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Regulatory Impact Statement

Demergers

Agency Disclosure Statement

This Regulatory Impact Statement has been prepared by Inland Revenue. It provides an 
analysis of options to address the problems with the tax treatment of demergers. The 
current tax treatment does not align with the economic substance of the relevant demerger.

A demerger describes a situation where a corporate group splits off part of itself and 
distributes that part to its shareholders. The effect of a demerger is that companies which 
were grouped under a single shareholding are separated into two different shareholdings 
(initially held by the same shareholders), so they can be dealt with separately. Demergers can 
have real economic benefits. Generally the full value of the shares in the demerged company 
is a dividend for the shareholder because (subject to certain exceptions)a dividend includes 
any transfer of value from a company to a shareholder that is caused by the shareholding.

The current tax treatment of demergers is a problem because a demerger is in substance the 
division of a corporate group rather than a distribution of income. This issue has been raised 
by the New Zealand Shareholders Association as an urgent issue which requires a legislative 
solution. Due to this urgency, the focus of the proposed solution is more narrowly focussed 
on demergers of Australian listed companies.

A limitation of the analysis is that Inland Revenue has not yet consulted more widely on the 
detail of the proposed demerger regime. This was to ensure that the amendments sought by 
the private sector can be enacted as early as possible. However, officials intend to 
undertake further targeted consultation with the private sector on the detail of the demerger 
regime. Changes arising from this consultation can be incorporated into the proposals 
before the introduction of the bill.

A further limitation is that it is not possible to accurately quantify the size of the problem, as 
the number and size of Australian demergers varies from year to year and Inland Revenue 
does not record the income returned by New Zealand shareholders on such demergers. 
However, it is understood that recent high profile demergers of Australian listed companies 
could have impacted thousands of New Zealand shareholders.
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S T A T U S  Q U O  A N D  P R O B L E M  D E F I N I T I O N

1. A  dem erger, or sp in -o ff, is  w h ere  a corporate group sp lits  o f f  part o f  i t s e lf  and transfers  
that part to  its shareholders. T h is  can  o ccu r  b y  th e parent co m p a n y  distributing an  e x is t in g  
su bsid iary  to  its shareholders, or b y  an  op eratin g  co m p a n y  transferring part o f  its o w n  
b u sin ess  to  a n ew  subsid iary, and th en  d istributing  that su bsid iary  to  its shareholders.

2. T h e e ffe c t  o f  a dem erger is  that co m p a n ies  w h ic h  w e re  grou p ed  under a s in g le  
sh areh old in g  are separated into tw o  d ifferen t sh areh old in gs (in itia lly  h eld  b y  th e  sa m e  
shareholders), so  th ey  can  b e  so ld  separately.

3. A  d em erger is  g en era lly  undertaken  b y  a corporate group w h en  it b e lie v e s  its 
con stitu en t parts w o u ld  p erform  b etter i f  separated . T his can  b e  for a v ariety  o f  reason s, su ch  
as w h ere  th e  group is  va lu ed  at less  than  the su m  o f  its parts. A c co rd in g ly  d em ergers ca n  
h ave g en u in e  e c o n o m ic  b en efits .

C u r r e n t ta x  tr e a tm e n t  o f  d e m e r g e r s

4 . A  dem erger in v o lv e s  th e  transfer o f  v a lu e  from  th e co m p a n y  to  its shareholders (b e in g  
th e d istribution  o f  th e  shares in  th e d em erged  com p an y) that is cau sed  b y  their sh areh old in gs. 
U nder th e In co m e T ax  A c t 2 0 0 7  (th e A c t)  th e  fu ll v a lu e  o f  th e shares in  th e  d em erg ed  
co m p an y  is  g en era lly  a  d iv id en d  for th e  shareholder. T h is is  b eca u se  th e  A c t d e fin e s  a  
d iv id en d  (su b ject to  certain  ex cep tio n s) as a n y  transfer o f  v a lu e  from  a  co m p a n y  to  a  
shareholder that is ca u sed  b y  th e  sh areh old in g .

5. Shareholders are th erefore liab le  to  p a y  ta x  o n  th e  fu ll v a lu e  o f  th e shares in  th e  
d em erged  co m p a n y  w h e n  a  d em erger occu rs. T h is is  d esp ite  th e  fact that th e  v a lu e  o f  th eir  
tw o  sh areh old in gs sh ou ld  b e  ap p rox im ately  th e  sa m e a s their p rev io u s  o n e  sh areh o ld in g , a s  
th e  u n d er ly in g  a sse ts  are u nchan ged . Furtherm ore, th e  am ou n t o f  th e  d iv id en d  is  u su a lly  v e r y  
large, as it w ill  equal a s ig n ifica n t p ercen tage o f  th e  corporate gro u p ’s to ta l m arket va lue.

6 . A  d em erger can  b e  o ften  b e  structured to  p revent d iv id en d  taxation  (in  w h o le  o r  part) b y  
arranging a  share repurchase o r  a  liqu idation .

7 . A  N e w  Z ealan d  co m p a n y  w h ic h  in ten d s to  d em erge co u ld  “b uy-b ack ” a  p ortion  o f  its  
shares fro m  sh areholders, w ith  th e  sh areh olders re c e iv in g  shares in  th e  d em erged  co m p a n y  as  
th e  consideration . T h is  w o u ld  n ot b e  ch aracterised  as a  d iv id en d  p rov id ed  th e  am ou n t w a s  
le s s  than  th e  co m p a n y ’s paid  up  share cap ita l (referred  to  as “ava ila b le  su bscribed  cap ita l” , or  
A S C , for ta x  purposes).

8. It is  a lso  p o ss ib le  to  structure a  dem erger as a  liq u id ation  o f  th e  h o ld in g  c o m p a n y  in  
order to  p revent d iv id en d  taxation . In  th is  c a se  th e  h o ld in g  co m p a n y  w o u ld  b e  liq u id ated  and  
th e  shareholders w o u ld  b e  p rov id ed  w ith  th e  h o ld in g  co m p a n y ’s  a sse ts  -  b e in g  shares in  th e  
tw o  d em erged  com p an ies. A n  am ou n t eq u al to  an y  n et cap ita l g a in s (rea lised  and u n rea lised )  
p lu s th e  A S C  o f  th e  d istributing co m p a n y  is  e x c lu d ed  from  b e in g  a  d iv id en d .

9 . Further, a  d iv id en d  arisin g  from  a  d em erger in v o lv in g  a  n on -resid en t co m p a n y  w il l  o n ly  
b e  taxab le i f  th e  shareholder is  n o t su bject to  th e  fo re ig n  in v estm en t fund (FIF) ru les. I f  th e  
N e w  Z ealand  shareholder is  su b ject to  th e  F IF  ru les  th e  in v estm en t w ill b e  taxed  u n d er th e  
fair d iv id en d  rate (F D R ) w h ic h  is  a  ta x  o n  5  p ercen t o f  th e  v a lu e  o f  th e  in vestm en t. A s  
d iv id en d s are n o t sep arately  ta x ed  under th e  F D R  m eth od  dem ergers are a lso  n o t su b ject to  
tax. G en era lly , a  shareholder in  a  n o n -resid en t co m p a n y  is  n o t su b ject to  th e  FIF  ru les  w h e n



they are a natural person whose total offshore shareholdings (not including shares in 
Australian listed companies) cost $50,000 or less.

10. The FIF rules do not apply to most Australian listed companies, which are instead taxed 
similarly to New Zealand shares. This means that under the current rules, demergers from 
Australian listed companies will be taxed as a dividend, in the same way that a New Zealand 
demerger would.

Problem definition

11. The current tax treatment is a problem because a demerger is in substance the division 
of a corporate group rather than a distribution of income. Following the demerger, the 
shareholders still have the same proportionate interests in the same underlying assets. 
Although the demerger is taxed as a dividend, economically there is no distribution of income 
or underlying assets by the corporate group.

12. This issue has been raised by the New Zealand Shareholders Association (NZSA) as an 
urgent issue which requires a legislative solution. Officials agree that an urgent solution is 
desirable so that New Zealand shareholders involved in any upcoming demergers are not 
faced with an unfair tax bill due to the operation of the current law.

Demerger regimes internationally

13. Australia, the UK, the US and Canada all have regimes which exempt qualifying 
demergers from dividend taxation. These regimes are generally subject to numerous 
restrictions to ensure that they only apply to demergers and cannot be used to effect a tax-free 
distribution of income to shareholders or a sale of the companies. For example, the foreign 
regimes apply only when active businesses are being divided. They usually also include 
specific anti-avoidance provisions.

14. Australian demergers are generally excluded from being a dividend either under:

• Australia’s specific demerger regime; or

• because the demerger is treated as a return of share capital for Australian tax purposes. 

Scale of the problem

15. The current tax treatment raises issues for demergers of both New Zealand and foreign 
companies. However the problem is particularly acute for demergers by listed Australian 
companies. This is because:

• New Zealand companies can often structure their demerger so that no dividend arises; 
and

• shares in other foreign companies are more commonly subject to the FIF rules which 
ignore dividends.

16. Listed Australian companies, however, often have several thousand New Zealand 
shareholders that are taxable on any dividends received, but they do not structure their 
demergers to be efficient for New Zealand tax purposes. For example, approximately 13,000 
New Zealand shareholders were affected by the BHP/South 32 demerger in 2015, while about 
9,000 New Zealand shareholders were affected by the NAB/Clysdale demerger in 2016.
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Dividend taxation for Australian demergers can seem particularly unfair for New Zealand 
shareholders, as Australian shareholders are not usually taxable on the demerger.

OBJECTIVES

17. The main objective is to align a demerger’s tax treatment with its economic substance. 
This will improve economic efficiency and ensure that New Zealand shareholders are not 
inappropriately taxed on the full value of their shares in the demerged company.

18. All options are assessed against the main objective and the following criteria:

• Economic efficiency -  the proposed changes should align the tax treatment of 
demergers with their economic substance. This will improve the economic efficiency 
of the tax system. More particularly, it will ensure that the tax treatment does not 
incentivise shareholders to sell their shares in a company which is about to demerge 
(or disincentivise them from acquiring such shares).

• Integrity of the tax system -  the proposed changes to the demerger regime should not 
create opportunities for abuse. What is in substance the distribution of income should 
not be able to be structured as a tax-free demerger.

• Fairness and equity the proposed changes should improve the fairness of the tax 
system, by ensuring that shareholders are not taxed on a demerger when they have not 
derived any income in economic substance.

19. In this context, officials consider that the most weight should be given to meeting the 
objectives of fairness and equity, and the integrity of the tax system. Further, as the scope of 
the proposed change gets broader, there will be an increase in fairness and equity at the 
expense of integrity of the tax system. This is because a broader regime could lead to gaps in 
the law which require the development of provisions that prevent abuse of the regime. 
Officials consider that the solution should not be so broad as to create opportunities for abuse, 
and should be targeted at the arrangements which are actually causing problems in practice.

20. The constraint in relation to the proposal is as follows:

• Timeliness -  it is important to have a legislative solution as soon as practicable. The 
private sector has asked for an urgent response, and officials have indicated that 
changes are proposed for the first tax bill of 2017.

REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS

21. Officials have identified four options to address the problem:

• Option 1 The status quo

• Option 2 - A full demerger regime, which applies to both New Zealand and foreign 
companies

• Option 3 -  A limited demerger regime, which only applies to Australian listed 
companies •

• Option 4 -  A middle ground between the above two options, which would apply to all 
demergers by foreign listed companies (or potentially a subset of them)
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Option 1

22. Option 1 is the status quo. Shareholders would continue to be taxed on demergers as a 
dividend.

Assessment against criteria —  option 1

23. The status quo does not meet the main objective. Shareholders would be taxed on 
demergers even though in economic substance they had not received any income.

24. Economic efficiency. The status quo does not meet the economic efficiency criterion. 
Shareholders will be incentivised against owning shares in companies which are in the 
process of demerging.

25. Integrity o f the tax system. The status quo meets the integrity criterion. As shareholders 
are taxed on dividends arising from demergers there is no opportunity to demerge to access a 
tax free gain that should be taxable.

26. Fairness and equity. The status quo does not meet the fairness criterion. Shareholders 
will have to pay tax even though they have not economically received any income. This will 
make them worse off than other investors who will not have to pay tax.

Option 2

27. Option 2 would introduce a full demerger regime, which applies to both New Zealand 
and foreign companies.

Assessment against criteria -  option 2

28. This option is the most conceptually pure approach, as demergers by New Zealand and 
foreign companies should be taxed the same way from a policy perspective. This option 
meets the main objective, as it would ensure that genuine demergers are not unfairly taxed as 
a dividend. This would align the tax treatment of all genuine demergers (whether by a New 
Zealand or foreign company), with their economic substance.

Economic efficiency

29. Option 2 is a significant improvement over the status quo, as there would be no tax 
consequences which arise from holding shares in a demerged company. There would no 
longer be any incentives against owning shares in a company which is in the process of 
demerging.

Integrity o f the tax system

30. Option 2 is worse than the status quo. This option would have the greatest integrity 
risk, as New Zealand companies could attempt to exploit the regime to effect an in-substance 
distribution of income. For example a company could transfer cash or liquid assets to a 
subsidiary, and demerge that subsidiary by distributing it to its shareholders. The subsidiary 
could then be liquidated under the current law, thus providing all of the cash and/or liquid 
assets to the shareholders tax-free. The foreign demerger regimes referred to above have all 
included extensive anti-avoidance provisions to prevent such abuse. Therefore it is important



that any comprehensive demerger regime be carefully drafted so that it only applies to 
demergers that do not effect an in-substance distribution of income to shareholders.

Fairness and equity

31. Option 2 is a significant improvement over the status quo, as it would ensure that 
shareholders of demerged companies do not become liable to pay tax on the value of the 
demerged shares despite there being no in-substance change in their shareholding.

Constraints

32. A full demerger regime would be complicated and time consuming to develop, 
particularly concerning the anti-avoidance provisions required to prevent abuse of the regime. 
Such a regime could definitely not be developed in time for the first omnibus tax bill of 2017, 
or possibly the second. Consequently officials consider that option 2 is not feasible given the 
time constraints.

Option 3

33. Option 3 is a limited demerger regime, applying only to Australian listed companies. 
This option would exclude any demerger by a listed Australian company from dividend 
taxation provided the demerger was excluded from dividend taxation in Australia under either 
Australia’s demerger regime or its return of share capital rules.

Assessment against criteria —  Option 3

34. While not as conceptually pure as option 2, this is a pragmatic approach that would 
address the demergers that have been causing issues in practice without needing to be nearly 
as complex as a full demerger regime. This meets the main objective.

Economic efficiency

35. This option would improve economic efficiency, by aligning the tax treatment of a 
qualifying Australian demerger with its economic substance. As demergers by listed 
Australian companies are the problem for most shareholders, option 3 would address the 
issues faced by shareholders in practice.

Integrity o f the tax system

36. The Australian demerger regime already has rules designed to prevent it being used to 
effect a distribution of income. Accordingly, officials are comfortable with excluding any 
demerger from New Zealand dividend taxation where the Australian demerger regime applies 
to it.

37. In relation to the return of share capital method, New Zealand already has similar rules 
to Australia that exclude a return of shareholder capital from being a dividend. However 
these rules require there to be a repurchase by the company of its own shares, while the 
Australian rules do not. Consequently New Zealand’s dividend exemption often does not 
apply to an Australian demerger that is structured as a return of share capital (as such 
demergers often do not involve a repurchase of shares).
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38. The requirement to repurchase shares is not a significant policy difference between New 
Zealand’s dividend exemption and the Australian exemption the more important point is 
that they both exclude a return of shareholder capital from dividend taxation. Therefore we 
do not see any integrity issues if the demerger dividend exclusion also applies to a demerger 
by a listed Australian company that is treated as a non-dividend return of share capital under 
the Australian tax rules.

39. On this basis, we consider that option 3 is equal to the status quo as it maintains the 
integrity of the tax system.

Fairness and equity

40. Based on past history this option would improve fairness and equity for most of the 
taxpayers who are taxable on demergers, namely shareholders in listed Australian companies. 
However it would result in shareholders in New Zealand companies and shareholders in other 
foreign companies who are not subject to the FIF rules remaining potentially taxable on any 
demerger dividends. Accordingly it would mean that shareholders in some companies were 
not taxable on a demerger (i.e. shareholders in listed Australian companies) while 
shareholders in other companies were. Consequently the differential treatment of 
shareholders under this option does result in some horizontal inequity.

41. However New Zealand companies have in the past been able to structure their 
demergers so dividend taxation does not arise. In addition, the problem of demerger taxation 
does not seem to be problematic in practice for shareholders in other foreign companies. 
Consequently this lack of fairness across shareholders does not seem to be so significant in 
practice.

Constraints

42. Option 3 is the least resource intensive of the options, and so it could be implemented 
the fastest. In particular, the Australian demerger regime already includes anti-avoidance 
rules designed to prevent abuse. Accordingly the regime could leverage off those rules, by 
restricting the New Zealand dividend exclusion to demergers by listed Australian companies 
that are not treated as a dividend under Australian tax legislation. This would significantly 
simplify the necessary legislation and thus the time required to develop it. This option is the 
only one which would be able to be included in the first 2017 omnibus tax bill.

43. Accordingly this option best accommodates the current constraints.

Option 4

44. Option 4 would introduce a limited demerger regime applying to all demergers by 
foreign listed companies. This regime would be a broader solution to the issue than option 3, 
as it would also cover (in addition to shareholders in listed Australian companies) New 
Zealand shareholders that are not subject to the FIF rules (generally natural persons with 
foreign investments costing less than $50,000) who invest in foreign companies outside of 
Australia.

Assessment against criteria -  Option 4

45. This option is not as conceptually pure as option 2, as it would only address demergers 
of foreign companies. This option is a pragmatic approach that would address the demergers
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that can cause issues in practice without needing to be as complex as a full demerger regime 
which includes New Zealand companies. It would however be a wider approach than option 
3, which is targeted at Australian listed companies only. This option can therefore be 
considered a middle ground between options 2 and 3. This option meets the main objective.

Economic efficiency

46. This option would increase economic efficiency compared with the status quo due to the 
broader scope of its dividend exclusion for demergers. This option would be a larger 
improvement than option 3 but not as large as option 2. However as noted above, it is 
Australian demergers that are causing the problems in practice. Consequently the increase in 
economic efficiency and fairness over option 3 does not seem to be significant.

Integrity o f the tax system

47. This option also poses an increased risk to the integrity of the tax system compared with 
option 3 (but not option 2) due to its broader reach. However foreign-listed companies would 
not structure their demergers specifically to avoid New Zealand tax. Consequently this 
increased risk could be largely mitigated with some anti-avoidance provisions.

Fairness and equity

48. This option is an improvement over the status quo for shareholders in demerged foreign 
listed companies, as it would prevent dividend taxation in genuine demerger situations. This 
option could result in shareholders in New Zealand companies remaining potentially taxable 
on a demerger. However, in practice New Zealand companies usually structure demergers so 
dividend taxation does not arise. Consequently this lack of fairness across shareholders does 
not seem to be so significant in practice.

Constraints

49. Option 4 would be more complex than a regime limited to listed Australian companies 
(option 3). This is because the regime would need to distinguish between genuine foreign 
demergers and demergers that are an in-substance distributions of income (which should be 
taxed in New Zealand) to shareholders. As the regime would apply to demergers by 
companies in multiple jurisdictions, it could not simply use one country’s existing anti
avoidance rules (as can be done for a demerger regime limited to Australian listed 
companies). Option 4 would therefore be more time consuming to develop than option 3 
(although less so than option 2). While this impact on constraints is not fatal to option 4, 
there is a significant risk of officials being unable to develop legislation for option 4 in time 
for the first 2017 omnibus tax bill.

Fiscal costs

50. Option 3 will have a fiscal cost, as New Zealand shareholders will no longer derive 
income on the demerger of Australian listed companies. This fiscal cost is the lowest out of 
the three options other than the status quo, as option 3 has the narrowest scope and the lowest 
integrity risk.

51. It is impossible to accurately estimate the fiscal cost, as the number and size of 
Australian demergers varies from year to year and Inland Revenue does not record the income
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returned by New Zealand shareholders on such demergers. Officials do not anticipate a 
material impact on tax revenue baselines.

CONSULTATION

52. The Treasury has been consulted and agree with Inland Revenue’s recommendations.

53. Formal consultation has not yet taken place; however the issue was originally raised by 
the NZSA and the Securities Industry Association. Accordingly officials are aware of the 
views of the private sector on this issue.

54. The NZSA supports the introduction of a limited demerger regime which excludes all 
demergers by foreign listed companies from dividend taxation (option 4). However the 
NZSA focussed on the issues caused by Australian demergers in their correspondence with 
us, and officials’ interactions with the private sector indicate that option 3 would also be well- 
received given the timeliness of the solution, and the fact that it would address the private 
sector’s primary concern in practice (demergers by listed Australian companies).

55. Inland Revenue has not yet consulted more widely on the proposals. However, officials 
intend to undertake further targeted consultation with the private sector on the detail o f the 
demerger regime before introduction of the first omnibus taxation bill in 2017. Details to be 
decided through the consultation process include:

• how the available subscribed capital in the distributing company is to be divided 
between the original share in the distributing company and the newly held share in the 
demerged company; and

• how the cost base of the original share in the distributing company is to be divided 
between the original share in the distributing company and the newly held share in the 
demerged company.

56. This consultation will include the NZSA, the Securities Industry Association, the 
Corporate Taxpayers Group, Chartered Accountants Australia and New Zealand, and the New 
Zealand Law Society. Changes arising from this consultation can be incorporated into the 
proposals before the introduction of the bill.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

57. The following table summarises the consideration of the options from the regulatory 
analysis section above. Within the overview table the following symbols are used:

S Z Significantly better than the status quo 
S  Better than the status quo
* No better than the status quo
* x Worse than the status quo
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Options Analysis against the objective and criteria

Option 1 -  Status quo Does not meet the main objective

Option 2 -  Full demerger regime Meets the main objective

Economic efficiency S  ■/ 
Integrity of the tax system ** 
Fairness and equity S  Z

Does not meet constraints

Option 3 Limited demerger regime applying to 
Australian listed companies

Meets the main objective

Economic efficiency Z 
Integrity of the tax system x 
Fairness and equity Z

Meets constraints

Option 4 -  Middle group applying to all 
demergers by foreign listed companies

Meets the main objective

Economic efficiency S  
Integrity of the tax system * 
Fairness and equity Z

Does not meet constraints

58. Option 2 increases the economic efficiency and fairness of the tax system by the 
greatest amount. However it is not feasible given the time constraints.

59. Option 3 increases economic efficiency and the fairness of the tax system, but its 
narrower scope means it does so by less than option 4. Option 3 best meets the criteria of 
maintaining revenue integrity, although its advantage over option 4 in this regard is not that 
significant. Accordingly the choice between option 3 and option 4 is essentially a trade-off 
between increased efficiency and fairness (option 4) versus reduced time for implementation 
and integrity risk (option 3).

60. Officials consider the reduced time for implementation and integrity risk of option 3 
outweighs the increase in economic efficiency and fairness of option 4. In this regard, option 
3 would address the demergers that are causing the problems in practice. Accordingly option 
4’s increased economic efficiency and fairness would not be a significant benefit. It is 
notable that the private sector has focussed on the problems with the tax treatment of 
Australian demergers, rather than demergers by foreign companies generally. This shows that 
the economic and efficiency gains of option 3 are perceived as being sufficient to address the 
pressing issues with demergers.

61. Option 3 best meets all the criteria given the constraints. Therefore Inland Revenue 
recommends the introduction of a limited demerger regime. This would exclude demergers 
by listed Australian companies from giving rise to a dividend for New Zealand tax purposes, 
provided the demerger is not treated as a dividend for Australian tax purposes (under either 
Australia’s demerger regime or under its return of share capital rules).
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IMPLEMENTATION

62. Changes to introduce a limited demerger regime would require amendments to the 
Income Tax Act 2007. These amendments would be included in the next available omnibus 
taxation bill, scheduled for introduction in the first quarter of 2017. We propose that the 
recommended option apply from the beginning of the 2017-18 tax year. This is something 
we intend to consult on with the private sector however.

63. The detail of the demerger regime will need to specify how the available subscribed 
capital and the cost base of the original share in the distributing company is to be divided 
between the original share in the distributing company and the newly held share in the 
demerged company. It should also provide that the newly held share is held on the same basis 
as the original share (for example, it should be held on capital account if the original share is 
held on capital account). These and other details will be finalised following further 
consultation.

MONITORING, EVALUATION AND REVIEW

64. New Zealand demergers do not in practice lead to unfair tax treatment for shareholders, 
and shareholder of foreign companies (excluding Australian listed companies) are generally 
subject to the FIF rules. Therefore the problem is mainly confined to Australian-listed 
companies and the recommended option is expected to be a permanent solution which 
resolves this issue in practice. It is not expected that a broader demergers regime will be 
needed in the future.

65. In general, Inland Revenue’s monitoring, evaluation and review of new legislation takes 
place under the generic tax policy process (GTTP). The GTTP is a multi-stage tax policy 
process that has been used to design tax policy in New Zealand since 1995.

66. The final stage in the GTPP is the implementation and review stage, which involves 
post-implementation review of the legislation, and the identification of any remedial issues. 
Opportunities for external consultation are also built into this stage. In practice, any changes 
identified as necessary for the new legislation to have its intended effect would be prioritised 
in the context of the current Tax Policy Work Programme, and any proposals would go 
through the GTTP.


