest (which is the maximum amount of tax that may be paid in State S
in accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 11) or the tax payable in State R
on that interest (last part of paragraph 2 of Article 23 A and of paragraph 1
of Article 23 B). State S, on the other hand, will also be required to provide
relief under Articles 23 A or 23 B to the members of the entity that are
residents in State S because that income may be taxed by State R in
accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of Article 7. If State S
applies the exemption method of Article 23 A, that suggests that State S
will need to exempt the share of the interest attributable to the members
that are residents of State S (see paragraph 5 of the Commentary on Article
21 and paragraph 9 of the Commentary on Article 23 A and 23 B). If State
S applies the credit method of Article 23 B, the credit should only be
applicable against the part of the tax payable in State S that exceeds the
amount of tax that State S would be entitled to levy under paragraph 2 of
Article 11 and that credit should be given for the amount of tax paid in
State R after deduction of the credit that State R itself must grant for the
tax payable in State S under paragraph 2 of Article 11.
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Example C: Same facts as in example A except that all the income of the
entity is derived from immovable property situated in State S. In that case,
in determining the tax payable by the entity, State R will be required to
provide relief under Articles 23 A or 23 B with respect to the entire income
of the entity as that income may be taxed in State S in accordance with the
provisions of Article 6 regardless of whether or not State S considers that
the income is derived by one or more residents of State S. State S, on the
other hand, is not be required to provide relief under Articles 23 A and 23
B because the only reason why State R may tax the income in accordance
with the provisions of the Convention is because of the residence of the
entity (the result would be the same even if the income were attributable to
a permanent establishment situated in State R: see the first sentence of
paragraph 9 of the Commentary on Articles 23 A and 23 B).

Example D: Same facts as in example A except that all the income of the
entity is interest arising in State S which is not attributable to a permanent
establishment. In that case, in determining the tax payable by the entity,
State R will be required to provide a credit to the entity under paragraph 2
of Article 23 A or paragraph 1 of Article 23 B for the amount of tax on the
interest paid in State S by all the members of the entity without exceeding
the lower of 10% of the gross amount of the interest (which is the
maximum amount of tax that may be paid in State S in accordance with
paragraph 2 of Article 11) or the tax payable in State R on that interest
(last part of paragraph 2 of Article 23 A). State S, on the other hand, will
not be obliged to provide relief under paragraph 1 of Article 23 A with
respect to the income of the entity since that income is not attributable to a
permanent establishment in State R and the only reason why State R may
tax the income is because the income is also income derived by a resident
of State R. Paragraph 1 of Article 11 confirms State R’s taxing right of the
interest as income derived by an entity resident of State R.

Example E: Same facts as in example D except that all the income of the
entity is interest arising in State R. In that case, in determining the tax
payable by the entity, State R will not be obliged to provide relief under
Articles 23 A or 23 B with respect to the income of the entity as the only
reason why State S may tax that income in accordance with the provisions
of the Convention is because of the residence of the members of the entity.
State S, on the other hand, will be required to provide a credit to the
members under paragraph 2 of Article 23 A for the amount of tax on the
interest paid in State R by the entity without exceeding the lower of 10% of
the gross amount of the interest (which is the maximum amount of tax that
may be paid in State R in accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 11) or the
tax payable in State S on that interest (last part of paragraph 2 of Article 23
A). State S, however, will not be obliged to provide relief under paragraph
1 of Article 23 A with respect to the income of the entity since that income
is not attributable to a permanent establishment in State R and the only
reason why State R may tax the income is because the income is also
income derived by a resident of State R. Paragraph 1 of Article 21 confirms
State R’s taxing right of the interest as income derived by an entity resident
of State R.
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— Example F: Same facts as in example D except that all the income of the
entity is interest arising in a third State. In that case, in determining the tax
payable by the entity, State R will not be obliged to provide relief under
Articles 23 A or 23 B with respect to the income of the entity as the only
reason why State S may tax that income in accordance with the provisions
of the Convention is because of the residence of the members of the entity.
State S, on the other hand, will also not be obliged to provide relief under
Article 23 A with respect to the income of the entity since there is no
permanent establishment to which the interest is attributable in State D in
State R and the only reason why State R may tax the income is because the
income is also income derived by a resident of State R. Paragraph 1 of
Article 21 confirms State R’s taxing right of the interest as income derived
by an entity resident of State R. Paragraph 1 of Article 21 also confirm
State S’ taxing right of the interest as income derived by the entity’s
members resident of State S.

Article 1, paragraph 4: third-state PEs

Comment

At the 12" meeting the Committee discussed a proposal that a new paragraph 4 be inserted
into Article 1 of the United Nations Model Convention to deal with PEs situated in third
states. It was noted that this proposal is based on the recommendation of the OECD/G20
Final Report on Action 6 (Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate
Circumstances), but has been updated to reflect further work undertaken on the provision. It
was also noted that the OECD paragraph allows competent authorities to grant discretionary
relief, but this is being included as an optional provision in the United Nations Model
Convention Commentary.

In addition, it was noted that the OECD Commentary on Article 24 is being amended. The
United Nations Model Convention Commentary on Article 24 is similar to the OECD
Commentary, so it was proposed that those changes should also be incorporated.

Proposed new Article 1, paragraph 4 of the United Nations Model Convention

4. Where

(a) an enterprise of a Contracting State derives income from the other Contracting
State and the first-mentioned State treats such income as attributable to a
permanent establishment of the enterprise situated in a third jurisdiction; and

(b) the profits attributable to that permanent establishment are exempt from tax in
the first-mentioned State

the benefits of the Convention shall not apply to any item of income on which the tax in
the third jurisdiction is less than the lower of [rate to be determined bilaterally] and 60 per
cent of the tax that would be imposed in the first-mentioned State on that item of income if
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that permanent establishment were situated in the first-mentioned State. In such a case,
any income to which the provisions of this paragraph apply shall remain taxable
according to the domestic law of the other State, notwithstanding any other provisions of
the Convention.

The preceding provisions of this paragraph shall not apply if the income derived from the
other State is derived in connection with or is incidental to the active conduct of a
business carried on through the permanent establishment (other than the business of
making, managing or simply holding investments for the enterprise’s own account, unless
these activities are banking, insurance or securities activities carried on by a bank,
insurance enterprise or registered securities dealer, respectively).

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Article 1 - A. General Considerations

Triangular Cases

58.  With respect to tax treaties, the phrase “triangular cases” refers to the application of
tax treaties in situations where three States are involved. A typical triangular case that may
constitute an improper use of a tax treaty is one in which:

dividends, interest or royalties are derived from State S by a resident of State R, which
IS an exemption country;
that income is attributable to a permanent establishment established in State P, a low

14
tax jurisdiction where that income will not be taxed.

59. Under the State R-State S tax treaty, State S has to apply the benefits of the treaty to
such dividends, interest or royalties because these are derived by a resident of State R, even
though they are not taxed in that State by reason of the exemption system applied by that
State.

60. In the 2017 update, the Committee decided to insert in Article 1 an anti-abuse rule
to deal with such triangular cases where income attributable to a permanent
establishment in a third State is subject to a low rate of taxation. Further commentary on

this provision can be found in paragraphs 108-110. Paragraph—/1-of the- Commentary-on
A i a' 4 0 ala e '! v I A I 1

14See page R(11)-3, paragraph 53 of the OECD Report Triangular Cases. Reproduced in volume 11 of the full-length
version of the OECD Model Convention at page R(11)-1.
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B. Commentary on the paragraphs of Article 1

Paragraph 4

108. While the concern about triangular situations where income is attributable to a
permanent establishment located in a third State and subject to a low rate of taxation is
not a new issue, the Committee decided in 2017 to include an anti-abuse rule dealing with
such situations in the United Nations Model Convention. Previously, the commentary to
Article 1 contained a similar provision that countries could agree to include in their
bilateral treaties to deal with such triangular situations.

109. This paragraph broadly follows paragraph 4 in Article 1 of the OECD Model
Convention but omits the last two sentences which allow the competent authority to
provide discretionary relief where it would otherwise be denied under the provisions of the
paragraph. However, countries may agree in bilateral negotiations to include the
following text at the end of paragraph 4:

If benefits under this Convention are denied pursuant to the preceding provisions
of this paragraph with respect to an item of income derived by a resident of a
Contracting State, the competent authority of the other Contracting State may,
nevertheless, grant these benefits with respect to that item of income if such
competent authority determines that granting such benefits is justified in light of
the reasons such resident did not satisfy the requirements of this paragraph. The
competent authority of the Contracting State to which a request has been made
under the preceding sentence shall consult with the competent authority of the
other Contracting State before either granting or denying the request.

110. The Committee generally agrees with the guidance in OECD Commentary as
follows, with the commentary relating to the discretionary relief provision discussed in
paragraph 109 appearing in square brackets:

1. As mentioned in paragraph 32 of the Commentary on Article 10, paragraph
25 of the Commentary on Article 11 and paragraph 21 of the Commentary on
Article 12, potential abuses may result from the transfer of shares, debt-claims,
rights or property to permanent establishments set up solely for that purpose in
countries that do not tax, or offer preferential tax treatment, to the income from
such assets. Where the State of residence exempts the profits attributable to such
permanent establishments situated in third jurisdictions, the State of source should

8See for example, paragraph 5 of Article 30 of the France-United States treaty.
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not be expected to grant treaty benefits with respect to such income. The proposed
paragraph, which applies where a Contracting State exempts the income of
enterprises of that State that are attributable to permanent establishments situated in
third jurisdictions, provides that treaty benefits will not be granted in such cases.
That rule, however, does not apply if

— the income bears a significant level of tax in the State in which the permanent
establishment is situated, or

— the income is derived in connection with, or is incidental to, the active conduct
of a business through the permanent establishment, excluding an investment
business that is not carried on by a bank, insurance enterprise or registered
securities dealer.

[2. In any case where benefits are denied under this paragraph, the resident of
a Contracting State who derives the relevant income may request the competent
authority of the other Contracting State to grant these benefits. The competent
authority who receives such a request may, at its discretion, grant these benefits if it
determines that doing so would be justified; it shall, however, consult with the
competent authority of the other Contracting State before granting or denying the
request. ]

3. The following example illustrates the type of situation in which the paragraph
is intended to apply. An enterprise of a Contracting State sets up a permanent
establishment in a third jurisdiction that imposes no or low tax on the profits of the
permanent establishment. The profits attributable to the permanent establishment
are exempt from tax by the first-mentioned State either pursuant to a provision
similar to Article 23 A included in a tax convention between that State and the
jurisdiction where the permanent establishment is located or pursuant to the first-
mentioned State’s domestic law. The enterprise derives interest arising from the
other Contracting State which is included in the profits attributable to the
permanent establishment. Assuming that the conditions for the application of
Article 11 are met, the State in which the interest arises would, in the absence of
paragraph 4, be obliged to grant the benefits of the limitation of tax provided for in
paragraph 2 of Article 11 despite the fact that the interest is exempt from tax in the
first-mentioned State and is subject to little or no tax in the third jurisdiction in
which the permanent establishment is situated. In that situation, the benefits of the
Convention will be denied with respect to that income unless the exception
applicable to income derived in connection with or incidental to the active conduct
of a business applies to the relevant income [or unless these benefits are granted,
under the discretionary relief provision, by the competent authority of the State in
which the interest arises].

4. The reference to the word “income” in subparagraph a) means that the
provision applies regardless of whether the relevant income constitutes business
profits. The rule therefore applies where an enterprise of a Contracting State
carries on business in a third State through a permanent establishment situated
therein and the first-mentioned State treats the right or property in respect of which
the income is paid as effectively connected with such permanent establishment
(including under a provision such as paragraph 2 of Article 21 in a treaty between
that State and the third State).
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5. Where the conditions of subparagraphs a) and b) are met, the paragraph
denies the benefits that otherwise would apply under the other provisions of the
Convention if the relevant item of income is treated as being part of the profits of
the permanent establishment situated in the third jurisdiction and the effective rate
of tax levied on these profits in that third jurisdiction is less than the lower of the
following two rates: a) the minimum rate that the Contracting States have
determined bilaterally for the purposes of the paragraph, and b) 60 per cent of the
effective rate of tax that would be imposed on the profits of the permanent
establishment in the State of the enterprise if that permanent establishment were
situated in that State.

64. Instead of adopting the wording of paragraph 4, some States may prefer a
more comprehensive solution that would not be restricted to situations where an
enterprise of a Contracting State is exempt from tax, in that State, on the profits
attributable to a permanent establishment situated in a third jurisdiction, that would
not include the exception applicable to income derived in connection with or
incidental to the active conduct of a business and that would not require an
evaluation of the tax that would have been paid in the State of the enterprise if the
permanent establishment had been situated in that State. In such a case, the rule
would be applicable in any case where income derived from one Contracting State
that is attributable to a permanent establishment situated in a third jurisdictions is
subject to combined taxation, in the State of the enterprise and the jurisdiction of
the permanent establishment, at an effective rate that is less than the lower of a rate
to be determined bilaterally and 60 per cent of the general rate of corporate tax in
the State of the enterprise. The following is an example of a rule that could be used
for that purpose:

Where an enterprise of a Contracting State derives income from the other
Contracting State and the first-mentioned Contracting State treats that income
as profits attributable to a permanent establishment situated in a third
jurisdiction, the benefits of this Convention shall not apply to that income if
that income is subject to a combined aggregate effective rate of tax in the first-
mentioned Contracting State and the jurisdiction in which the permanent
establishment is situated that is less than the lesser of [rate to be determined
bilaterally] or 60 percent of the general statutory rate of company tax
applicable in the first-mentioned Contracting State. If benefits under this
Convention are denied pursuant to the preceding sentence with respect to an
item of income derived by a resident of a Contracting State, the competent
authority of the other Contracting State may, nevertheless, grant these benefits
with respect to that item of income if such competent authority determines that
granting such benefits is justified in light of the reasons such resident did not
satisfy the requirements of this paragraph (such as the existence of losses). The
competent authority of the Contracting State to which a request has been made
under the preceding sentence shall consult with the competent authority of the
other Contracting State before either granting or denying the request.

Article 24

The Committee considers that the following extracts from the Commentary on

paragraphs 1 to 4 of Article 24 of the OECD Model Convention are applicable to
corresponding paragraphs of Article 24 (the additional comments that appear in square
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brackets, which are not part of the Commentary on the OECD Model Convention, have been
inserted in order to reflect the differences between the provisions of the OECD Model
Convention and those of this Model and also to specify the applicable
paragraph/subparagraph of this Model):

[...]

71.  Where a permanent establishment situated in a Contracting State of an
enterprise resident of another Contracting State (the State of residence) receives
dividends, interest or royalties from a third State (the State of source) and, according
to the procedure agreed to between the State of residence and the State of source, a
certificate of domicile is requested by the State of source for the application of the
withholding tax at the rate provided for in the convention between the State of source
and the State of residence, this certificate must be issued by the latter State. While this
procedure may be useful where the State of residence employs the credit method, it
seems to serve no purposes where that State uses the exemption method as the income
from the third State is not liable to tax in the State of residence of the enterprise. On
the other hand, the State in which the permanent establishment is located could
benefit from being involved in the certification procedure as this procedure would
provide useful information for audit purposes. Another question that arises with
triangular cases is that of abuses. For example, if a Contracting State applies the
exemption method of Article 23 A to the profits attributable to a permanent
establishment situated in a third State which does not tax passive income that arises
in the other Contracting State but that is attributable to such permanent
establishment, there is risk that such income might not be taxed in any of the three
States. Paragraph 4 of Article 1 denies the benefits of the Convention with respect

to that income. Mh&eemmenﬂgéme—eﬁwmeh—me—a%e—ls—a—madem-e*emﬁs

Article 4, paragraph 3

Comment

At the 12" meeting the Committee discussed a proposal that the non-individual tiebreaker in
paragraph 3 of Article 4 be amended to replace the place of effective management test with a
requirement that the competent authorities should endeavour to resolve the question of
residence by mutual agreement. It was noted that a similar provision already exists as an
option in the Commentary of the United Nations Model Convention.
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It was also noted that if there is a mandatory arbitration provision, this provision would not
be applicable to Article 4, paragraph 3 because the consequences of not reaching mutual
agreement are already set out in the provision.

It was proposed that the Commentary to Article 4 be updated to reflect the changes to the
Model and to include the current paragraph 3 of Article 4 (place of effective management test
or “ POEM test”) as an optional alternative.

Proposed change to Article 4, paragraph 3 of the United Nations Model Convention

3. Where by reason of the provisions of paragraph 1 a person other than an individual is

a resident of both Contracting States, thenit-shal-be-deemed-to-be-aresident-only-ofthe
State-in-which-itsplace-of effective-management-is-situated- the competent authorities of

the Contracting States shall endeavour to determine by mutual agreement the
Contracting State of which such person shall be deemed to be a resident for the purposes
of the Convention, having regard to its place of effective management, the place where it
is incorporated or otherwise constituted and any other relevant factors. In the absence of
such agreement, such person shall not be entitled to any relief or exemption from tax
provided by this Convention except to the extent and in such manner as may be agreed
upon by the competent authorities of the Contracting States.

Proposed change to the United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Article 1

45. A proper interpretation of the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 of Article 4 may also
be useful in dealing with cases similar to these examples. Concepts such as “centre of vital
interests” and—place—of effective—management” require a strong relationship between a
taxpayer and a country. The fact that a taxpayer has a home available to him in a country
where he SOJOUI‘nS frequently is not enough to claim that that country is his centre of vrtal

45.1 Recognizing the various uncertainties and opportunities for abuse arising from
determining the residence of non-individuals solely with regard to the place of effective
management the CommrtteeAIse—seme—eeuntHes—have replaced paragraph 3 of Artrcle 4

N—gea A a a lll 0O a na hai

eﬁeetwe—management—bywrth a rule that leaves such cases of dual resrdence to be decrded
under the mutual agreement procedure — having regard to place of effective management,

place of mcorporatron and other relevant factors An—e*ample—ef—sueh—a—preweren—rs—feund
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Article 4

8.  Paragraph 3, which reproduces Article 4, paragraph 3, of the OECD Model
Convention, deals with companies and other bodies of persons, irrespective of whether they
are Iegal persons The OECD Commentary indicates in paragraph 21 that “{-l]t—may—be—rare—m

ef—eeepse,—pes&ble—#,—Cases Where a company, etc. is subject to tax as a re3|dent in more
than one State may occur if,-for instance, one State attaches importance to the registration
and the other State to the place of effective management. So, in the case of companies, etc.
also, special rules as to the preference must be estabhshed” Accordlng to paragraph 22 of

plaee—where—the—eempany—etc—rs—aetu&Lly—managed When paragraph 3 was f|rst drafted it

was considered that it would not be an adequate solution to attach importance to a purely
formal criterion like registration. and preference was given to a rule based on the place of
effective management, which was intended to be based on the place where the company,

etc. was actually managed ” tt—may—be—mentlehed—that—as—m—the—ease—ef—the—OEGD—l&Aedet

9.  However, the OECD/G20 recommendation in the Final Report on Action 6
(Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances) resulted in
changes to sole reliance on place of effective management to resolve cases of dual
residence. In 2017 the Committee decided that the changes to the OECD Commentary

should also be adopted as follows: Fhe-OECD-Commentary-goes-on-to-state:

th%ﬁseal—de&ﬁeﬂ%ef—ﬂ%eperateri In [2014] however the Commlttee on Flscal

Affairs recognised that although situations of double residence of entities other than
individuals were relatively rare, there had been a number of tax avoidance cases
involving dual resident companies. It therefore concluded that a better solution to
the issue of dual residence of entities other than individuals was to deal with such
situations on a case-by-case basis.
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24, As a result of these c0n5|derat|ons th%ef—eﬁfeeﬁ#an&aagement—has
. = the

current version of paragraph 3 prowdes that the competent authorltles of the
Contracting States shall endeavour to resolve by mutual agreement cases of dual
residence of a person other than an individual.

Competent authontles having to apply paragraph 3such-a-provision-to-determine-the
residence-of a-legal-personfor-purposes-of the- Convention-would be expected to take

account of various factors, such as where the meetings of the person’sits board of
directors or equivalent body are usually held, where the chief executive officer and
other senior executives usually carry on their activities, where the senior day-to-day
management of the person is carried on, where the person’s headquarters are located,
which country’s laws govern the legal status of the person, where its accounting
records are kept, whether determining that the legal person is a resident of one of the
Contracting States but not of the other for the purpose of the Convention would carry
the risk of an improper use of the provisions of the Convention etc. Countries that
consider that the competent authorities should not be given the discretion to solve
such cases of dual residence without an indication of the factors to be used for that
purpose may want to supplement the prowsron to refer to these or other factors that
they consrder relevant A -
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10.

that—decision—[the next sentence has been moved to new paragraph 24.2
sentence of the paragraph has been moved to new paragraph 24.3 ]

: the last

24.2 Aldsesinee-the-A determination under paragraph 3-apphication-of-the-provision
would-will normally be requested by the person concerned through the mechanism

provided for under paragraph 1 of Article 25-the. Such a request may be made as soon
as it is probable that the person will be considered a resident of each Contracting State
under paragraph 1. Due to the notification requirement in paragraph 1 of Article 25, it
should in any event be made within three years from the first notification to that person
of taxation measures taken by one or both States that indicate that reliefs or exemptions
have been denied to that person because of its dual-residence status without the
competent authorities having previously endeavoured to determine a single State of
residence under paragraph 3. The competent authorities to which a request for
determination of residence is made under paragraph 3 should deal with it expeditiously
and should communicate their response to the taxpayer as soon as possible.

24.3 Since the facts on which a decision will be based may change over time, the
competent authorities that reach a decision under that provision should clarify which
period of time is covered by that decision.

24.4 The last sentence of paragraph 3 provides that in the absence of a
determination by the competent authorities, the dual-resident person shall not be
entitled to any relief or exemption under the Convention except to the extent and in
such manner as may be agreed upon by the competent authorities. This will not,
however, prevent the taxpayer from being considered a resident of each Contracting
State for purposes other than granting treaty reliefs or exemptions to that person.
This will mean, for example, that the condition in subparagraph b) of paragraph 2
of Article 15 will not be met with respect to an employee of that person who is a
resident of either Contracting State exercising employment activities in the other
State. Similarly, if the person is a company, it will be considered to be a resident of
each State for the purposes of the application of Article 10 to dividends that it will

pay.

While the place of effective management test was removed from Article 4,

paragraph 3 in the 2017 update, some States may consider it to be preferable to deal with
cases of dual residence of entities using such a test. These States may consider that this
rule can be interpreted in such a way to prevent it from being abused and may wish to
include the following version of paragraph 3, which appeared in the United Nations
Model Convention prior to the 2017 update:
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3. Where by reason of the provisions of paragraph 1 a person other than
an individual is a resident of both Contracting States, then it shall be
deemed to be a resident only of the State in which its place of effective
management is situated.



E/C.18/2016/CRP.18

Article 10, paragraph 2

Comment

At the 12 meeting the Committee discussed a proposal that the threshold for the reduced
dividend withholding rate be increased to 25 per cent, but the rates themselves remain to be
set through bilateral negotiations. The Committee also discussed a proposal that a 365-day
holding period be inserted into paragraph 2(a).

Proposed change to Article 10, paragraph 2 of the United Nations Model Convention

2. However, such dividends may also be taxed in the Contracting State of which the
company paying the dividends is a resident and according to the laws of that State, but if the
beneficial owner of the dividends is a resident of the other Contracting State, the tax so
charged shall not exceed:

(a) ___ per cent (the percentage is to be established through bilateral negotiations) of the
gross amount of the dividends if the beneficial owner is a company (other than a
partnership) which holds directly at least 3025 per cent of the capital of the company
paying the dividends throughout a 365 day period that includes the day of the
payment of the dividend (for the purpose of computing that period, no account shall
be taken of changes of ownership that would directly result from a corporate
reorganisation, such as a merger or divisive reorganisation, of the company that
holds the shares or that pays the dividend);

(b) ___ per cent (the percentage is to be established through bilateral negotiations) of the
gross amount of the dividends in all other cases.

¥®Reproduced in Volume 11 of the full-length version of the OECD Model Convention at page R(11)-1.
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The competent authorities of the Contracting States shall by mutual agreement settle the
mode of application of these limitations.

This paragraph shall not affect the taxation of the company in respect of the profits out
of which the dividends are paid.

Proposed change to the United Nations Model Convention

Article 1

Transactions that seek to circumvent thresholds found in treaty provisions

94. Tax treaty provisions sometimes use thresholds to determine a country’s taxing rights.
One example is that of the lower limit of source tax on dividends found in subparagraph (a)
of paragraph 2 of Article 10, which only applies if the beneficial owner of the dividends is a
company which holds directly at least 1825 per cent of the capital of the company paying the
dividends.

95. Taxpayers may enter into arrangements in order to obtain the benefits of such
provisions in unintended circumstances. For instance, a non-resident shareholder who owns
less than 2025 per cent of the capital of a resident company could, in contemplation of the
payment of a dividend, arrange for his shares to be temporarily transferred to a resident
company or non-resident company in the hands of which the dividends would be exempt or
taxed at the lower rate. Such a transfer could be structured in such a way that the value of
the expected dividend would be transformed into a capital gain exempt from tax in the
source State. As noted in the Commentary on Article 10, which reproduces paragraph 17 of
the OECD Commentary on that Article:

The reduction envisaged in subparagraph a) of paragraph 2 should not be granted in
cases of abuse of this provision, for example, where a company with a holding of less
than 25 per cent has, shortly before the dividends become payable, increased its
holding primarily for the purpose of securing the benefits of the above-mentioned
provision, or otherwise, where the qualifying holding was arranged primarily in order
to obtain the reduction. To counteract such manoeuvres Contracting States may find it
appropriate to add to subparagraph a) a provision along the following lines:

provided that this holding was not acquired primarily for the purpose of taking
advantage of this provision.

The following are other examples of arrangements intended to circumvent various
thresholds found in the Convention.

Article 10

4.  This paragraph reproduces Article 10, paragraph 2, of the OECD Model Convention
with certain changes which will be explained hereunder.
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5.  The OECD Model Convention restricts the tax in the source country to 5 per cent in
subparagraph a) for direct investment dividends and 15 per cent in subparagraph b) for
portfolio investment dividends, but the United Nations Model Convention leaves these
percentages to be established through bilateral negotiations.

6.  Until the 2017 update, the previous Alse,—the minimum ownership necessary for
direct investment dividends wasis reduced in subparagraph (a) from 25 per cent to 10 per
cent. However, the 10 per cent threshold which determines the level of shareholding
qualifying as a direct investment is—was intended to be illustrative only. When—itlast
considered-thisissue; Tthe former Group of Experts decided to replace “25 per cent” by “10
per cent” in subparagraph (@) as the minimum capital required for direct investment
dividend status because in some developing countries non-residents are limited to a 50 per
cent share ownership, and 10 per cent is a significant portion of such permitted ownership.
However, as part of the 2017 update, the current Committee of Experts considered that 25
per cent is a more appropriate threshold for direct investment, in line with the OECD
Model Convention.

6.1 In line with the OECD Model Convention, the Committee considered that in order
to prevent abuse of the lower withholding rate for direct investment dividends, a 365 day
holding period should be inserted into subparagraph (a). This 365 day holding
requirement may be met either at the time of payment of the dividend or after the time the
dividend is paid.

7. The former Group of Experts was unable to reach a consensus on the maximum tax
rates to be permitted in the source country. Members from the developing countries, who
basically preferred the principle of the taxation of dividends exclusively in the source
country, considered that the rates prescribed by the OECD Model Convention would entail
too large a loss of revenue for the source country. Also, although they accepted the principle
of taxation in the beneficiary’s country of residence, they believed that any reduction in
withholding taxes in the source country should benefit the foreign investor rather than the
treasury of the beneficiary’s country of residence, as may happen under the traditional tax-
credit method if the reduction lowers the cumulative tax rate of the source country below
the rate of the beneficiary’s country of residence.

8.  The former Group of Experts suggested some considerations that might guide
countries in negotiations on the rates for source country taxation of direct investment
dividends. If the developed (residence) country uses a credit system, treaty negotiations
could appropriately seek a withholding tax rate at source that would, in combination with the
basic corporate tax rate of the source country, produce a combined effective rate not
exceeding the tax rate in the residence country. The parties’ negotiating positions may also
be affected by whether the residence country allows credit for taxes spared by the source
country under tax incentive programmes. If the developed country uses an exemption system
for double taxation relief, it could, in bilateral negotiations, seek a limitation on withholding
rates on the grounds that (a) the exemption itself stresses the concept of not taxing inter-
corporate dividends, and a limitation of the withholding rate at source would be in keeping
with that concept, and (b) the exemption and resulting departure from tax neutrality with
domestic investment are of benefit to the international investor, and a limitation of the
withholding rate at source, which would also benefit the investor, would be in keeping with
this aspect of the exemption.
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9.  Both the source country and the country of residence should be able to tax dividends
on portfolio investment shares, although the relatively small amount of portfolio investment
and its distinctly lesser importance compared with direct investment might make the issues
concerning its tax treatment less intense in some cases. The former Group of Experts
decided not to recommend a maximum rate because source countries may have varying
views on the importance of portfolio investment and on the figures to be inserted.

10. In 1999, it was noted that recent developed/developing country treaty practice
indicates a range of direct investment and portfolio investment withholding tax rates.
Traditionally, dividend withholding rates in the developed/developing country treaties
have been higher than those in treaties between developed countries. Thus, while the
OECD direct and portfolio investment rates are 5 per cent and 15 per cent,
developed/developing country treaty rates have traditionally ranged between 5 per cent and
15 per cent for direct investment dividends and 15 per cent and 25 per cent for portfolio
dividends. Some developing countries have taken the position that short-term loss of
revenue occasioned by low withholding rates is justified by the increased foreign investment
in the medium and long terms. Thus, several modern developed/developing country treaties
contain the OECD Model rates for direct investment, and a few treaties provide for even
lower rates.

11. Also, several special features in developed/developing country treaties have appeared:
(a) the tax rates may not be the same for both countries, with higher rates allowed to the
developing country; (b) tax rates may not be limited at all; (c) reduced rates may apply only
to income from new investment; (d) the lowest rates or exemption may apply only to
preferred types of investments (e.g. “industrial undertakings” or “pioneer investments”); and
(e) dividends may qualify for reduced rates only if the shares have been held for a specified
period. In treaties of countries that have adopted an imputation system of corporation
taxation (i.e. integration of company tax into the shareholder’s company tax or individual
income tax) instead of the classical system of taxation (i.e. separate taxation of shareholder
and corporation), specific provisions may ensure that the advanced credits and exemptions
granted to domestic shareholders are extended to shareholders resident in the other
Contracting State.

12.  Although the rates are fixed either partly or wholly for reasons connected with the
general balance of the particular bilateral tax treaty, the following technical factors are
often considered in fixing the rate:

() the corporate tax system of the country of source (e.g. the extent to which the
country follows an integrated or classical system) and the total burden of tax on
distributed corporate profits resulting from the system;

(b) the extent to which the country of residence can credit the tax on the dividends
and the underlying profits against its own tax and the total tax burden imposed
on the taxpayer, after relief in both countries;

(c) the extent to which matching credit is given in the country of residence for tax
spared in the country of source;

(d) the achievement from the source country’s point of view of a satisfactory
balance between raising revenue and attracting foreign investment.

13.  The Commentary on the OECD Model Convention contains the following passages:
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[The United Nations Model Convention Commentary then quotes OECD commentary paras
11-22 - it will need to be checked if these are changing. The Commentary omits part of 12.2 ,
and 12.3-12.7]

Article 13, paragraphs 4 and 5

Comment

At its 12" meeting the Committee discussed a proposal to replace paragraph 4 of the current
United Nations Model Convention with the provision recommended in the Action 6 Final
Report (Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances).

There are two significant changes to paragraph 4 in adopting this new provision.

First, the proposal arising out of the Action 6 Final Report (Preventing the Granting of
Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances) amends Article 13, paragraph 4 to address
the concern that there might be cases where assets are contributed to an entity shortly before
the sale of the shares (or other comparable interests) in that entity in order to dilute the
proportion of the value of these shares (or comparable interests) that is derived from
immovable property situated in one Contracting State. The proposal is that paragraph 4 be
amended to refer to situations where shares (or comparable interests) derive their value
primarily from immovable property at any time during the 365 days preceding the alienation,
as opposed to the time of alienation only. This proposal is consistent with issues currently
raised in the United Nations Model Convention regarding circumvention of the threshold.

Second, in proposing to replace the current paragraph 4 with the new OECD provision, the
Committee also considered a proposal to omit subparagraph (a) of the current provision be
omitted in the 2017 update. It is considered that the provision does not reflect common
practice - it is very rarely used and difficult to apply. Instead it will be included as an optional
provision in the United Nations Model Convention Commentary.

The Committee noted existing paragraph 4 in Article 13 of the United Nations Model
Convention is already broader than the OECD Model Convention by virtue of the fact that it
already includes references to “an interest in a partnership, trust or estate”. Accordingly, the
relevant changes made to the OECD Model Convention will make it more aligned with the
United Nations Model Convention. However, the Committee proposes to include the
reference to comparable interests in paragraph 5 so that the two models are fully aligned in
scope.

Some minor consequential changes are also proposed to align aspects of paragraph 5 of
Avrticle 13 with the new paragraph 4.

Paragraph 99 of the United Nations Model Convention Commentary on Article 1 may need to
be reconsidered. This is highlighted.

At the 13" meeting, the Committee will need to consider changes to the Commentary to
reflect the proposed changes to paragraphs 4 and 5 of the United Nations Model Convention.
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Proposed change to Article 13, paragraphs 4 and 5 of the United Nations Model
Convention

4. Gains derived by a resident of a Contracting State from the alienation of shares or
comparable interests, such as interests in a partnership or trust, may be taxed in the other
Contracting State if, at any time during the 365 days preceding the alienation, these shares
or comparable interests derived more than 50 per cent of their value directly or indirectly
from immovable property, as defined in Article 6, situated in that other State.

5.  Gains, other than those to which paragraph 4 applies, derived by a resident of a
Contracting State from the alienation of shares of a company, or comparable interests, such
as interests in a partnership or trust, which is a resident of the other Contracting State, may
be taxed in that other State if the alienator, at any time during the 12-menth-period-365 days
preceding such alienation, held directly or indirectly at least ___ per cent (the percentage is to
be established through bilateral negotiations) of the capital of that company.

Proposed change to United Nations Model Convention Commentary

Article 1

Thresholds for the source taxation of capital gains on shares

97. Paragraph 4 of Article 13 allows a State to tax capital gains on shares of a company
(and-en-interests-in—certain-otherentities or comparable interests, such as interests in a
partnership or trust) where the shares or comparable interests derive 50 per cent or more
of their value directly or indirectly from the—property—of-which—ceonsistsprincipathy—of
|mm0vable property S|tuated in that State Fepthe—ptwpeses—ef—th&t—ptewﬂ%—the—pmpeﬁy
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98. One could attempt to circumvent that provision by diluting the percentage of the value
of an entity that derives from immovable property situated in a given State in contemplation
of the alienation of shares or interests in that entity. In the case of a company, that could be
done by injecting a substantial amount of cash in the company in exchange for bonds or
preferred shares the conditions of which would provide that such bonds or shares would be
redeemed shortly after the alienation of the shares or interests.

99. Prior to the 2017 update, the Commentary already observed that there could be
circumvention of the 50 percent threshold. It noted that w¥/here the facts establish that
assets have been transferred to an entity for the purpose of avoiding the application of
paragraph 4 of Article 13 to a prospective alienation of shares or interests in that entity, a
country’s general anti-abuse rules or judicial doctrines may well be applicable. Some
countries, however, may wish to provide expressly in their treaties that paragraph 4 will
apply in these circumstances. This could be done by adding to Article 13 a provision along
the following lines:

For the purposes of paragraph 4, in determining the aggregate value of all assets
owned by a company, partnership, trust or estate, the assets that have been transferred
to that entity primarily to avoid the application of the paragraph shall not be taken into
account.

Article 13

Paragraph 4

8.  This paragraph corresponds with paragraph 4 of the OECD Model Convention.
Until the 2017 update, paragraph 4 of the United Nations Model Convention read as
follows:

4. Gains from the alienation of shares of the capital stock of a company, or of
an interest in a partnership, trust or estate, the property of which consists
directly or indirectly principally of immovable property situated in a
Contracting State may be taxed in that State. In particular:

(a) Nothing contained in this paragraph shall apply to a company,
partnership, trust or estate, other than a company, partnership, trust or
estate engaged in the business of management of immovable
properties, the property of which consists directly or indirectly
principally of immovable property used by such company, partnership,
trust or estate in its business activities.

(b) For the purposes of this paragraph, “principally” in relation to
ownership of immovable property means the value of such immovable
property exceeding 50 per cent of the aggregate value of all assets
owned by the company partnershlp, trust or estate.

+mmevaclele—ppepe¥ty—5|tuated—m—tha{étate—lt—ls de5|gned to prevent the av0|dance of taxes on
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the gains from the sale of immovable property. Since it is often relatively easy to avoid taxes
on such gains through the incorporation of a company to hold such property, it is necessary
to tax the sale of shares in such a company. This is especially so where ownership of the
shares carries the right to occupy the property. In order to achieve its objective, paragraph 4
would have to apply regardless of whether the company is a resident of the Contracting State
in which the immovable property is situated or a resident of another State. In 1999, the
former Group of Experts decided to amend paragraph 4 to expand its scope to include
mterests in partnershlps trusts and estates WhICh own |mmovable property Jrealseeleetdedte

the Commlttee de(:|ded to adopt the updated prOV|5|on from the OECD Model Conventlon
as the concept of a “comparable interest” is broadly equivalent to what was previously
covered by paragraph 4 of the United Nations Model Convention.

8.1 In addition to introducing the concept of a “comparable interest”, paragraph 4 was
expanded to cover situations where assets are contributed to an entity shortly before the
sale of the shares (or comparable interests) in that entity in order to dilute the proportion
of the value of these shares (or comparable interests) that is derived from immovable
property situated in that other Contracting State. It achieves this by looking at whether
the shares (or comparable interests) derived their value primarily from immovable
property at any time during the 365 days preceding the alienation, as opposed to the time
of alienation only.

8.2 In adopting the updated wording from the OECD Model Convention in 2017, the
Committee decided to omit paragraph 4(a) from the United Nations Model Convention as
it did not reflect common practice. It was found that the provision was very rarely used
and was difficult to apply. However, countries may agree during bilateral negotiations to
include the words from subparagraph (a) as it appeared prior to the 2017 update, at the
end of paragraph 4, as follows:

4. Gains derived by a resident of a Contracting State from the alienation of
shares or comparable interests, such as interests in a partnership or trust, may be
taxed in the other Contracting State if, at any time during the 365 days preceding the
alienation, these shares or comparable interests derived more than 50 per cent of
their value directly or indirectly from immovable property, as defined in Article 6,
situated in that other State. Nothing contained in this paragraph shall apply to a
company, partnership, trust or estate, other than a company, partnership, trust or
estate engaged in the business of management of immovable properties, the property
of which consists directly or indirectly principally of immovable property used by
such company, partnership, trust or estate in its business activities.
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Paragraph 5

9. Some countries hold the view that a Contracting State should be able to tax a gain on
the alienation of shares of a company resident in that State, whether the alienation occurs
within or outside that State. However, it is recognized that for administrative reasons the
right to tax should be limited to the alienation of shares of a company in the capital of which
the alienator at any time during the 12-menth-period 365 days preceding the alienation, held,

dlrectly or |nd|rectly, a substantlal part|C|pat|on I—H—t—hﬁ—%ﬂt@ﬁ—l—%—ﬂ%@ﬂt—h—p@ﬂ@d—lﬂ%ﬁﬂs

alwnaﬂen—and—endw—at—the—ﬂme—ef—me-ahenanen— The determlnatlon of What isa substantlal

participation is left to bilateral negotiations, in the course of which an agreed percentage can
be determined.

9.1 In 2017, the Committee decided to include the reference to “comparable interests”
in paragraph 5. Prior to the 2017 update, paragraph 4 of the United Nations Model
Convention was already broader than the OECD Model Convention by virtue of the fact
that it included a reference to “an interest in a partnership, trust or estate”. Accordingly
the relevant changes made to the OECD Model Convention made it more aligned with the
United Nations Model Convention. However, the Committee decided that the addition of
“comparable interests” to paragraph 5 would make the two models fully aligned in scope.

10. This paragraph provides for taxation of a gain on the alienation of shares and
comparable interests as contemplated in the paragraph above but excludes gains from the
alienation of shares to which paragraph 4 of Article 13 of the Convention applies. The
wording clearly stipulates that a gain on the alienation of any number of shares may be taxed
in the State in which the company is a resident as long as the shareholding is substantial at
any time during the 12-month period preceding the alienation. A substantial shareholding is
determined according to the percentage shareholding decided in the relevant bilateral
negotiations. Consequently, even if a substantial shareholding is alienated through a number
of transfers of smaller shareholdings, the taxing right granted by the paragraph will still
apply if the shares transferred were alienated at any time during the 12-month period.

11. It will be up to the law of the State imposing the tax to determine which transactions
give rise to a gain on the alienation of shares and how to determine the level of holdings of
the alienator, in particular, how to determine an interest held indirectly. An indirect holding
in this context may include ownership by related persons that is imputed to the alienator.
Anti-avoidance rules of the law of the State imposing the tax may also be relevant in
determining the level of the alienator’s direct or indirect holdings. The treaty text itself or
associated documents could alternatively expand on the meaning of these concepts.

12.  The question of laying down a concessionary rate of tax (compared with the normal
domestic rate) on gains arising on alienation of shares, other than the shares referred to in
paragraph 4, that is, not being shares of companies principally owning immovable property,
has also been considered. Since the gains arising on alienation of shares being taxed in a
concessionary manner is likely to encourage investment in shares, promote foreign direct
investment and portfolio investment, and thereby give impetus to the industrialization of the
country, countries may consider discussing this matter during bilateral negotiations and
making necessary provision in the bilateral tax treaties.

13. It is costly to tax gains from the alienation of quoted shares. In addition, developing
countries may find it economically rewarding to boost their capital markets by not taxing
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gains from the alienation of quoted shares. Countries that wish to do so may include in their
bilateral tax treaties the following:

Gains, other than those to which paragraph 4 applies, derived by a resident of a
Contracting State from the alienation of shares of a company which is a resident of the
other Contracting State, excluding shares in which there is substantial and regular
trading on a recognized stock exchange, may be taxed in that other State if the
alienator, at any time during the 12-month period preceding such alienation, held
directly or indirectly at least ___ per cent (the percentage is to be established through
bilateral negotiations) of the capital of that company.

The treaty text itself or associated documents could expand on the meaning of the phrases
“substantial and regular trading” and “recognized stock exchange”.

14. Some countries might consider that the Contracting State in which a company is
resident should be allowed to tax the alienation of its shares only if a substantial portion of
the company’s assets are situated in that State and in bilateral negotiations might seek to
include such a limitation.

15. Other countries engaged in bilateral negotiations might seek to have paragraph 5
omitted entirely, where they take the view that taxation in the source State of capital gains in
these situations may create economic double taxation in the corporate chain, thus hampering
foreign direct investment. This consideration is, in particular, relevant for countries that
apply a participation exemption not only to dividends received from a substantial
shareholding, but also to capital gains made on shares in relation to such substantial
holdings.

16. If countries choose not to tax the gains derived in the course of corporate
reorganizations, they are of course also free to do so.
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