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PURPOSE OF CONSULTATION

The purpose of this consultation is to seek thevsief businesses on the operation of
the International Services EntitySE) regime within the Goods and Services Tax
(GST) system.

ISE status is an alternative to registration forT@8r businesses which primarily
serve non-residents, reducing the administrativete @mpliance burden which GST
would place upon them. It was primarily created &md is mainly utilised by the
financial services industry.

The ISE regime is unique to Jersey. It has beewperation for 3 years and now is
considered an appropriate time to conduct a genevaw to determine whether it is
fit for purpose and where improvements could beanad

Together with a general review, this consultatitso eseeks the view of businesses
on —

o] achieving greater equity between the ISE fees edarg
o] reducing the compliance burden associated with ISEs
o] raising additional revenue from ISEs.

The consultation document has been issued by Tmeasa Resources following the
Minister's commitment in his Budget speech in Deben2010 to review the current
structure of ISE fees and increase the revenuergieakefrom the financial services
industry through ISE fees.

A number of questions are posed in the body of @reen Paper; however,
respondents are invited to comment by answeringgtreeral questions and those
relevant to the business sectors in which they laavmterest set out at the end of the

paper.

Public submissions —Please note that responses submitted to all Spatelsc consultations
may be made public (sent to other interested adie request, sent to the Scrutiny Office,
quoted in a final published report, reported in thedia, published on a States of Jersey
website, listed on a consultation summary, etd.)a respondent has a particular wish for
confidentiality, such as where the response magewnan individual's private life, or matters
of commercial confidentiality, please indicate tbisarly when submitting a response.
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HOW TO RESPOND

The deadline for responsesip.m. on Friday 16th September 2011

All respondents should indicate the capacity inolhihey are responding (i.e. as an
individual, company, representative body).

If you are responding as a company or representatidy, please indicate the nature
of your business and/or your clients’ business.

Representative bodies should identify on behalivbb they are responding and the
methodology they used to gather responses.

Please send your responses and any additional comments to:

Tax Policy Unit

Telephone: 01534 440532
Fax: 01534 440409
e-mail: tax.policy@gov.je

Wendy Martin

Director of Tax Policy
Cyril Le Marquand House
PO Box 353

St. Helier

Jersey

JE4 8UL

Heather Bestwick at Jersey Finance Limited
co-ordinating a finance industry response that
incorporate any matters raised by local firms
entities. Her contact details are:

Heather Bestwick
Jersey Finance Limited
48-50 Esplanade

St. Helier
Jersey
JE2 30QB
Telephone: 01534 836004
Fax: 01534 836001
e-mail: Heather.Bestwick@jerseyfinance

It is the policy of Jersey Finance to ma3
individual responses it receives available
Treasury and Resources upon request, unle
respondent specifically requests otherwise.
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1.1

1.2.

1.3.

1.4,

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

INTRODUCTION

International Services EntitySE) status is an alternative to registration for
Goods and Services Ta8$T).

During the tax’s design phase it was determinet @i, when introduced,
must not place the Island at a competitive disathgmn In the context of a
financial services industry which primarily providservices to non-resident
clients, it was considered that the applicationstndard GST principles
would result in an excessive compliance and adtnatise burden
(e.g. identification of the location of each cusesmGST analysis of each
supply made, etc.) which might ultimately placesdgrat a competitive
disadvantage.

It was against this backdrop that ISE status wasted, its aim being to

collect £5 million — £10 million of revenue from ehfinancial services

industry, whilst placing a minimal administrationrden on both businesses
and the Taxes Office.

The ISE regime is unique to Jersey. Although otheisdictions are
monitoring Jersey in order to decide whether toothice something similar,
there are currently no comparable regimes. Thisnsi¢aat in order to gauge
the success of and identify the problems with #gme, it is imperative that
the views of businesses which are currently ISEwtltich may become ISEs
in the future are sought. Having been in operdfor8 years, now appears to
be an appropriate time to seek this feedback.

This consultation seeks feedback on whether theré§Ene is fit for purpose.
Should the ISE regime be retained or should allnfasses be subject to the
standard GST rules? If the ISE regime should bainmed, does it need a
significant overhaul or minor amendment? In thisspext, specific
identification by businesses of concerns and benafisociated with the ISE
regime would be helpful.

Furthermore, it is understood that certain sectdrshe financial services
industry consider the current ISE fee structurédanequitable (i.e. the ISE
fees charged to certain businesses are too highstwthers are too low). As
a consequence, the views of businesses are songdhnbve the fee structure
can be made more equitable.

This consultation also seeks insight into the cdéemgle burden associated
with ISE status, including the views of both ISEsl asuppliers to ISEs, such
that appropriate steps can be taken in due coarseduce any unnecessary
compliance burden.

Finally, in the Budget speech delivered in Deceni@t0, the Minister for
Treasury and Resources committed to increase trenue raised from the
financial services industry through ISE fees torapimately £10 million. The
total revenue raised from ISE fees in 2011 is aulyeE9 million, hence the
increase required to achieve the revenue targepgsoximately £1 million.
The views of businesses are sought on how thistiaddi £1 million of

revenue can be raised from ISEs.
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2.1.

2.1.1.

2.1.2.

2.1.3.

2.1.4.

2.1.5.

2.1.6.

2.2.

2.2.1.

2.2.2.

ISE STATUS — CURRENT POSITION
Background and purpose of ISE status

ISE status was primarily created for and is predamily utilised by
businesses in the financial services industry &ed clients. This is because
the treatment of financial services activities urithe standard GST system is
highly complex, resulting in a greater administratand compliance burden
for these businesses.

The benefit of becoming an ISE is that the busipess a flat rate, annual fee
to the Comptroller of Taxes rather than registeand accounting for GST in
the “normal” way.

Supplies made by an ISE are not taxable supplieandSE is not required to
charge GST on supplies that it makes.

An ISE is also entitled to “end user relief’, whicheans that, in most
situations, GST registered businesses will notg#&ST on supplies made to
an ISE.

Businesses need to meet certain conditions, whilatlined below, to apply
to be approved as an ISE. However, becoming ani$Séptional and the
benefits of obtaining ISE status are assessed omdividual commercial
basis.

If a business decides not to seek approval as BndfSan application is not
approved, the normal rules on registration for Ggply. All businesses with
an annual taxable turnover in excess of £300,006t megister and charge
GST where necessary.

Businesses which can become ISEs

The following types of businesses can become ISEs —

banks

trust company businesses

fund services businesses

fund functionaries

collective investment funds and unregulated funds

companies, partnerships, foundations and trustdesrusts that,
loosely speaking, do not form a link in a valueinhaading to the
consumption of goods or services by individualsderst in Jersey
(“other entities”).

O O0OO0OO0OO0O0o

Banks, trust companies and fund services busineasespermitted to
automatically qualify for ISE status in order tcsare that these businesses are
not discouraged from taking on Jersey clients bezaaf the risk of
compromising their ISE status. It was considerelde in the best interests of
the Island that banking services were availablalt@nd that trust company
and fund services (including the management andrastnation of pension
funds for Jersey residents) were not restricted.
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2.2.3.

2.2.4.

2.3.

2.3.1.

2.3.2.

2.3.3.

2.3.4.

2.3.5.

In addition, it was considered that requiring largemplex businesses such as
banks to establish the place of residence of egkent on an annual basis
would be unduly onerous. One of the hallmarks ode}gs GST regime is its
administrative simplicity. The ISE regime seekgxtend this simplicity.

Other businesses can apply for ISE status if thelify under the “general
criteria” — broadly, if they do not make, or maked@ minimusamount, of
supplies to Jersey residents. Further analysiseofieneral criteria is provided
at paragraph 3.8.2.

Fees payable by ISEs

The following ISE fees are set out in the Goods &@etvices Tax
(International Services Entities) (Jersey) Regaofeti2008 —

Type of business ISE fee
payable
per
business
Banks £30,000
Trust company businesses £7,500
Participating members of a trust company businggision £200
Fund services businesses and fund functionaries 5082,
Managed managers £500
Other entities £200
Vehicles administered by a trust company business 200£

The fee paid by a trust company busines€R) is partly calculated by
reference to the number of vehicles it adminis{@GB vehicleg. Further
details regarding the calculation of the fee pajdabTCB are outlined in
paragraph 3.4.1.

The fee payable in respect of TCB vehicles wasegwed from £100 to £200
on 1st January 2011. As a consequence,_it isumoently proposed to change
the fee charged in respect of TCB vehicles.

A similar increase was also applied to participatinembers of TCBs, hence
no change to the fee charged in respect of particigahembers of TCBs is
proposed at this time.

The total revenue raised from ISE fees in 2011uisently £9 million. This

represents an increase of 61% from the total reveaised from ISE fees in
2010. This increase has been primarily caused bydttubling of the fee
charged for TCB vehicles.
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3.1.

3.1.1.

3.1.2.

3.1.3.

3.1.4.

3.1.5.

DETAIL AND PROPOSALS
Options under consideration

As part of this review, consideration is being gite whether the ISE regime
should be retained and, if so, whether it shoulde&ined in its current form.

Three potential options exist —

o] the ISE regime is retained with some minor amendsnen address
perceived inequity, administrative burden, etc.

o] the ISE regime is retained but with some major gkeanor

o] the ISE regime is abolished and all businesses twagpply standard
GST rules.

Examples of minor changes in the regime could ohelahanges to the basic
level of fees charged, or the introduction of tikfees within business sectors.

Examples of major changes in the regime could ael$E status being made
compulsory for certain categories of licensed seryiroviders, only licensed
service providers being able to obtain ISE staites those businesses which
qualify solely under the general criteria couldexeluded from ISE status in
the future) or the number of businesses which ecdanaatically obtain ISE
status could be extended (e.g. to insurance prsjide

Neither of these lists of potential changes shbeldonsidered exhaustive.

Q. Does business support the continued existentieeofSE regime and why? Is|it
achieving the aims of collecting revenue from tharfcial services industry in al
administratively simple manner and without placitige Island at a competitivj
disadvantage? What would be the implications if I®E regime were abolished and
businesses were subject to the standard GST rdles?here any alternatives to the
ISE regime which would meet the aims outlined above

D S

The remainder of this Paper assumes that businefsesupport the continued

existence of the ISE regime, and asks questionshahill help determine whether

minor amendments or major changes are requiredadBrpthis is separated into

2 parts: Section 3.2. looks at a simple, acrosdytiaed increase in ISE fees, and
Sections 3.3. to 3.8. look at issues associatdd patticular businesses which can, or
may in the future, obtain ISE status.
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3.2.

3.2.1.

3.2.2.

Simple “across the board” increase in fees

All other ISE fees would have to increase by 52 itP4aise an additional
£1 million in revenue, assuming that the fees abduripr TCB vehicles and
participating members of TCBs remained at £200 tuede were no other
changes to the ISE regime. The table below indic#ite impact that this

would have on the fees payable by ISEs.

Type of business Current | Potential | Potential
ISE fee | ISEfee | increase
payable | payable
per per
business | business

Banks £30,000| £45,621| £15,621

Trust company businesses £7,50(E€11,405 £3,905

Participating member of a TCB affiliation £200 £200 Nil

Fund services businesses and fund functionaries 5082, £3,802 £1,302

Managed managers £500 £760 £260

Other entities £200 £304 £104

TCB vehicles £200 £200 Nil

Alternatively, if all these ISE fees were increagedine with the percentage
increase in GST from 1st June 2011 (i.e. 66.7%®, fehes payable by the
various businesses would be as outlined below heddtal revenue raised

from ISEs would be increased by £1.4 million.

Type of business Current | Potential | Potential
ISE fee | ISE fee | increase
payable | payable
per per
business | business

Banks £30,000{ £50,000{ £20,000

Trust company businesses £7,30CE12,500 £5,000

Participating member of a TCB affiliation £200 £200 Nil

Fund services businesses and fund functiondries 5082, £4,167 £1,667

Managed managers £500 £833 £333

Other entities £200 £333 £133

TCB vehicles £200 £200 Nil

3.2.3. In producing the estimated revenue figures outlirdmbve, it has been
assumed that all businesses which are currentlg M&uld continue to be
ISEs after the increase in fees. However, becabBestatus is optional, the
increase in fees is likely to lead to some busieespting out of ISE status,
and therefore the estimated revenue figures shoeildonsidered a best case
scenario. Indeed, the overall effect of increashegfees as outlined above is
extremely uncertain and may even lead to a fathi total revenue raised

from ISEs.

Q. What would be the impact of these potentialéases in ISE fees and why?
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3.3.

3.3.1.

3.3.2.

3.3.3.

3.3.4.

3.3.5.
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Banks

A business which is regulated as a deposit takethleyJersey Financial
Services CommissiortJFSC”) may obtain ISE status on application and the
payment of an annual fee of £30,000.

This fee is equivalent to the GST charged on exgmriscurred by the
business in Jersey of £600,000 (using a GST rab&wf

38 deposit taking banks are currently regulatedheyJFSC. Of these, just
under a third did not apply for ISE status in 20Etom this it is assumed that
many of these businesses consider that the irregolee GST and cost of
administration which they suffer is less than tB8,000 ISE fee. However, it
is not clear whether this is the only factor taketo account in this decision
making process.

Q. Why have certain banks decided not to adoptst&tas?

The ISE fee currently paid by deposit taking baisksot linked to the size of

their business (i.e. the largest banks on the dslaay the same fee as the
smallest banks). There is a perception that thisinequitable as the

administration saving achieved by the largest baiskgreater than the

smallest banks, but they both pay the same feeaduition, there is a

perception that the ISE fee paid by the largesiosiégaking banks is low

when compared to the fees paid by other businesses.

The regulatory fees payable by deposit takers #® IRSC are, in part,
determined by size of the deposit taker; “size” this context being
determined by consolidated income. To improve theitg of the ISE fees
paid by banks, a similar approach is being consitlés link all, or part, of the
ISE fee to the size of the bank. “Size” could b¢egeined by consolidated
income or some other suitable measurement. A pabposISE fees based on
consolidated income is outlined below —

Level of consolidated income ISE Fee
£5 million and under (or a loss or zero income) ,806
Over £5 million and up to and including £10 million £25,000
Over £10 million and up to and including £20 miflio £35,000
Over £20 million and up to and including £30 mitlio £45,000
Over £30 million and up to and including £50 millio £55,000
Over £50 million and up to and including £100 rofii £65,000
Over £100 million £75,000

Q. How could the ISE fee payable by banks be andesgieh that the fee is
related, wholly or partly, to the size of the relatbank? What would be the
impact of the proposal outlined above and wiggtild this tiered approach
be better based on another criteria?
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3.3.6.

3.4.

3.4.1.

3.4.2.

3.4.3.

11

The views of banks are sought on whether the cutgts fees they pay are
equitable as compared to TCBs, fund functionart&B&-and other businesses.

Q. Do deposit takers consider the current ISE faede equitable a
compared to TCBs, FSBs, etc.?

1°2)

Trust company businesses

A business which is regulated as a TCB by the J®EZ obtain ISE status on
application and the payment of a fee calculatefdlasvs —

o] the sum of £7,500 per registration of an entitypasffiliation leader
or as a non-affiliated person, plA200 for each vehicle administered
by the entity in its capacity as an affiliation dea or non-affiliated
person; or

o] the sum of £200 per registration of an entity @sudicipating member
of an affiliation where the affiliation leader haaid £7,500 in respect
of the same period and affiliation, plU&00 for each vehicle
administered by the entity in its capacity as digpating member; or

o] the sum of £7,500 per registration of an entityaaparticipating
member of an affiliation where the affiliation ledhas not paid
£7,500 in respect of the same period and affiligtiplus £200 for
each vehicle administered by the entity in its cé#gaas a
participating member.

In order to meet the definition of a “vehicle” ihet calculation above, an
entity must broadly be capable of being eligibldo&oan ISE in its own right
under the general criteria (see paragraph 3.8:2néwe detail). To reduce the
administrative burden placed on TCBs, considerai®nbeing given to

removing this part of the definition, such that weHicle” is any entity to

which TCB services are provided (excluding trusteegardless of whether
the entity could or could not be an ISE its owrhtigrhis measure would not
affect the ability of vehicles to be classed assliSfEerely the calculation of
the fee payable by the TCB.

Q. What would be the implications of this changethi definition of
“vehicle” and why?

The basis under which the fee payable by a TCRilisutated should result in
larger TCB paying a larger fee. However, it is dear whether this is true in
practice.

Q. Does the current basis of calculation resulthe ISE fee paid by TCBs
being commensurate to the size of their busindssst,|why not?
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3.4.4.

3.4.5.

3.4.6.

3.5.

3.5.1.

3.5.2.

3.5.3.

3.5.4.
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Legally, the fee is due and payable by the TCB, dwmw it is understood that
in the majority of cases the £200 payable in respeeach TCB vehicle is
passed onto the relevant vehicle.

It appears that the majority of businesses whiehragulated as TCBs by the
JFSC have applied for ISE status. For those whasle mot applied for ISE

status, it is assumed that the irrecoverable GST cst of administration

which they suffer is less than the ISE fee payaH®wever, it is not clear

whether this is the only factor taken into accoumtthis decision-making

process.

Q. Why have certain TCBs decided not to opt ford@EIs?

The views of TCBs are sought on whether the cul®gs fees they pay are
equitable as compared to the banks, fund functies@nd other businesses.

Q. Do TCBs consider the current ISE fees to betabjei as compared tp
banks, FSBs, etc.?

Fund functionaries and fund services businesses

A business which holds a permit under the Collectimvestment Funds
(Jersey) Law 1988, but is not itself a collectimeastment fund@IF) may
obtain ISE status on application and the paymeatfek of £2,500, other than
where the entity is a managed manager (see patagréj.).

CIFs themselves are entitled to become ISEs opdiiment of a £200 fee.

A business which is registered under the Finar®éavices (Jersey) Law 1998
to carry on fund services busine&SB) may obtain ISE status on application
and the payment of a fee of £2,500, other than evtiex entity is a managed
manager (see paragraph 3.6.1.).

It appears that a number of businesses which agelated as fund
functionaries/FSBs by the JFSC have not appliedi$& status. For those
which have not applied for ISE status, it is assirtieat the irrecoverable
GST and cost of administration which they suffeddss than the ISE fee
payable. However, it is not clear whether thishs bnly factor taken into
account in this decision making process.

Q. Why have certain fund functionaries/FSBs decidedto opt for ISE
status?
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3.5.6.

3.5.7.

3.6.

3.6.1.

3.6.2.

3.6.3.
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Currently, the flat rate fee paid by fund functidea/FSBs is £2,500; whereas
it is £7,500 for TCBs. In order to improve equitypdaraise additional
revenues, consideration is being given to increptme fee payable by fund
functionaries/FSBs to £7,500 to make it consistétit TCBs.

Q. Is there a justification for the difference letbasic fee charged to fund
functionaries/FSBs (£2,500) and that charged to §GB7,500)? What
would be the impact if fund functionaries/FSBs wararged the same basic
fee as TCBs (i.e. £7,500) and why?

Due to the manner in which the overall fee paidabyCB is calculated it
should be, broadly, related to the size of its tess. Currently this is not the
case with fund functionaries/FSBBrima facie it appears inequitable for
business of different sizes to be charged the sESBefee. As a result,
consideration is being given to identifying methantgler which the fee paid
by fund functionaries/FSBs could be related to #ize of the relevant
business.

Q. Should the fee charged to fund functionaries&~B& related to the size
of their business and why? If yes, how shouldfé@se calculated?

The views of fund functionaries/FSBs are soughtvbether the current ISE
fees they pay are equitable as compared to thesbankBs and other
businesses.

Q. Do fund functionaries/FSBs consider the curi&t fees to be equitable
as compared to banks, TCBs, etc.?

Managed managers

An entity which falls within the definition of “mayed manager” is entitled
to a reduced ISE fee of £500, reflecting the redumetivity undertaken by
that entity.

The term “managed manager” is defined in the ISGUReions, and broadly
captures an entity which is regulated as a fundctfanary/FSB but is
managed under a service contract by another ewtiigh is itself a fund
functionary or FSB.

The fee paid by a managed manger is currently 2D%eofee paid by fund

functionaries/FSBs, and that difference would ledased significantly if the

flat fee payable by fund functionaries/FSBs waseaaesed to £7,500. In order
to improve equity and raise additional revenuessiteration is being given
to increasing the fee payable by managed managés 500.
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3.6.6.
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3.7.1.

3.7.2.

14

=

Q. What would be the impact if managed manager® wharged a fee d
£1,500 and why?

In addition, under GST Direction 2008/17, the Comlbér of Taxes directed
that a person may obtain ISE status for a fee 0042they are —

o] a general partner of a limited partnership or aitdith liability
partnership that is an unregulated or unclassftied; or

o] a trustee of a unit trust that is an unregulatednatassified fund.

It is acknowledged that, as a minimum, the £100 deetained in the
published Direction should be updated to £200 tieecethe changes made to
the fee payable by TCB vehicles and other entities.

It is understood that ordinarily many of these teagi would fall within the

definition of a managed manager and hence wouklubgect to the £500 fee.
Consideration is being given as to whether DirectD08/17 should be
removed. In order to inform this decision, the iitglions of removing this
Direction need to be understood.

Q. Is GST Direction 2008/17 still justified? WhydWd your answer be
different if the standard managed manager fee waseased to £1,5007? |s
the current level of the fee appropriate even & thanaged manager fee
remains at £5007?

Financial services businesses not automatically gible for ISE status
Currently, businesses are eligible for ISE statasowme of two routes —

o] automatically eligible businesses: regulated bafikdBs and fund
functionaries/FSBs; or

o] businesses eligible under the general criteria li(ma at
paragraph 3.8.2.): all other businesses which, diyoalo not form
part of a supply chain ending in the Island.

Views are sought on whether any other sectors ef fthancial services

industry should be automatically eligible for ISEtss. This is considered
particularly important in situations in which bussses have turned down
Jersey-based clients because it would risk thdiityalto claim ISE status

under the general criteria.

1 In practice these entities have paid £200 durBildn accordance with the spirit of the
treatment outlined in the Direction.
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Q. Should any other sectors of the financial sewicindustry be
automatically eligible for ISE status and why?é8yhow should the ISE fee
be calculated for these other sectors? Have anynbases turned down
Jersey based clients because it would risk theilitplio claim ISE status
under the general criteria?

The current position is that no business sectotsidrithe financial services
industry are automatically eligible for ISE statds. part of this consultation,
representations are welcomed from business secimisde the financial
services industry which consider that they sho@dbtomatically eligible for
ISE status.

Q. Should any other business sectors outside tia@dial services industry
be automatically eligible for ISE status and whf/yds, how should the ISE
fee be calculated for these sectors? What woulthbémpact on ISE/GS[T
revenues?

“Other” ISEs

Other businesses which are not automatically éégiior ISE status can
become ISEs if they meet the general criteria setroArticle 60 of the GST
Law.

The general criteria are —

o] not more than 10% in value of all the supplies mlagehe entity of
goods and services are made to individuals whanigglo Jersey;

o] to the extent that the value of all the supplieggobds or services
made by the entity in Jersey exceeds 10% of theeval all supplies
of goods and services made by the entity, the sgpt Jersey are
made only to an ISE;

o] no individual who belongs in Jersey has the effectise, or the
effective enjoyment, of any asset owned or adnénest by the entity;
and;

o] no individual who belongs in Jersey has the effectise, or the
effective enjoyment, of any goods, or service, fisdpto or by the
entity.

The aim of the general criteria is to allow busgesswhich primarily transact
with non-residents, such as providers of goodssamndices to clients outside
the Island and/or with ISEs, to register as ISEs.

However, it is acknowledged that the criteria o@t above are open to
interpretation, which leads to the creation of utaiety as to which
businesses fall within its scope.
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This is partly addressed, as the GST Law allowsnlesses to apply for ISE
status from the Comptroller of Taxes where the rrss is “substantially
consistent” with the general criteria and the asoik or reduction of GST is
not the main purpose of the application.

However, the interpretation of the general critésamportant, as they are
also utilised when calculating the ISE fee paydhlelCBs; a set of criteria
which is open to interpretation could result infeliént TCBs treating similar
vehicles differently, with the result that one T@&8ys more than another.

Q. Is the retention of eligibility for ISE statusder the general criteria
justified and why? If yes, how could the generékda in Article 60 of the
GST Law be improved?

There is no one particular type of entity that misilSE status under the
general criteria; however, some of the most comimolude —

o] property companies, where property is rented teratbEs;
o] property companies, where property is located detie Island;
o] group service companies, where services are provaether ISEs.

Currently, the ISE fee charged to these businasset at £200.

In order to improve the equity of the ISE fees,sideration is being given to
amending this fee so that it more accurately réfléloe benefit obtained by
the business.

It is acknowledged that this is a difficult tasls many of these businesses
could register for GST and reclaim any GST suffafatiey were not ISEs.
Therefore these businesses tend to register asttS&shieve administrative
and cash flow savings, rather than GST savingsrdier to be effective, the
fee therefore has to be related to these admith&rand cash flow savings
that the businesses achieve.

The views of business are sought on how this cammadbeeved. Potential
suggestions include relating the fee to total tuempturnover which would be
subject to GST at the standard rate if ISE stateiewot in place, or factors
which indicate the scale of the business’s presancdersey (e.g. staff
employed, floor space utilised).

14

Q. How could the fee charged to “other entities” ima@ccurately reflect the
benefit these businesses obtain from ISE status?
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QUESTIONS FOR RESPONDENTS

General review

1.

2.

Does business support the continued existenceedfth regime and why?

Is the regime achieving the aims of collecting raxe from the financial
services industry in an administratively simple manand without placing
the Island at a competitive disadvantage?

What would be the implications if the ISE regime reveabolished and
businesses were subject to the standard GST rules?

Are there any alternatives to the ISE regime whigbuld meet the aims
outlined above?

Are there any other business sectors, either withiautside of the financial
services industry, which should be automaticaligilele for ISE status and
why? If yes, how should the ISE fee be calculatedifese sectors?

Have any businesses turned down Jersey-basedschientiuse it would risk
their ability to claim ISE status under the genemaleria? Please provide
detail.

Is the retention of eligibility for ISE status umdbe general criteria justifiable
and why?

Achieving greater equity between the ISEs feesqggthr

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Are the fee levels currently charged to ISEs careid equitable? If not, why
not? How could the equity of ISE fees be improved?

How could the ISE fee payable by banks be amendet that the fee is
related, wholly or partly, to the size of the relavbank? What issues would
be created if the proposal outlined in paragraBtb3were adopted and why?
Could this tiered approach be better based on ctiteria?

Does the current basis of calculation result inIgte fee paid by TCBs being
commensurate to the size of their business? Ifvnoy, not?

Is there a justification for the difference in et rate, standard fee charged to
fund functionaries/FSBs (£2,500) and that charged@Bs (£7,500)? What
would be the impact if fund functionaries/FSBs weharged the same flat
rate fee as TCBs and why?

Should the fee charged to fund functionaries/FS8gdtated to the size of
their business and why? If yes, how should théo&eealculated?

How could the ISE fee charged to “other entitiesSrenaccurately reflect the
benefit these businesses obtain from ISE status?
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Reducing the compliance burden associated withst8fts

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

In the context of TCBs, what would be the implioas of the change to the
definition of “vehicle” outlined in paragraph 3.4@nd why?

How could the general criteria in Article 60 of t6&T Law be improved?

What aspects of the ISE regime discourage busispesskich are
automatically eligible to be ISEs from seeking sstdtus? Specific examples
would be helpful.

What factors are included in the decision-makingcpss that businesses go
through when deciding whether to opt for ISE statissthe decision based on
a straightforward comparison of costs, or are ofhetors involved? If yes,
what are those factors?

What practical changes could be considered whictldvonprove how ISE
status works? (e.g. registration, payment, makinpbes to ISEs, etc.)

Raising additional revenue from ISEs

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The Minister for Treasury and Resources committetis Budget speech to
increase the total revenue raised from ISE feesatWghthe most appropriate
way of achieving this? An “across-the-board” insean all ISE fee$?A
tiered approach to each category of ISE? A broadeoi the number of
businesses which can become ISEs?

What would be the impact of the potential incredasekSE fees outlined in
section 3.2. and why?

What would be the impact if managed managers weaeged a flat rate fee of
£1,500 and why?

Is GST Direction 2008/17 still justified? Why? Wdulyour answer be
different if the standard managed manager fee m@asased to £1,5007? Is the
current level of the fee appropriate even if thenageed manager fee remains
at £5007?

In light of the answers to questions above, wowdrysuggestions improve
the equity of the fees charged?

Are there any further comments that you would li@emake in relation to
ISEs which have not been adequately covered bgrikwers to the questions
set out above?

2 As outlined above, there is currently no propaesancrease the fees paid in respect of TCB
vehicles or the fees paid by participating memioéfECBs.
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