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Foreword

The integration of national economies and markets has increased substantially in recent
years, putting a strain on the international tax rules, which were designed more than a
century ago. Weaknesses in the current rules create opportunities for base erosion and
profit shifting (BEPS), requiring bold moves by policy makers to restore confidence in
the system and ensure that profits are taxed where economic activities take place and
value is created.

Following the release of the report Addressing Base Erosion and Profit Shifting in
February 2013, OECD and G20 countries adopted a 15-point Action Plan to address
BEPS in September 2013. The Action Plan identified 15 actions along three key pillars:
introducing coherence in the domestic rules that affect cross-border activities, reinforcing
substance requirements in the existing international standards, and improving
transparency as well as certainty.

After two years of work, measures in response to the 15 actions were delivered to
G20 Leaders in Antalya in November 2015. All the different outputs, including those
delivered in an interim form in 2014, were consolidated into a comprehensive package.
The BEPS package of measures represents the first substantial renovation of the
international tax rules in almost a century. Once the new measures become applicable, it
is expected that profits will be reported where the economic activities that generate them
are carried out and where value is created. BEPS planning strategies that rely on outdated
rules or on poorly co-ordinated domestic measures will be rendered ineffective.

Implementation is now the focus of this work. The BEPS package is designed to be
implemented via changes in domestic law and practices, and in tax treaties. With the
negotiation of a multilateral instrument (MLI) having been finalised in 2016 to facilitate
the implementation of the treaty related BEPS measures, over 80 jurisdictions are covered
by the MLI. The entry into force of the MLI on 1 July 2018 paves the way for swift
implementation of the treaty related measures. OECD and G20 countries also agreed to
continue to work together to ensure a consistent and co-ordinated implementation of the
BEPS recommendations and to make the project more inclusive. Globalisation requires
that global solutions and a global dialogue be established which go beyond OECD and
G20 countries.

A better understanding of how the BEPS recommendations are implemented in practice
could reduce misunderstandings and disputes between governments. Greater focus on
implementation and tax administration should therefore be mutually beneficial to
governments and business. Proposed improvements to data and analysis will help support
ongoing evaluation of the quantitative impact of BEPS, as well as evaluating the impact
of the countermeasures developed under the BEPS Project.

As a result, the OECD established the Inclusive Framework on BEPS, bringing all
interested and committed countries and jurisdictions on an equal footing in the
Committee on Fiscal Affairs and all its subsidiary bodies. The Inclusive Framework,

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



4 | FOREWORD

which already has more than 120 members, is monitoring and peer reviewing the
implementation of the minimum standards as well as completing the work on standard
setting to address BEPS issues. In addition to BEPS members, other international
organisations and regional tax bodies are involved in the work of the Inclusive
Framework, which also consults business and the civil society on its different work
streams.

This report was approved by the Inclusive Framework on BEPS on 24 January 2019 and
prepared for publication by the OECD Secretariat.

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



TABLE OF CONTENTS | 5

Table of contents

Foreword 3
Abbreviations and acronyms 9
Executive summary 11
BaCKZIOUN.......iiiiiiiiciicteeee ettt ettt et et e s tbeetbeeabeebeebeesbbessbeesbeesseesseesaessseesseenses 11
Conduct and results Of the TEVIEW .......ccueeruiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt seeseeesseeseeseessaesnneens 11
Conclusions aNd NEXE SEEPS ...vevuverveerieriiertiertertesie et esteesteesttesstessesseeseesseesseesssesssesseessesssesssaesssenns 12
INOLES 1. utieetiee ettt et e ettt et e e ettt e et e e ettt e ebee e sbeeestae e st eeantae e sbeeanbee e tbeeantae e tbeeanseeennaeeasseeenseeesraeenraeennreenn 12
Chapter 1. Context of the Action 6 Minimum Standard 13
Treaty Shopping eXplained.........cccviiieeiieriiiiieiie ettt ettt steesaaesatesnseessaesseessaesanenns 14
Some previous attempts to tackle treaty SHOPPING.......ccccvvevviiriiiiiiiiieie e 14
BEPS and treaty SNHOPPING ......ccviivviiiieiiieiiecie ettt ettt e steestaesreebeesteestaesssesssessseessessseesssessseessesssens 15
INOEES 1.ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e ettt e et e e a e st e e a et e e bt e e ea bt e eabte e bt e e et te e hteeeateeeabteeenbeesbteeanteeebeeeenreenn 17
RETCIEIICES. ... viviieiie ettt ettt e bt e b e et e e teestaeetbeeabeesbeesbaessbesssessbeesseesseesaessseesseenses 18
Chapter 2. Conducting the Action 6 Peer Review on Treaty Shopping 21
Terms of Teference Of the TEVIEW .......icciieiiiiiieiie ettt sbeebe e taessaesnne e 22
Conduct 0f the PEEr REVIEW ......cccuiiiiiiieiiiiiccie ettt seesanesnsesssaesaessnesnnenns 22
RETCTEICES. ... ieecetie ettt e e bt e et e et e e e bt e e tbeessseeasseeessseeessseessaeassaeesssaessseeansseensseennes 23
Chapter 3. Aggregate results of the Peer Review 25
Main findings of the first PEer REVIEW .......ccccviviiiiiiiiieiciece ettt 26
Aggregate StatiStICAl At .........c.eieiiiiiiieeiie et et e e e re e e stae e e reeeraeeenneeenes 26
Methods of implementing the Action 6 minimum standard .............cccceevveeiieiieeciieneeneecee e 27
Difficulties in implementing the minimum standard ..............cocereriniininiinneeeee 28
INOLES 1. utieettee ettt ettt e et e ettt e ettt e ettt e etbeeebae e tbeeestae e st eaanbae e st aeanbae e tbeean bt e e tbeeantaeantaeeasbeeentseesbaeanreeensreens 28
RETCTEICES. ... tieeeiie ettt ettt e et e et e e e bt e e tbeessbeeassbeessseeessaeesssaeessaeessaesssaeansseensseeanes 29
Chapter 4. Conclusions and next steps 31
TRE MLttt b et b et e b s bt et e bt e st et e e st et e s bt et e nbe e et enbesneenee 32
Identifying iMplementation ISSUES .........cecuieriertrrieeie et et e eteeette st ettt bt e sbtesatesatesateeteenbeesbeesaeeeas 32
INEXE SEEPS . uveeurreeureertieertteesteeeeuteesteeateeesnseessseeeassaeansaeanseesnseeansseesnsaeensseesnseesnsseesnseesnssesnssessnssessnseenn 33
LS 53 (3 1 Lo SR UUURRPR 33
Annex A. Jurisdictional data 35
Explanation of the jurisdictional data ............cooceiriiiiiiiiiiiieee e 35
Explanations of the data shown in the jurisdictional SECHIONS ..........cccvevvierierierienieeieeeesee e 35
Data for each jurisdiction of the Inclusive Framework 38
ANAOITA ...ttt ettt et e ettt e et e e bt e e s et e e esbee e tbeeasbeeestseesssaeassseesssaeassseanssaeassaeessaesssaeensseeasseeanes 38

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



6 | TABLE OF CONTENTS

F N 7o) - HO OSSPSR 39
ANGUILLA ..ottt et e et e e bt et e e s teestbeetbeesbeebe e teestbeetbeaebeesbeensaetaeatbeerbearres 40
F N (<) 11311 USRI 41
G Ty 5 -1 L F RPN 43
YN 1Y 5 o DO 45
g7 1 0T o 2 RO 48
J 7 1 1V 1o DTSR 49
BAIDAGOS ...oeiieeeeee et e et e e et e e e et e e e s atbeeeeanraaeeeene 51
375 Fe3 101y o OSSPSR 53
BELIZE .ottt e e e e e e —— et e e e e e e e ———r et eee e e e e —aaraeeas 56
BTN ...t e it e e et a e e e e —— e e e et bt e e e aaraeesatbaeeearaeeeeaae 57
BEIIMUAA ..ottt e ettt e e et e e e et e e e ettt e e e aba e e e aab e e e e attaeeeanrareeeane 58
BOtSWANA. ..o e e e e e e e e et e e e e e eeearaaraaeas 59
3 vz V4 | OO R PRSP 60
British VIrgin ISIANdS.......c..ccveiiiiiiiiieiicciecie ettt st eve et e esveesteesebestbeeebeesbeessaessaessneesneenvens 62
Brunei DaruSSALAIN..........cc.vviiiiiiiieeeeiee ettt e e e e et e e e et e e e e ear e e e e tre e e eearaeeans 63
D310 a2 o TSP 64
BUTKING FASO ..viiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt ea e s et e s eata e e s eeataeessaaaaeessataeessnaaaeeeens 66
(08111 0 10 s AR 67
CANAAA ..evveeeeeeee et e e e e — e e e en e e e eetaaeeeaaraeeeeatraeeeeaaraeeaaan 68
Cayman ISIANAS .........cocviiiiiiiiccie ettt ettt e ste et e s ta e st e e b e e b e e be e baesrbeerbeerbeerbe e taesraentraaes 71
{04V 1 (TSRS S PRRURRRRRRRNY 72
RN ...t e e e et e e e et e e e e e ta e e e eetaeeeeetaeeeeeataeeeeeetraeeeaatraeeeentreeeeeataaeeeaan 74
COOMIDIA......cuveiei et et e et e e et e e e et e e e eeteeeeeeetaeeeeeetaeeeeentreeeeentaeeeeentneeeeenaes 77
(7077 <(o TS PURUPSTRRRN 78
COSEA RICA ....cuvviei et e e e et e et e e e et e e e e eetaeeeeeetaeeeeentreeeeentaeeeeenaneeeeenaes 79
COLE A'IVOITE. ..o e e e e et e e e et e e e e etaeeeeetaeeeeentaeeeeetreeeeentseeeeentaeeeeenaes 80
(@5 (e Y: 15 - F R OURRR 81
(133 2T 1o R RR 83
CZECH REPUDLIC .....eciiieiieiieiiece ettt ettt te et e st e st e s b e enseesseessaesssesssesnsesssaensaessnessnenns 84
Democratic Republic 0f the CONZO.......ccuciiiiiiiiiciieieciecee ettt eve v eveesre e s teeesveeaves 87
DIENIMATK. ...t e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e et eeee e e e e e — e e eeeesaanraraaraeeas 88
DD 0T USRI 91
2 S USRS PRPPRTRTRRN 92
7o) 1 RSP 94
5001 F: 1 o ISP 96
FLAIICE. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nr—a—aaans 99
GADOM ...ttt ettt e e et e e e ettt e e e ——teeea ittt e e ettt eesaabeeesaaaeeeeas 103
(€ <T0) 3 : SRS PSTTI 104
GOIIMNANLY ....uvteeeiiie ettt e et e ettt e et e ettt e e bt e ettt e sabeesatteeenbeesasaeesaseesaseeenseesaseeessaesnseeanseesnseeensseesnseeesnseenn 106
GIECE .ottt ettt e e e e ettt e e e s e et aaeeeeeseeeaaaaaaaeeeeeeseeaaaaaaeeeeeesaa e aatateeeeeeseaanarareeeeas 109
GUBTIISEY -.euveetteeuieete et et e e tte et e bt e bt e bt e sateeateeate e bt e bt e esteeaeeeateembeen bt e b tesaeesateemteanbeeeseesntesaseenbeenseenses 111
) £ 15 TR 112
HONG KONE, CRINA .....ocviiiiiiiiciiecie ettt ettt e e e staestaessseesseessaessaessaesssesssesssensseessensses 113
HUDZATY <.ttt et e a e st e e s bt e s bt e e bt e e sabeesbbeenbbeesabaeesabeenn 115
| (o1<] F:1 3 o HO R RROPRRR 118
53T S SRR 120
3T 0 4 TT3 - H SRR 123
| 5] 21 U SRR 125
N T Y o ALY F: 3 WSRO 127

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



TABLE OF CONTENTS | 7

3 1<) RPN 128
TEALY vttt b e e bttt et b e et b e e bt e bt et aeetbeerbeerbe e baesttentbeesbeanbeenreentes 130
F:3 00T ) (o FO SRR TRRRPRR 133
L o 1 PP 134
S 15 RSP 137
KAZAKNSTAN .....eeiiiiiiieeeeee et e ettt e e e e e e ettt e e e e e ssssaaeeeeeeesssanaaaeeeeeeesesnnnanes 138
KOTIYA ...ttt ettt e b ettt e st e e ab e st e e bt e e e bt e e bt e e sateeebeeesabee s 140
| ) (= TR 141
Vs T TSRO 144
| 51015 o P SRR 146
| B STe] 4113 413 (<3 1 0 OSSN 147
| 514 4LV F: o} RSP UPRTN 148
LUXCIMDOUIZ ...t eiteeteeitectie ettt ettt et e st e et e et e e bt e teesseessseenseenseenseesaesseessseansaensaesssesssesnseansennseenses 150
MACAU (CIINA) ..eiuvviieiieiiiciieieectee ettt e e ete et esttestbeeebeeebeesbeessaesseestaeesseesseesseesseesssesssesssesssesssesssensses 153
IMLALAYSIA. c.veevieiieieieietiete et et e ettestaeetreebeete e beestsestseeeseasseesseesssessaeasseasseesseesseesaentsesssesssessreesseenseenses 154
IMALAIVES. ...ttt e et e e e e e et e e e et e e e eeareeeeeareeeeenareeeeeraseeeeennreeeeenneeas 156
1Y, F:1 L7 TP 157
IMLAUTTEIUS .ottt ettt e ettt e e et e e e eaaa e e s ssataeessaaaeessaaaeessasaaeesesssaseesennaseesssnaseessnrareesssrneeas 159
LY (5, (7o TSROSO SRR 161
1Y (o) s F- Vol o TR U PP URRRRRRRUROt 163
IMOMZOLIA ...uvieiieire ettt ettt et e et e e v e et e et e e teestaestbeeebeesbeesseessaessaessaeasseesseesseessaesssesssesssessseesseenseensns 164
JLY o3 81 ET< o | SOOIt 165
The NEtRETTANAS .......oeiiiieiie e ettt e e e e et e e eeaa e e e eeareeeeeareeeeennreeeens 166
NEW ZEAIANG .......vvieiiieiie ettt e e e et e e e e e e e e e et e e e eeteeeeeeaeeeeeereeeeenneeas 169
INIZETIA cvveiuvieieeitie ettt ete ettt e st e st esebe e b e ebe e beesteeetseesbeesseesseessaesssaassassseesseessaessseassessseesseasseesseesssessseass 171
INOTWAY ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e s e ettt e ettt e s bt e e bt e e eabteeaateesateesabteesmbeeeasteesnbeesabee e nbeesabeeesteeeabeeenees 172
() 5371 DTSR 175
PaAKISTAN .....eviiiieeeiiie ettt et e e et e e e et e et e e e bt bt s et e e e s aar e e e e raaeeeeaaaaeas 177
Y 0T 1 0 : DRt 179
PapUA NEW GUITICA.....ccueieiieiiiiiieiie e ettt testesbeeebeesse e saessaessaessseesseessaessaessaesssesssessseenseensennses 180
PATAGUAY.....cccuiieiiie ettt e et et e et e e tb e e s beeesbaeestb e e s bae e tbeearbaeetbeeasbaeetreeastaeantaeeanraean 181
L3 4 O PRRRRRRROt 182
)oY F:1 s T PR 183
POTTUZAL. ...ttt ettt e bt e e e e e beesaaesebeens e e s te e saeetaessaeenteenreenreenseennes 186
QALAT ..ttt e ettt e e e et te e e e et teeeeetataeeeattaeeeatbaaaeaattaaeeaatbaaeaabaeeeaattaeeeaatreaeans 189
ROMANIA ......oiiiiiiiii e e ee e e e e e e e et e e e et e e e e eareeeeeareeeeeeareeeeensneeeeeennneas 192
g Y P H RO 195
SAINE KIS ANA INEVIS c.uvviiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt ettt e e ettt e e s ettt e e s eat e e e s sateeessstaeeessareeessnnes 198
TV B 5 s Lo DN 199
SAUAL ATADIA ...oeeiiviiiiccieie et e et e e e et e e e etae e e eetae e e eentreeeeentreeeeentreeeeenaraeeeenns 200
SEINEEAL. ...ttt e ettt e bt e bt e eht e e ate e bt e bt e bt e bt e sateenteentean 202
TS ¢ ot RSP RN 204
SEYCRECIIES ....cuvvieiieiieieete ettt ettt e st e e bt e bt et e seestaestbeasbeesseessaesseeasseasseassaessaesaessseasseensens 206
SHEITA LLEOME ..ottt e e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e eentaeeeeetaeesesssaeeeeeseeeseenareeesenes 208
SINZAPOTE ..ottt ettt ettt et ettt e b e s a e e e a bt e bt et e e bt e s bt e eateeateeateeabe e bt e eheeeabeeabeenbeenbeenbeesateenteentean 209
S1OVAK REPUDBIIC ...ttt ettt ettt e sb e bt st st ettt e sbeesatesaeeeneean 211
SIOVEIIA ..eeiiviiieieieie ettt ee e e et e e e et e e eeaaeeseeteeeeeesaeeseesaeeeeeseeesessseeeeeenseeeesesareeesannes 214
N1V 1d o N o (ot ST 216
0 11 1 OO RTUPRUPRRT 218
N o 7 111 < H PRSP 221

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



8 | TABLE OF CONTENTS

T T LA 51 o3 - PRSPt 223
NN 7<T0 (< 4 O SRORRRURRSRRROY 224
N 17457 0 =1 s Lo KSR 227
TRAIIANG ...ttt e e e ettt e e ettt e e eaae e e s eata e e e e aaaeeeeaataeesearareeeeaaaeeeean 230
Trinidad and TODAZO......ccveiviirieiieiieriie e ettt et e resbe e b e ebe e beestaestbessseasseesseesssesssesssenssesssensses 232
TUDISIA .eevveieieee ettt e e e e e et eeeeeeeeeaaaaa et eeessssansaaaeeeeessssasnaaaeeeeessaassasaseeeeesssnsnnsaaeeeeas 233
TULKEY -ttt ettt ettt et e et e e bt e bt e e st e euteem b e emse e st esseesaeesateenseenteeeseesntesnseenbeenseennes 235
Turks and CaiCoS ISIANAS ......c.uvviiiiiiiie ettt e s et e e s senareeseenaaeeeens 238
UKTQINE. ...ttt e ettt e e e e e e et eeeeeeesamaa sttt eeeeessassaaeeeeeeesssannsaeeeeeeesssnnnneees 239
UNItEA ATAD EINITALES ....oeviiiiiiiieeiiieee ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e e e eaaae et eeeeesssnnaaeeeeesesssnnneees 242
United KINGAOIM .....c.oiiiiiiiiiiccie ettt v e ae e s ta e s tbestbeesseesseesbaestaesssesssessseasseessensses 245
UNIEEA STALES ..vvveiiiiiiieie et ettt ettt e e ettt e e eeate e e s eeateeeeseateeesssaareessestreeessssesesssneeeesssnaeesssrareessnrnrees 249
UTUGUAY <.ttt ettt ettt ettt e ettt et e st e s bte e e abeesabt e e st e e sabteeabeesabeeenbteeenseeenseeennteesnseeesaseesn 252
AV A T80\ Vi o DO SRS 253
;11013 : IR TSRO PRR 255
INOEES ittt et e e e et et e e e e e e e e ————aaeeeeee e —————aaaeeeeana—araaaaeeeeaaatraraaaaeeeaanas 256

Follow OECD Publications on:

hitpeitwittercom/OECD_Pubs
httpaf wwwlacebook comiOECDPublications
hittpol wwwedinkedin, comgroupa/OECD-Publications -4045871

httpof wwwyoutube.comibecdiibrary

HeEMO

hittpedwwscoecdongloecdoinect’

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS | 9

Abbreviations and acronyms

BEPS Base Erosion and Profit Shifting

CARICOM  Caribbean Community

CFA Committee on Fiscal Affairs

EU European Union

G20 The Group of Twenty

LOB Limitation on benefits

MLI Multilateral Instrument: formally the Multilateral Convention to
Implement Tax Treaty Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit
Shifting

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

PPT Principal purpose test

TIEA Tax Information Exchange Agreements

WPI1 Working Party 1 of the Committee on Fiscal Affairs on Tax Conventions

and Related Questions
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Executive summary

Background

Action 6 of the OECD/G20 Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS) Project identified
treaty abuse, and in particular treaty shopping, as one of the most important sources of
BEPS concerns. Taxpayers who engage in treaty shopping and other types of treaty abuse
undermine tax sovereignty by claiming treaty benefits in inappropriate circumstances,
thereby depriving countries of tax revenues.

Tackling treaty shopping is one of the four BEPS minimum standards, and jurisdictions
have committed to include provisions in their tax agreements to ensure a minimum level
of protection against treaty shopping. They recognised that some flexibility in the
implementation of the Action 6 minimum standard would be required as these provisions
need to be agreed bilaterally and adapted to each jurisdiction’s circumstances.

In parallel, Action 15 of the BEPS Action Plan called for the development of a
multilateral instrument to implement tax treaty-related BEPS measures (MLI). The MLI
is the primary way that jurisdictions are implementing the treaty-shopping minimum
standard. Signing the MLI is not a minimum standard but, as expected, provides an
effective way to implement the Action 6 minimum standard for jurisdictions that agree to

implement the minimum standard through the provision of the Principle Purpose Test
(PPT).

Conduct and results of the review

The first Peer Review covers 116 jurisdictions, which all prepared lists of their existing
comprehensive income tax agreements in force on 30 June 2018. The lists indicated
whether at that time each agreement included the provisions of the minimum standard,
i.e. a complying preamble and the necessary anti-abuse provision(s).

Each list also indicated whether non-compliant agreements were subject to a so-called
“complying instrument” that would implement the minimum standard in that agreement
(for example, by being notified under the MLI or subject to a signed bilateral amending
protocol that had not yet entered into force).

As the provisions of the MLI had not taken effect at the time of the first Peer Review,
nearly all of the agreements reviewed for this report do not yet comply with the minimum
standard. However, the report recognises the substantial progress that jurisdictions have
made in 2017 and 2018 towards the implementation of the minimum standard.

The Peer Review reveals that a large majority of Inclusive Framework members have
begun to translate their commitment on treaty shopping into actions and are now in the
process of modifying their treaty network. In total, on 30 June, 82 jurisdictions had some
agreements that were already compliant with the minimum standard or were subject to a
complying instrument and will therefore comply shortly.'
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The first Peer Review shows the efficiency of the MLI in implementing the treaty-related
BEPS measures. It is by far the preferred tool of Inclusive Framework members for
implementing the minimum standard. The majority of the jurisdictions that have signed
the MLI have listed almost all their treaties under the MLI.

Conclusions and next steps

Chapter 4 of the report highlights the usefulness of the MLI and encourages jurisdictions
that have not already joined, but are able to do so, to become Parties to the MLI.

The chapter also reminds jurisdictions of the process set out in the Peer Review
Document (that allows them to resolve issues of implementation of the minimum
standard that they might encounter.

The chapter recalls that the aim of BEPS Action 6 was to put an end to treaty shopping,
and highlights the work to be carried out under Action 11 that could help in the
interpretation of the aggregate and jurisdictional data to be collected in future Peer
Review reports.

The chapter concludes by noting that the next Peer Review exercise will be launched in
the first half of 2019 and that the methodology used to conduct the review will be
reviewed in 2020.

Notes

" A further seven jurisdictions have no comprehensive tax agreements and are therefore at present
outside the scope of this exercise.
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Chapter 1. Context of the Action 6 Minimum Standard

This chapter provides an overview of the BEPS Action 6 minimum standard developed to
address treaty shopping. It traces previous OECD attempts to tackle treaty shopping and
recent work carried under the BEPS project. It also presents jurisdictions’ commitment to
include in their tax treaties an express statement in the preamble and one of three
alternative provisions to address treaty shopping.
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Treaty shopping explained

1. Over the last decades, bilateral tax agreements, concluded by nearly every
jurisdiction in the world, have served to prevent harmful double taxation and remove
obstacles to cross-border trade in goods and services, and movements of capital,
technology and persons. This extensive network of tax agreements has, however, also
given rise to so-called “treaty-shopping” arrangements.

2. As set out in the Action 6 Final Report (OECD, 2015(;)), treaty shopping typically
involves the attempt by a person to indirectly access the benefits of a tax agreement
between two jurisdictions without being a resident of one of those jurisdictions."

3. Treaty shopping is undesirable for several reasons, including:

e Treaty benefits negotiated between the parties to an agreement are economically
extended to residents of a third jurisdiction in a way the parties did not intend.
The principle of reciprocity is therefore breached and the balance of concessions
that the parties make is altered;

e Income may escape taxation altogether or be subject to inadequate taxation in a
way the parties did not intend; and

e The jurisdiction of residence of the ultimate income beneficiary has less incentive
to enter into a tax agreement with the jurisdiction of source, because residents of
the jurisdiction of residence can indirectly receive treaty benefits from the
jurisdiction of source without the need for the jurisdiction of residence to provide
reciprocal benefits.

Some previous attempts to tackle treaty shopping

4. Concerns about treaty shopping are not new. For example, in 1977, the concept of
“beneficial owner” was introduced into the dividends, interest, and royalties articles of
the OECD Model Tax Convention (OECD, 2017 to clarify the meaning of the words
“paid to”, and deal with simple treaty-shopping situations where income is paid to an
intermediary resident of a treaty country who is not treated as the owner of that income
for tax purposes (such as an agent or nominee) (OECD, 2017,)".

5. In 1977, the Commentary on Article 1 of the OECD Model (OECD, 19773)) was
also updated to include a section on the improper use of tax agreements (OECD, 1977[3])3.
In 1986, the Committee on Fiscal Affairs (CFA) published two reports: Double Taxation
and the Use of Base Companies (OECD, 2015y) and Double Taxation and the Use of
Conduit Companies (OECD, 20155). In 2002, the Committee published the report,
Restricting the Entitlement to Treaty Benefits (OECD, 2015)). The Commentary on
Article 1 was expanded on several occasions, notably in 2003, with the inclusion of
sample provisions that countries could use to counter treaty shopping.

6. A review of jurisdiction practices shows that they have tried to address treaty
shopping in the past and have used different approaches to do so. Some have relied on
specific anti-abuse rules based on the legal nature, ownership, and general activities of
residents of a jurisdiction party to a tax agreement.* Others have favoured a general anti-
abuse rule based on the purpose of transactions or arrangements.
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BEPS and treaty shopping

7. The BEPS Action Plan (OECD, 20137)), developed by the CFA and endorsed by
the G20 Leaders in September 2013 (G20 Research Group, 2013 ), identified 15 actions
to address base erosion and profit shifting (BEPS). It identified treaty abuse, and in
particular treaty shopping, as one of the most important sources of BEPS concerns.

8. Action 6 (Prevent Treaty Abuse) of the BEPS Action Plan called for the
development of treaty provisions to prevent the granting of treaty benefits in
inappropriate circumstances. In parallel, Action 15 of the BEPS Action Plan called for an
analysis of the possible development of a multilateral instrument “to enable jurisdictions
that wish to do so to implement measures developed in the course of the work on BEPS
and amend bilateral tax treaties”.

9. After two years of work, the CFA, including OECD and G20 countries working
on an equal footing, produced the final BEPS Package (OECD, 2016[9]),5 which was
endorsed by the OECD Council and the G20 Leaders in November 2015.

10. Jurisdictions agreed that four of the BEPS measures would be minimum
standards, which jurisdictions would commit to implement. The Action 6 Report sets out
one of these minimum standards, which is that jurisdictions commit to include in their tax
treaties provisions dealing with treaty shopping to ensure a minimum level of protection
against treaty abuse.

11. The ultimate aim of the work on Action 6 is not simply to see anti treaty-shopping
provisions inserted into tax agreements; it is to put an end to treaty shopping itself. It was
outside the scope of this monitoring exercise to consider to what extent the
implementation of the minimum standard has had an impact on treaty shopping, and it is
too soon to do so. However, the work foreseen in the BEPS Action 11 Report (Measuring
and Monitoring BEPS) (OECD, 2015(;¢)) will seek to estimate the effects of the treaty
abuse countermeasures developed under Action 6 (OECD, 2015(()).°

12. At this point, however, readers should take care in interpreting the results of the
review. For example, a jurisdiction that has made some progress towards implementing
the minimum standard might still pose a greater treaty shopping risk than a jurisdiction
that has (for example) not signed the MLI (OECD, 2016;,;) and hence has made almost
no progress, once other facts and circumstances related to the two jurisdictions and their
pre-existing treaty provisions are taken into account. In the same way, an agreement
between certain jurisdictions that merely lacks the modern preamble might present only a
small risk of being used for treaty shopping, even though the agreement may not fully
implement the minimum standard.

13. Furthermore, the distinction should be borne in mind between a jurisdiction that
has done all it reasonably can to have its tax agreements meet the minimum standard and
one that has not. A jurisdiction in the first group could, for example, have signed the
MLI, listed all its agreements, and be actively pursuing its treaty partners for bilateral
negotiations where there was no match under the MLI. A jurisdiction in the second group
could still be considering what steps to take or could still be waiting for bilateral
approaches to change its agreements. Over time, the differences in progress between them
would be apparent from the data. This year, marking the starting point, it is not apparent
and this means that, at this stage, care should be taken in comparing one jurisdiction with
another.
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The Action 6 minimum standard

14. The minimum standard on treaty shopping requires jurisdictions to include two
components in their tax agreements: an express statement on non-taxation (generally in
the preamble) and one of three methods of addressing treaty shopping.

15. The minimum standard does not provide how these two components should be
implemented (i.e. through the MLI or amending instruments). It recognises, however, that
these provisions need to be agreed bilaterally and that a jurisdiction will be required to
implement the minimum standard when requested to do so by another member of the
Inclusive Framework.

The express statement

16. As set out in paragraphs 22 and 23 of the Final Report on Action 6, jurisdictions
have agreed to include in their tax agreements an express statement that their common
intention is to eliminate double taxation without creating opportunities for non-taxation or
reduced taxation through tax evasion or avoidance, including through treaty-shopping
arrangements. The following provision now appears in the 2017 OECD Model Tax
Convention:

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 evasion or avoidance (including through treaty-shopping
arrangements aimed at obtaining reliefs provided in this Convention for the indirect
benefit of residents of third States)

Three methods of addressing treaty shopping

17. Jurisdictions have also committed to implement that “common intention” through
the inclusion of treaty provisions in one of the following three forms:

i.  a principal purpose test (PPT) equivalent to paragraph 9 of Article 29 of the 2017
OECD Model Tax Convention together with either a simplified or a detailed
version of the limitation on benefits (LOB) rule that appears in paragraphs 1 to 7
of the 2017 OECD Model; or

ii.  the PPT alone; or

iii.  a detailed version of the LOB rule together with a mechanism (such as a treaty
rule that might take the form of a PPT rule restricted to conduit arrangements, or
domestic anti-abuse rules or judicial doctrines that would achieve a similar result)
that would deal with conduit arrangements not already dealt with in tax treaties.

The obligation to implement the minimum standard

18. The Action 6 Report recognised that “some flexibility in the implementation ofthe
Action 6 minimum standard [would be] required, as these provisions need to be adapted
to each country’s specificities and to the circumstances of the negotiation of bilateral
conventions.” In particular:

e a jurisdiction is required to implement the minimum standard in a treaty only if
asked to do so by another member of the Inclusive Framework;

e its form (which of the three options used) has to be agreed (a solution cannot be
imposed); and
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o the commitment to adopt in bilateral treaties measures that implement the
minimum standard should not be interpreted as a commitment to conclude new
treaties or amend existing treaties within a specified period of time.

Monitoring implementation of the minimum standard

19. The Action 6 Report itself recognised that since participation in the multilateral
instrument (see next section) was not mandatory and because jurisdictions could have
different preferences about how the minimum standard should be met, monitoring of the
implementation of the minimum standard would be necessary.

The multilateral instrument

20. The interim Action 15 Report (OECD, 2015(,) concluded that a single
multilateral instrument enabling jurisdictions to swiftly modify all their bilateral tax
agreements to implement the BEPS treaty measures was desirable and feasible, and that
negotiations should be convened quickly. The formation of an ad hoc group for the
development of an MLI (ad hoc Group) was therefore approved by the CFA and endorsed
by the G20 Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors in February 2015.

21. On 24 November 2016, the ad hoc Group, comprising nearly 100 members
working on an equal footing, formally adopted the text of the MLI. It was a milestone in
the implementation of the treaty-shopping minimum standard. On 30 June 2018, the MLI
covered 78 jurisdictions that were members of the Inclusive Framework. These
jurisdictions will all implement the minimum standard through the provision of the PPT.

22. Signing the MLI is not part of the minimum standard and, for various practical,
policy and legal reasons, some members of the Inclusive Framework have chosen not to
do so, or have implemented it for only a part of their treaty network. The majority of
jurisdictions that have signed the MLI, however, have listed almost all their agreements
(OECD, 2016y;1).”

The Inclusive Framework

23. To expedite the implementation of the BEPS Package, and to do so in a consistent
way, the Inclusive Framework on BEPS was established in 2016. It is open to all
interested jurisdictions. As members of the Inclusive Framework, jurisdictions collaborate
on an equal footing to develop standards on BEPS-related issues and to review and
monitor the implementation of the whole BEPS Package. Since its launch, the Inclusive
Framework has developed a monitoring process for the four minimum standards. In April
2017, and as contemplated in the Action 6 Report, it approved the terms of reference and
methodology for the review of the implementation of the minimum standard on treaty
shopping. This was set out in a “Peer Review Document” in May 2017. (OECD, 2017;3;).

Notes

' See paragraph 17 of Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate Circumstances,
Action 6 - 2015 Final Report. As this report also notes, cases where a resident of the Contracting
State in which income originates seeks to obtain treaty benefits (e.g. through a transfer of
residence to the other Contracting State or through the use of an entity established in that other
State) could also be considered a form of treaty shopping.
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? See paragraph 2 of Articles 10 and 11, and paragraph 1 of Article 12.
? See paragraphs 7-10 of the Commentary on Article 1 of the 1977 Model Tax Convention.

* “Limitation on benefits” provisions commonly found in treaties concluded by the United States
are the best-known example.

> In October 2015, the CFA, including OECD and G20 countries working on an equal footing,
produced the Final BEPS Package, in the form of reports on each of the 15 actions accompanied
by an Explanatory Statement. The Final BEPS Package gives countries and economies the tools
they need to ensure that profits are taxed where economic activities generating the profits are
performed and where value is created, while at the same time giving businesses greater certainty
by reducing disputes over the application of international tax rules and standardising compliance
requirements.

6 Measuring and Monitoring BEPS, Action 11 - 2015 Final Report, p. 231.

7 Under Article 2 of the MLI, an agreement can only be modified by the MLI if its Parties have
made a notification to the Depositary listing the agreement as an agreement which they wish to be
covered by the MLI.
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Chapter 2. Conducting the Action 6 Peer Review on Treaty Shopping

This chapter describes the terms of reference and the conduct of the Peer Review on the
implementation on the Action 6 minimum standard on treaty shopping.
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Terms of reference of the review

24, The terms of reference of the review flow from the articulation of the minimum
standard in the Action 6 Report (OECD, 2015(;)) and the statements in that report about
the way the standard can be implemented in practice. The terms of reference are set out in
the Peer Review Document (OECD, 2017(;), which was agreed by the Inclusive
Framework and published in May 2017. Those terms of reference are referred to in the
remainder of this Report, but readers should consult the Action 6 Report itself and the
Peer Review Document for a full understanding of the nature of the review.

Conduct of the Peer Review

25. The review started with a questionnaire sent to members of the Inclusive
Framework in March 2018. It asked each jurisdiction to list all of its comprehensive
income tax agreements in force on 30 June 2018. Those lists indicated whether each
agreement included the provisions of the minimum standard, i.e. a complying preamble
and the necessary anti-abuse provision(s), whether it was subject to a “complying
instrument” that would soon bring it into compliance, what that instrument was, and
which of the three methods of meeting the minimum standard had been used. The list of
the 116 jurisdictions that were subject to the first Peer Review and the full details by
jurisdiction are contained in the Annex.

26. The Secretariat analysed these lists to verify and reconcile any divergent
information. Jurisdictions were free to make any comments they wished in the comment
box.

27. At its September 2018 meeting, WP1 reviewed this information with a view to

identifying any difficulties and discrepancies in the underlying data. On the basis of a
discussion of general principles at WP1, the Secretariat then prepared a first draft of this
report, which was sent to WP1 delegates in October 2018. It was revised through a
written procedure and sent to the Inclusive Framework for consideration at its meeting in
January 2019.

28. The Peer Review also provided a way for jurisdictions that encountered
unreasonable difficulties in getting agreement from another jurisdiction to implement the
minimum standard on Action 6 to raise these concerns by writing to the Secretariat by
31 August 2018.

29. As contemplated in paragraph 14 of the Peer Review Document, the above
methodology for the review of the implementation of the minimum standard on treaty
shopping will be reviewed in 2020, in light of the experience in conducting this review.
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Chapter 3. Aggregate results of the Peer Review

This chapter reports on the aggregate results, statistics and main findings of the first Peer
Review. It points out that almost none of the reported agreements met the minimum
standard in 2018 since the preferred tool to implement it, the Multilateral Instrument,
entered into force only on 1 July 2018 . The chapter also points out that a large majority
of Inclusive Framework members have begun to translate their commitment on treaty

shopping into actions.
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Main findings of the first Peer Review

30. In 2018, as expected, almost none of the reported agreements' met the minimum
standard. The reason for this was that the MLI (OECD, 2016y;;), which the review shows
is by far the preferred tool to implement the minimum standard, entered into force only
on 1 July 2018.

31. The Peer Review reveals, however, that a large majority of Inclusive Framework
members have begun to translate their commitment to preventing treaty shopping into
actions and are now in the process of modifying their treaty network.

Aggregate statistical data

32. The 116 jurisdictions in the Inclusive Framework reported a total of
5 080 agreements in force. This number includes many agreements that were reported
twice, but it also includes agreements between Inclusive Framework members and non-
members. In total, around 1 940 agreements are in place between Inclusive Framework
members themselves and over 1150 additional agreements exist between Inclusive
Framework members and non-members.

33. The agreements between Inclusive Framework members and non-members are
not subject to the Peer Review and the aggregate results in this chapter focus on the
1 940 bilateral agreements between Inclusive Framework members themselves. However,
the list that each of the 116 jurisdictions submitted shows all their tax agreements in
force, and when and how the minimum standard has been implemented in all those
agreements. To recognise the progress made by some jurisdictions, the jurisdictional
sections in the Annex therefore show cases where agreements outside the Peer Review
comply with the minimum standard or are subject to a complying instrument.

34, In addition to the 1 940 bilateral agreements, five multilateral tax agreements
were also reported:

e the Arab Maghreb Union Income Agreement, reported by Tunisia;

e the agreement among the members of the CARICOM, reported by Barbados,
Belize, Jamaica, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, and Trinidad and Tobago,
which was listed under the MLI by Barbados and Jamaica;

e the Regulation 08/2008/COM adopting the rules for the avoidance of double
taxation within the West African Economic and Monetary Union and the rule for
assistance in tax matters, reported by Benin, Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire and
Senegal;

e the Decision 578 of the Andean Community Commission which establishes a
regime for the avoidance of double taxation and the prevention of fiscal evasion,
reported by Colombia and Peru; and,

e the Nordic Convention, reported by Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and
Sweden.

35. In total, on 30 June 2018, 82 jurisdictions of the Inclusive Framework had some
agreements that already complied with the minimum standard or were subject to a
complying instrument and will therefore shortly become compliant.” A further seven
jurisdictions had no comprehensive tax agreements in force subject to the Peer Review.
Twenty-seven jurisdictions had not signed any complying instruments to implement the
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minimum standard. None of these jurisdictions were the subject of the process described
in paragraph 34 above, under which a jurisdiction can raise concerns about another
jurisdiction’s implementation of the minimum standard.

Complaint agreements

36. Although still early in the implementation process, on 30 June 2018, 13 bilateral
agreements subject to the Peer Review already complied with the minimum standard. An
additional four agreements not subject to this Review and concluded between Inclusive
Framework members and non-members were identified as complying with the minimum
standard.

37. None of the five multilateral agreements reported complied with the minimum
standard.

Non-compliant agreements subject to a complying instrument

38. Most jurisdictions in the Inclusive Framework have made significant progress
towards implementing the minimum standard, with many agreements currently subject to
a signed complying instrument that is not yet in force.’

39. On 30 June 2018, about 1260" of the 1940 bilateral agreements between
Inclusive Framework members became covered tax agreements under the MLI (i.e. both
Contracting Jurisdictions listed the agreement under the MLI).” The agreements that will
be modified by the MLI will comply with the minimum standard once its provisions take
effect. It is expected that over 50 such agreements will comply with the minimum
standard in 2019.

40. Around another 500 of these 1 940 bilateral agreements could be modified by the
MLI in the future. This is because 500 agreements have been listed under the MLI by
only one of the treaty partners and are waiting for a match.® Most of those 500 additional
“waiting” agreements are between Inclusive Framework members that have signed the
MLI and those that have not yet signed it.

41. As things stand, the MLI will modify around 65% of all agreements between
Inclusive Framework members. Some additional jurisdictions have expressed interest in
signing the MLI and, if they do so and list all their agreements, that figure could be as
high as 90%.

42, Finally, 14 of the 1940 agreements are subject to a bilateral complying
instrument that is not yet in force.” Six additional bilateral complying instruments have
been signed, amending agreements between an Inclusive Framework member and a non-
member.

43. Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden have reported that negotiations
have already taken place to modify the Nordic Convention to implement the minimum
standard.

Methods of implementing the Action 6 minimum standard

Compliant agreements

44. In all 13 agreements which already comply with the minimum standard, the
minimum standard is implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and
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the PPT. In five of these compliant agreements, the PPT is supplemented by an LOB
clause.

Non-compliant agreements subject to a complying instrument

45. For the agreements listed under the MLI, all 80 signatories or parties to the MLI
are implementing the preamble statement and the PPT. Twelve jurisdictions have also
opted to apply the simplified LOB through the MLI to supplement the PPT when
possible. Six additional jurisdictions agreed to accept a simplified LOB in agreements
with partners that opted in for the simplified LOB under the MLI.

46. In total, the PPT will be implemented in around 1 260 agreements to be covered
under the MLI. Around 50 of these agreements will also include a simplified LOB
provision.

47. For all 14 agreements subject to a bilateral complying instrument, the minimum
standard is implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.
For five of these compliant agreements, the PPT is supplemented by an LOB clause.

48. Thus, over 80 of the 116 Inclusive Framework jurisdictions have taken
meaningful steps towards the implementation of the minimum standard, by signing the
MLI or by concluding bilateral amending instruments or by doing both.

Difficulties in implementing the minimum standard

49. As noted above in paragraph 28, the Peer Review also provided a way for
jurisdictions that encountered unreasonable difficulties in getting agreement from another
jurisdiction to implement the minimum standard on Action 6 to raise these concerns by
writing to the Secretariat. (OECD, 2017,)

50. In the course of the first Peer Review, some jurisdictions raised concerns on the
implementation of the minimum standard in their agreements. Those concerns have been
resolved. Therefore, no recommendation was made under the first Peer Review.

Notes

! References in this Report to an “agreement” should be interpreted to mean a bilateral treaty
relationship and, for instance, agreements concluded prior to a State separating into two or more
successor States. The number of bilateral treaty relationships therefore exceeds the number of
signed agreements.

: Eighty-four jurisdictions are signatories or parties to the MLI on 15 October 2018, but four of
them are not members of the Inclusive Framework. Eighty Inclusive Framework members are
signatories or parties to the MLI and two additional members (Brazil and Zambia), although not
signatories or parties to the MLI, have concluded amending protocols to implement the minimum
standard.

A “complying instrument” could be the MLI or a suitable new amending protocol yet to enter
into force. It could also be a completely new agreement that has not yet entered into force. As of
30 June, MLI had not entered into force.
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* This number contains the matched agreements concluded by Ukraine, notwithstanding Ukraine’s
signature of the MLI on 23 July 2018, after the deadline to submit the Peer Review questionnaire.

> On 30 June 2018, most signatories’ MLI positions, including the list of notified tax agreements,
were provisional and could be subject to future changes.

6 Under Article 2 of the MLL, a Covered Tax Agreement to be modified by the MLI means an
agreement with respect to which each such Party [to the agreement] has made a notification to the
Depositary listing the agreement as an agreement which it wishes to be covered by the MLI.

7 Some agreements subject to a bilateral complying instrument were also listed under the MLI as
the MLI allows jurisdictions to implement other (non-minimum standard) treaty-related BEPS
measures.

References

OECD (2017), BEPS Action 6 on Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate (2]
Circumstances: Peer Review Documents, http://www.oecd.org/tax/beps/beps-action-6-
preventing-the-granting-of-treaty-benefits-in-inappropriate-circumstance-peer-review-
documents.pdf (accessed on 04 February 2019).

OECD (2016), Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent (1]
Base Erosion and Profit Shifting, http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/multilateral-convention-to-
implement-tax-treaty-related-measures-to-prevent-BEPS.pdf (accessed on 04 February 2019).

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019






4. CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS | 31

Chapter 4. Conclusions and next steps

This chapter presents the next steps concerning the Peer Review and the implementation
of the Action 6 minimum standard.
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51. When members of the Inclusive Framework put this peer review process in place
for 2018, they recognised that the vast majority of agreements would not comply with the
Action 6 minimum standard by the cut-off date of 30 June. They nevertheless considered
that it was important to begin the monitoring process for three reasons: (i) this report
would form a baseline against which progress in future years could best be measured; (ii)
tackling treaty shopping was a crucial component of the BEPS actions, and thus members
of the Inclusive Framework wanted to underline the importance they attached to seeing
jurisdictions make good progress; and (iii) beginning to monitor progress would help iron
out difficulties in conducting future peer review exercises.

The MLI

52. The main conclusion of the Peer Review is that a large majority of Inclusive
Framework members have made substantial progress towards implementing the minimum
standard and are currently in the process of modifying their treaty network by using the
MLI (OECD, 2016(;;), which has proved itself to be a quick and efficient way of allowing
jurisdictions to meet the minimum standard. Some jurisdictions have also begun to
conclude bilateral amending protocols. Further, some jurisdictions that have not yet
started to implement the minimum standard indicated in their Peer Review questionnaire
that they intend to sign the MLL

53. Although it is not compulsory to sign the MLI, Inclusive Framework members
that have already done so encourage as many other jurisdictions as are able to do so to
join them, listing as many of their treaty partners as possible.

Identifying implementation issues

54. In this review, the Inclusive Framework acknowledged the conclusions of the
Action 6 work — in particular, that there was no time limit for implementing the minimum
standard because, unlike with other minimum standards, renegotiating a treaty is not
something that a jurisdiction can do on its own.

55. Nevertheless, while there is no specific deadline by which the minimum standard
must be implemented, jurisdictions have taken upon themselves a serious obligation,
which they are expected to perform in good faith if requested to do so by another
jurisdiction member of the Inclusive Framework. The Terms of Reference reconciled
these factors by setting up a process that jurisdictions can invoke when they feel that they
are not making sufficient progress with another jurisdiction.

56. Some jurisdictions indicated that it was too early to invoke this process in this
first review exercise. In addition, the Terms of Reference require the OECD Secretariat to
offer the other jurisdiction the opportunity to present its views in writing and have the
case discussed at Working Party 1, which may have been a more public forum than some
jurisdictions were comfortable with. Be that as it may, no identification was made in the
course of the 2018 Peer Review for any of the 27 jurisdictions that have not yet signed
any complying instruments.

57. Members of the Inclusive Framework who are experiencing difficulties in getting
another jurisdiction to agree to implement the minimum standard in their bilateral treaty
are reminded of the process to resolve these issues, which is set out in Section E (and
especially paragraph 19) of the Peer Review Document (OECD, 2017,;), and encouraged
to notify the OECD Secretariat of any concerns, with a view to bringing unresolved cases
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to the attention of the Inclusive Framework. The Inclusive Framework intends to review
the methodology for raising those difficulties in the context of the 2020 review.

Next steps

58. The ultimate aim of the BEPS work on Action 6 is not simply to see anti treaty-
shopping provisions inserted into tax treaties; it is to put an end to treaty shopping itself.
(OECD, 20153 But it was outside the scope of the monitoring exercise to consider
whether the implementation of the minimum standard has had an impact on treaty
shopping and it is too soon to do so. However, some of this monitoring will be taking
place as part of the work on Action 11 (OECD, 20154) where “Proposed improvements
to data and analysis will help support ongoing evaluation of the quantitative impact of
BEPS, as well as evaluating the impact of the countermeasures developed under the
BEPS Project”.

59. The work on Action 11 could also help in the interpretation of the aggregate and
jurisdictional data in future Peer Review reports. It is therefore important that work be
coordinated with the work on future Peer Reviews to determine where the most serious
treaty-shopping risks lie.

60. As set out in the Peer Review Document, the next Peer Review exercise will be
launched in the first half of 2019. Further, as noted at paragraph 14 of that document, the
methodology for the review of the implementation of the Action 6 minimum standard will
be reviewed in 2020, in light of the experience in conducting the Peer Review.
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Annex A. Jurisdictional data

Explanation of the jurisdictional data

The jurisdictional sections in this annex provide specific information for each of the
116 jurisdictions in the Inclusive Framework subject to the Peer Review. The information
is based on the lists of tax agreements provided by those jurisdictions.

Each jurisdictional section contains information on the progress made in the
implementation of the minimum standard and on implementation issues reported. It also
includes a summary of the jurisdiction’s response to the Peer Review questionnaire (i.e.
the list of tax agreements provided). The summary of the jurisdiction’s response is
presented in the form of a table in which all its tax agreements in force are listed.

Although the tax agreements between Inclusive Framework members and non-members
are not subject to the Peer Review, to recognise the progress made by some jurisdictions,
and for the sake of completeness, information on these agreements is also reported.

This section of the Annex includes a list of the 116 jurisdictions subject to the Peer
Review.

It should be recalled, as noted in paragraph 18 of this report that a jurisdiction is required
to implement the minimum standard in a treaty if asked to do so by another member of
the Inclusive Framework.

Explanations of the data shown in the jurisdictional sections

The number of tax agreements:

e The jurisdictional sections indicate the number of tax agreements for each
jurisdiction and include tax agreements with jurisdictions that are not members of
the Inclusive Framework. Such agreements are indicated with an asterisk.

e For the purpose of the Peer Review, a tax agreement is a comprehensive
agreement for the avoidance of double taxation with respect to taxes on income
(whether or not other taxes are also covered) that is presently in force. It does not
include other types of agreements such as inheritance tax treaties, tax information
exchange agreements (TIEAs) or other administrative agreements, shipping and
air transport agreements, nor does it include non-comprehensive agreements
covering only individuals.

e The term “agreement” should also be interpreted to mean a treaty relationship.
For example, if a state has split into two and each successor state is honouring an
agreement concluded by the predecessor state, each successor state is treated as
having a separate agreement. In this example, the number of bilateral treaty
relationships therefore exceeds the number of signed agreements.
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The tax agreements compliant with the minimum standard:

e The jurisdictional sections indicate the number of tax agreements that fully
comply with the minimum standard for each jurisdiction. Partially compliant
agreements, i.e. agreements that contain only one element of the minimum
standard, are shown as non-compliant.

e Where jurisdictions have concluded a new tax agreement or an amending
protocol, it is shown as meeting the minimum standard only when its provisions
are in force.

e Where the minimum standard has been implemented through the MLI, the
relevant provisions of the MLI (Article 6 and Article 7) must have taken effect for
this agreement to meet the minimum standard (Article 35 of the MLI).

The tax agreements subject to a complying instrument:

e The jurisdictional sections indicate the number of tax agreements that do not
comply with the minimum standard but that are subject to a complying
instrument.

e A “complying instrument” can be the MLI or an amending protocol that has not
entered into force and that could bring the tax agreement into compliance with the
minimum standard. It can also be a completely new agreement that complies with
the minimum standard that has not yet entered into force.

e The complying instrument can only be the MLI if the agreement is notified as an
agreement the jurisdiction wishes to cover under the MLI irrespective of whether
or not its treaty partner has notified the tax agreement.

e MLI information shown for each jurisdiction is generally based on its latest
publicly available positions, which will be the definitive position for those
jurisdictions that have already deposited their instrument of ratification and
provisional for those that have not yet done so.

The statstical data for Israel are supplied by and under the responsibility of the relevant Israeli authorities.
The use of such data by the OECD is without prejudice to the status of the Golan Heights, East Jerusalem and
Israeli settlements in the West Bank under the terms of international law.

Note by Turkey: The information in this document with reference to “Cyprus” relates to the southern part of
the Island. There is no single authority representing both Turkish and Greek Cypriot people on the Island.
Turkey recognises the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Until a lasting and equitable solution is
found within the context of the United Nations, Turkey shall preserve its position concerning the “Cyprus
issue”.

Note by all the European Union Member States of the OECD and the European Union: The Republic of
Cyprus is recognised by all members of the United Nations with the exception of Turkey. The information in
this document relates to the area under the effective control of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus.
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Table A A.1. List of jurisdictions in the Inclusive Framework subject to the Peer Review

On 30 June 2018, the following jurisdictions were members of the Inclusive Framework:
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33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

® N o ooe W=

Andorra

Angola

Anguilla
Argentina
Australia
Austria

The Bahamas
Bahrain
Barbados
Belgium

Belize

Benin

Bermuda
Botswana

Brazil

British Virgin Islands
Brunei Darussalam
Bulgaria
Burkina Faso
Cameroon
Canada
Cayman Islands
Chile

China (People’s Republic of)
Colombia
Congo

Costa Rica
Cote d'lvoire
Croatia
Curacao

Czech Republic
Democratic Republic of the
Congo
Denmark
Djibouti

Egypt

Estonia

Finland

France

Gabon

Georgia
Germany
Greece
Guernsey

Haiti

Hong Kong (China)
Hungary
Iceland

India

Indonesia
Ireland

51.Isle of Man
52.Israel
53.ltaly
54.Jamaica
55.Japan
56.Jersey

57 Kazakhstan
58.Kenya
59.Korea
60.Latvia
61.Liberia
62.Liechtenstein
63.Lithuania
64.Luxembourg
65.Macau (China)
66.Malaysia
67.Maldives
68.Malta
69.Mauritius
70.Mexico
71.Monaco
72.Mongolia
73.Montserrat
74 Netherlands
75.New Zealand
76.Nigeria
77.Norway
78.0man
79.Pakistan
80.Panama

81.Papua New Guinea

82.Paraguay

83.Peru
84.Poland
85.Portugal
86.Qatar
87.Romania

88.Russian Federation
89.Saint Kitts and Nevis

90.Saint Lucia
91.San Marino
92.Saudi Arabia
93.Senegal
94.Serbia
95.Seychelles
96.Sierra Leone
97.Singapore

98.Slovak Republic

99.Slovenia
100.South Africa

101.Spain

102.Sri Lanka
103.Sweden
104.Switzerland
105.Thailand
106.Trinidad and Tobago
107.Tunisia

108.Turks and Caicos Islands
109.Turkey

110.Ukraine

111.United Arab Emirates
112.United Kingdom
113.United States
114.Uruguay

115.Viet Nam
116.Zambia
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Data for each jurisdiction of the Inclusive Framework

Andorra

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Andorra has seven tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Andorra signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its tax agreements in a revised provisional
MLI Position submitted to the Secretariat on 24 October 2018.

For all of its agreements listed under the MLI, Andorra is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI). For five of its agreements listed under the MLI, Andorra
is implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Two of Andorra’s agreements, the
agreements with Portugal and Spain, are within the scope of a reservation made by
Andorra pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) of the MLL.' The agreements that will be modified
by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of
the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Andorra.

Table A A.2. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmepgfa':ﬁamth alte:;::i)c:epilrlr“:gltért::nted comf)llgl?:étzazztlfnent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 France No N/A Yes N/A
2 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
3 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
4 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
5 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
6 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
7 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
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Angola

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Angola does not have any tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about Angola.
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Anguilla

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Anguilla has one tax agreement in force with Switzerland, as reported in its response to
the Peer Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns with Anguilla.

Table A A.3. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a th L
N L rough the complying instrument
partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
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Argentina

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Argentina has 19 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Two of those agreements, the agreements with Chile and Mexico, comply
with the minimum standard.

Argentina signed the MLI in 2017, listing 16 of its 19 tax agreements.” Argentina also
signed one bilateral complying instrument with Brazil.

For its compliant agreements with Chile and Mexico, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with
the LOB.

For 14 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Argentina is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI).Two of Argentina’s
agreements, the agreements with Chile and Mexico, are within the scope of reservations
made by Argentina pursuant to Article 6(4) and Article 7(15)(b) of the MLI.®> Argentina
also opted for the simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The agreements that will
be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Argentina is implementing
the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

Argentina indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used with Brazil and Germany.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Argentina.

Table A A.4. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Trea Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a L
partm?r,s pstandard alternativepimplemented complging instrument the c??;ﬁxrt‘ge";:ﬂ;j ment
1 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
2 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
3 Bolivia* No N/A No N/A
4 Brazil No N/A Yes PPT and LOB
5 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
6 Chile Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
7 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
8 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
9 France No N/A Yes N/A
10 Germany No N/A No N/A
1 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
12 Mexico Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
13 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
14 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
15 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented through

Treat Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a A
partne¥s pstandard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument the ccz?f‘x?:e";ﬂ;‘ ment
17 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
18  Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
19 United No N/A Yes N/A
Kingdom
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Australia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Australia has 44 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Germany complies with the minimum standard.

Australia signed the MLI in 2017 and deposited its instrument of ratification with the
OECD Secretary-General on 26 September 2018, listing 42 of its 44 tax agreements."
The MLI enters into force for Australia on 1 January 2019.

For its compliant agreement with Germany, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its 42 agreements listed under the MLI, Australia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Australia.

Table A A.5. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:tr:ap:taaw:iea‘rhgth alte:;::;\r:eﬁlr::lgltég:nted comillgl?:g:ui::tortlfnent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
3 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
4 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
5 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
6 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
7 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
8 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
9 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
10 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
12 France No N/A Yes N/A
13 Germany Yes PPT alone N/A N/A
14 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
15 India No N/A Yes N/A
16 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
18 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
19 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
20 Kiribati* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
22 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
23 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
24 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
25 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners o atiemative mplemented _ compying nsrument 7049 the complying intrument
(if not the MLI)
26 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
27 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
28 Papua New No N/A Yes N/A
Guinea
29 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
30 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
31 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
32 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
34 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
35 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
36 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
37 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
38 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
39 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
40 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
41 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
42 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
43 United States No N/A Yes N/A
44 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Austria

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Austria has 90 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Liechtenstein complies with the minimum standard.

Austria signed the MLI in 2017, listing 38 of its 90 tax agreements. Austria also signed a
bilateral complying instrument with Japan

For its compliant agreement with Liechtenstein, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Austria is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

Austria deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD Secretary-
General on 22 September 2017. The MLI has entered into force for Austria on 1 July
2018.

For its agreement with Japan subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Austria is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

Korea, Kuwait*, New Zealand and the United Kingdom.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Austria.

Table A A.6. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative in_1p|e_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d .complymg through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)

1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
4 Australia No N/A No N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A No

6 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
7 Barbados No N/A No

8 Belarus® No N/A No N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Belize No N/A No N/A
11 Bosnia and No N/A No N/A

Herzegovina*
12 Brazil No N/A No N/A
13 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
14 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
15 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
16 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
17 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d _complylng through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)

18 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
19 Cuba* No N/A No N/A
20 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
22 Denmark No N/A No

23 Egypt No N/A No

24 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
26 France No N/A Yes N/A
27 Georgia No N/A No

28 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
29 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
30  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
31 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
32 Iceland No N/A No

33 India No N/A Yes N/A
34 Indonesia No N/A No

35 Iran* No N/A No N/A
36 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
37 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
38 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
39 Japan No N/A Yes PPT and LOB
40 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
41 Korea No N/A No N/A
42 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
43 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
44 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
45 Libya* No N/A No N/A
46 Liechtenstein Yes PPT alone N/A N/A
47 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
48 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
49 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
50 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
51 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
52 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
58 Moldova* No N/A No N/A
54 Mongolia No N/A No N/A
55 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
56 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
57 Nepal* No N/A No N/A
58 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
59 New Zealand No N/A No N/A
60 Norway No N/A No N/A
61 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
62 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
63 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
64 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
65 Qatar No N/A No N/A
66 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
67 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
68 San Marino No N/A No N/A
69 Saudi Arabia No N/A No N/A
70 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
71 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
72 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
73 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
74 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
75 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
76 Sweden No N/A No N/A
77 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
78 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
79 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
80 Thailand No N/A No N/A
81 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
82 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
83 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
84 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
85 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
86 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
87 United States No N/A No N/A
88 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
89 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
90 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Bahamas

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Bahamas does not have any tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about the Bahamas.
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Bahrain

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Bahrain has 44 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Bahrain has not signed any complying instruments.

Bahrain indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations will be used with Austria, Ireland and Korea.

Bahrain also indicated that it is currently working towards the signature of the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Bahrain.

Table A A.7. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Compliance with If complial?t, the Signature. ofa through the complyin
Treaty partners thepstandard ini::?;;a:x: d I‘:‘osrt':ﬂzgg 9ilnstrumentp Y
(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Barbados No N/A No N/A
4 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
6 Belgium No N/A No N/A
7 Bermuda No N/A No N/A
8  Brunei Darussalam No N/A No N/A
9 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
10 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
1 Cyprus* No N/A No N/A
12 Czech Republic No N/A No N/A
13 Egypt No N/A No N/A
14 Estonia No N/A No N/A
15 France No N/A No N/A
16 Georgia No N/A No N/A
17 Hungary No N/A No N/A
18 Iran* No N/A No N/A
19 Ireland No N/A No N/A
20 Isle of Man No N/A No N/A
21 Jordan* No N/A No N/A
22 Korea No N/A No N/A
23 Lebanon* No N/A No N/A
24 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
25 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
26 Malta No N/A No N/A
27 Mexico No N/A No N/A
28 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
29 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:?epls'; r:]%ea:gth . alternative .complying througij: ;tl:.ﬁ:lc;r:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
30 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
31 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
32 Portugal No N/A No N/A
33 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
34 Singapore No N/A No N/A
35 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
36 Sudan* No N/A No N/A
37 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
38 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
39 Thailand No N/A No N/A
40 Turkey No N/A No N/A
41 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
42 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
43 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
44 Yemen* No N/A No N/A
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Barbados

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Barbados has 31 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral agreement among the members of the
CARICOM concluded with ten of its treaty partners.’

Barbados signed the MLI in 2018, listing 30 of its 31 tax agreements.”

For its 30 agreements listed under the MLI, Barbados is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect for each of them.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Barbados.

Table A A.8. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Compliance with If complial?t, the Signature. ofa through the complyin
Treaty partners thepstandard in:::f‘::]aet::: d ::] osrtr:ﬁzgﬂ %nstrumentp Y
(if not the MLI)
1 Antigua and No N/A Yes N/A
Barbuda*
2 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
3 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belize No N/A Yes N/A
5 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
6 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
7 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
8 Cuba* No N/A No N/A
9 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
10 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
1 Dominica* No N/A Yes N/A
12 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
13 Grenada* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Guyana* No N/A Yes N/A
15 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
16 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
17 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
18 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
19 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
20 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
21 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
22 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
23 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
24 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
25 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
26 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
27  Saint Kitts and Nevis No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners cc::]epl'fa r:::jea\rrgth . alternative .complying throu_(?: :tt:-zrflzmplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
28 Saint Lucia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Saint Vincent and No N/A Yes N/A
the Grenadines*
30 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
31 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
32 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
33 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
34 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
35 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
36  Trinidad and Tobago No N/A Yes N/A
37 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
38 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
39 United States No N/A Yes N/A
40 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
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Belgium

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Belgium has 95 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Belgium signed the MLI in 2017, listing 90 of its 95 tax agreements.’
Belgium also signed a bilateral complying instrument with Japan.

For its 90 agreements listed under the MLI, Belgium is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement with Japan subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Belgium is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

Belgium indicated in the response of its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used with Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway and
Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Belgium.

Table A A.9. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d .complylng through thfa complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
4 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
6 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
7 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
10 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
12 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
13 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
14 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
15 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
16 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
17 Chinese Taipei* No N/A Yes N/A
18 Congo No N/A Yes N/A
19 Cote d'lvoire No N/A Yes N/A
20 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
22 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
23 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d _complylng through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)

24 Ecuador* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
26 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
27 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
28 France No N/A Yes N/A
29 Gabon No N/A Yes N/A
30 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Germany No N/A No

32 Ghana* No N/A Yes N/A
33 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
34 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
35 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
36 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
37 India No N/A Yes N/A
38 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
40 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
41 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
42 Japan No N/A Yes PPT and LOB
43 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
44 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
45 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
50 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
51 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
54 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
55 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
56 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
60 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
61 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
62 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
63 Norway No N/A No N/A
64 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
65 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
66 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
67 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
68 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
69 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
70 Rwanda* No N/A Yes N/A
71 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
72 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
73 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
74 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
75 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
76 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
77 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
78 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
79 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
80 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
81 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
82 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
83 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
84 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
85 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
86 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
87 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
88 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
89 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
90 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
91 United States No N/A Yes N/A
92 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
93 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
94 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
95 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Belize

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Belize has four tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral agreement among the members of the
CARICOM concluded with ten of its treaty partners.®

Belize has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Belize.

Table A A.10. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Ct:;‘neplltaa Zzea:gth _ alternative f:omplying throug?: st::z;zmplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Antigua and No N/A No N/A
Barbuda*®
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Barbados No N/A No N/A
4 Dominica* No N/A No N/A
5 Grenada* No N/A No N/A
6 Guyana* No N/A No N/A
7 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
8  Saint Kitts and Nevis No N/A No N/A
9 Saint Lucia No N/A No N/A
10 Saint Vincent and No N/A No N/A
the Grenadines*
1 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
12 Trinidad and Tobago No N/A No N/A
13 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
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A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

1.

Benin has three tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer

Review questionnaire, including the multilateral Regulation 08/2008/COM adopting the
rules for the avoidance of double taxation within the West African Economic and
Monetary Union and the rule for assistance in tax matters concluded with seven of its
treaty partners.9

2.

B. Implementation issues

Benin has not signed any complying instruments.

3. No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Benin.
Table A A.11. Summary of the jurisdiction response
Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a th The alternative |n_1ple.mented
N s rough the complying instrument

partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 France No N/A No N/A

Norway No N/A No N/A
3 Burkina No N/A No N/A

Faso

4 Cote No N/A No N/A

d’lvoire
5 Guinea- No N/A No N/A

Bissau*
6 Togo* No N/A No N/A
7 Mali* No N/A No N/A
8 Niger* No N/A No N/A
9 Senegal No N/A No N/A
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Bermuda

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Bermuda has two tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Bermuda has expressed its intention to either join the MLI or signed complying
instruments with respect to its agreements.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Bermuda.

Table A A.12. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a thr S
N L ough the complying instrument
partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
2 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
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Botswana

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Botswana has 15 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Botswana has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Botswana.

Botswana has indicated in its response to the questionnaire that it will seek assistance

from the Secretariat to work towards its signature of the MLI.

Table A A.13. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signaturg ofa The alternative irpple.mented
partners the standard alternative implemented ¢ omplying through th? complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Barbados No N/A No N/A
2 France No N/A No N/A
3 India No N/A No N/A
4 Ireland No N/A No N/A
5 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
6  Mozambique* No N/A No N/A
7 Namibia* No N/A No N/A
8 Russia No N/A No N/A
9 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
10 South Africa No N/A No N/A
1 Eswatini* No N/A No N/A
12 Sweden No N/A No N/A
13 United No N/A No N/A
Kingdom
14 Zambia No N/A No N/A
15 Zimbabwe* No N/A No N/A
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Brazil

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Brazil has 33 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Brazil signed one complying instrument with Argentina.

For its agreement with Argentina subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Brazil is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

Brazil indicated in its response to the questionnaire that it contacted all its treaty partners
for bilateral negotiations and it currently has several ongoing negotiations.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Brazil.

Table A A.14. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Compliance with . f through the complyin
Treaty partners thepstandard in?n::ﬁarrl:'naet:;g d ;osrt':z:z?ﬂ 9ilnstrumentp Y
(if not the MLI)
1 Argentina No N/A Yes PPT and LOB
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Belgium No N/A No N/A
4 Canada No N/A No N/A
5 Chile No N/A No N/A
6  China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
7 Czech Republic No N/A No N/A
8 Denmark No N/A No N/A
9 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
10 Finland No N/A No N/A
1 France No N/A No N/A
12 Hungary No N/A No N/A
13 India No N/A No N/A
14 Israel No N/A No N/A
15 Italy No N/A No N/A
16 Japan No N/A No N/A
17 Korea No N/A No N/A
18 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
19 Mexico No N/A No N/A
20 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
21 Norway No N/A No N/A
22 Peru No N/A No N/A
23 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
24 Portugal No N/A No N/A
25 Russia No N/A No N/A
26 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
27 South Africa No N/A No N/A
28 Spain No N/A No N/A
29 Sweden No N/A No N/A
30 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
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If compliant, the

Signature of a

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C‘:?epls'; r:]%ea:gth . alternative Pomplying througij: ;Es:lzr:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
Tobago
31 Turkey No N/A No N/A
32 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
33 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
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British Virgin Islands

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The British Virgin Islands has one tax agreement in force with Switzerland, as reported in
its response to the Peer Review questionnaire.

The British Virgin Islands have not signed any complying instrument.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about the British Virgin Islands.

Table A A.15. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a thr e
N s ough the complying instrument
partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
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Brunei Darussalam

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Brunei Darussalam has 17 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Brunei Darussalam has not signed any complying instruments.

Brunei Darussalam indicated in its response to the questionnaire that it is updating its
Model Tax Convention with the treaty-related BEPS minimum standards and that it is
considering signing the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Brunei Darussalam.

Table A A.16. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C(:hmepllt:; r::;ea\:gth _ alterr)native _gomplying throug:: sttt:ﬁ :;r:tplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
2 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
3 Hong Kong (China) No N/A No N/A
4 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
5 Japan No N/A No N/A
6 Korea No N/A No N/A
7 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
8 Lao People’s No N/A No N/A
Democratic
Republic*
9 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
10 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
1 Oman No N/A No N/A
12 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
13 Qatar No N/A No N/A
14 Singapore No N/A No N/A
15 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
16 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
17 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Bulgaria

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Bulgaria has 69 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Bulgaria signed the MLI in 2017, listing 66 of its 69 tax agreements.

For 65 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Bulgaria is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI)." For its 66 agreements listed under the MLI, Bulgaria is
implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Bulgaria also opted for the simplified LOB
under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The agreements that will be modified by the MLI will
come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take
effect.

Bulgaria indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for agreements with Finland, Germany, Malta, the
Netherlands and Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Bulgaria.

Table A A.17. Summary of the jurisdiction response

© 00 N O O B W N —

—
o

—_
N -

13

If compliant, the Signature of a UDC IO L

Compliance with . - through the complying
UDEEL [T thepstandard ir:gfc::::;: d I(; 2';52":'% instrument
(if not the MLI)
Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
Austria No N/A Yes N/A
Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
Canada No N/A Yes N/A
China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
Democratic People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of Korea*
Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
Finland No N/A No N/A
France No N/A Yes N/A
Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
Germany No N/A Yes N/A
Greece No N/A Yes N/A
Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
India No N/A Yes N/A
Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
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If compliant, the Signature of a =l advelnrlbnentd

Compliance with . - through the complying
UICELZETTELS thepstandard i;gﬁ:&fm: d ::1 osrtr:-zlr)r/\:lr?t instrument
(if not the MLI)
26 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
27 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
28 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
29 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
30 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
31 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
33 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
34 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
36 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
37 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
38 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
39 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Malta No N/A No N/A
41 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
44 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
46 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
47 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
48 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
49 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
50 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
51 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
52 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
53 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
54 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
55 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
56 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
57 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
58 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
59 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
60  Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A Yes N/A
61 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
62 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
63 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
64  United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
65 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
66 United States No N/A Yes N/A
67 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
68 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
69 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Burkina Faso

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Burkina Faso has three tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire, including the multilateral Regulation 08/2008/COM adopting the
rules for the avoidance of double taxation within the West African Economic and
Monetary Union and the rule for assistance in tax matters (the Regulation 08/2008/COM)
concluded with seven of its treaty partners."'

Burkina Faso signed the MLI in 2017, listing two of its three tax agreements. ">

For its two agreements listed under the MLI, Burkina Faso is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

The agreement not subject to a complying instrument has not been listed under the MLI
as it is a regulation of the West African Economic and Monetary Union.B.
Implementation issues

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Burkina Faso.

Table A A.18. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If cc?mp_liant, the Sigpatt!re ofa through the complying instrument
partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)

1 Benin No N/A No N/A

2 Cote d'Ivoire No N/A No N/A

3 France No N/A Yes N/A

4 Guinea- No N/A No N/A
Bissau*

5 Mali* No N/A No N/A

6 Niger* No N/A No N/A

7 Senegal No N/A No N/A

8 Togo* No N/A No N/A

9 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
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Cameroon

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Cameroon has four tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Cameroon signed the MLI in 2017, listing its four tax agreements."

For its four agreements listed under the MLI, Cameroon is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Cameroon.

Table A A.19. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treat Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a L
partne)rls thepstandard alternativepimplemented complging instrument through th(?f Ezrtr!t;:]lzlﬁll)nstrument
1 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
2 France No N/A Yes N/A
3 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
4 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
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Canada

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Canada has 93 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Canada signed the MLI in 2017, with a provisional listing of 75 of its 93
tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Canada is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Canada also expressed a
statement, in accordance with Article 7(17)(a) of the MLI, that while it accepts the
application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends where possible to adopt an LOB
provision in addition to or in replacement of the PPT through bilateral negotiation. The
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect for each of them.

Canada also indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations had commenced with Germany and Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Canada.

Table A A.20. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(::'epgfa ':;eamth ) alternative _complying throug:: st::ﬁ r(':lzr:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
2 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
3 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
4 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
5 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
6 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
1 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
12 Cameroon No N/A Yes N/A
13 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
14 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
15  Chinese Taipei'* No N/A No N/A
16 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Cote d'Ivoire No N/A No N/A
18 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
19 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
20 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
21 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
22 Dominican No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Cc::] epllg:::jea:\gth ) alternative .complying throu%:st::ﬁ r;zr:tplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
23 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
24 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
25 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
27 France No N/A Yes N/A
28 Gabon No N/A Yes N/A
29 Germany No N/A No N/A
30 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
31 Guyana* No N/A No N/A
32 Hong Kong No N/A Yes N/A
(China)
33 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
34 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
35 India No N/A Yes N/A
36 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
38 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
39 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
40 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
41 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
42 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
44 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
45 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
46 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
47 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
48 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
50 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
51 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
52 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
58 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
54 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
56 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
58 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
59 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
60 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
61 Oman No N/A No N/A
62 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
63 Papua New No N/A No N/A
Guinea
64 Peru No N/A No N/A
65 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
66 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
67 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
68 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners cc::] epllg:l%ea\:gth ) alternative .complying throu%:st::ﬁ r;:,r:tplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
69 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
70 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
71 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
72 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
73 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
74 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
75 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
76 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
77 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
78 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
79 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
80 Tanzania* No N/A Yes N/A
81 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
82 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
Tobago
83 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
84 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
85 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
86 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
87  United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
88 United States No N/A No N/A
89 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
90 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
91 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
92 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
93 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Cayman Islands

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Cayman Islands has not any tax agreements, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about the Cayman Islands.
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Chile

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Chile has 32 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Four of those agreements, the agreements with Argentina, China, Italy and
Japan, comply with the minimum standard.

Chile signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 32 tax agreements."”

For Chile’s compliant agreements with Argentina and China, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with
the LOB. For its compliant agreements with Italy and Japan, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For 28 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Chile is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Four of Chile’s
agreements, the compliant agreements with Argentina, China, Italy and Japan, are within
the scopei6of reservations made by Chile pursuant to Article 6(4) and Article 7(15)(b) of
the MLL

Chile also opted for the simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI and expressed a
statement that while Chile accepts the application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends
where possible to adopt an LOB provision through bilateral negotiation. All agreements
that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard
once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Chile.

Table A A.21. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cc_tmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Argentina Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
5 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
6 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
7 China (People's Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
Republic of)
8 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
9 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
10 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
11 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
12 Ecuador* No N/A Yes N/A
13 France No N/A Yes N/A
14 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
15 Italy Yes PPT N/A N/A
16 Japan Yes PPT N/A N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cgmp]iant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented . instrument
instrument .
(if not the MLI)
17 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
18 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
19 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
20 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
21 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
22 Paraguay No N/A Yes N/A
23 Peru No N/A Yes N/A
24 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
25 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
26 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
27 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
28 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
29 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
30 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
31 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
32 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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China

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

China has 101 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Chile complies with the minimum standard.

China signed the MLI in 2017, listing 99 of its 101 tax agreements."’

For China’s compliant agreement with Chile, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

For its 99 agreements listed under the MLI, China is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

China indicated that the agreement with India has not been listed under the MLI as
bilateral negotiations would be used instead.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with China.

Table A A.22. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Compliance with . - through the complyin
Treaty partners thepstandard irzlrfﬁar:\f:;: d ::] osrtr:ﬁzgﬂ %nstrumentp Y
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
4 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
5 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
6 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
10 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
12 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina®
13 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
14 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
15 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
16 Cambodia* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
18 Chile Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
19 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Cuba* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
22 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
23 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Cc:;:lepl'fa r::zjea\rngth . alternative Fomplying throu_(i: sttt:z ;Zmplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
24 Ecuador* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
26 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
27 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
28 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
29 France No N/A Yes N/A
30 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
32 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
33 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
34 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
35 India No N/A No N/A
36 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
39 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
40 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
4 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
42 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
43 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
44 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
45 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Lao People’s No N/A Yes N/A
Democratic Republic*
48 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
50 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
51 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
53 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
54 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
55 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
56 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
60 Nepal* No N/A Yes N/A
61 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
62 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
63 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
64 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
65 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
66 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
67 Papua New Guinea No N/A Yes N/A
68 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
69 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
70 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners CC:Ir:lepll:la r:::jea\rngth . alternative .complying throu_(i: sttt:z r:z:lplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
71 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
72 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
73 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
74 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
75 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
76 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
77 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
78 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
79 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
80 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
81 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
82 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
83 Sudan® No N/A Yes N/A
84 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
85 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
86  Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A Yes N/A
87 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
88 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
89  Trinidad and Tobago No N/A Yes N/A
90 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
91 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
92 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
93 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
94 United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
95 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
96 United States No N/A Yes N/A
97 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
98 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
99 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
100 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
101 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Colombia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Colombia has ten tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the Decision 578 of the Andean Community Commission for the
members of the Andean Community.'®

Colombia signed the MLI in 2017, listing nine of its ten tax agreements."”

For its nine agreements listed under the MLI, Colombia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Colombia also opted
for the simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

The agreement not subject to a complying instrument has not been listed under the MLI
as it is a Decision of the Commission of the Andean Community.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Colombia.

Table A A.23. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treat Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a L
partne!:s I:,standard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument the cc;:?':g;?ﬁ:;ﬂ;’ ment
1 Bolivia® No N/A No N/A
2 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
3 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
4 Czech No N/A Yes N/A
Republic
5 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
6 India No N/A Yes N/A
7 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
8 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
9 Peru No N/A No N/A
10 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
1 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
12 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
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Congo

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Congo has three tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Congo has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Congo.

Table A A.24. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treat Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a L

partne¥s thepstandard alternativepimplemented complging instrument through th(?f::]znilzlm-ll)nstrument
1 France No N/A No N/A
2 Italy No N/A No N/A
3 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
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Costa Rica

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Costa Rica has two tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Costa Rica signed the MLI in 2017, listing its two tax agreements.*’

For its two agreements listed under the MLI, Costa Rica is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Costa Rica indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used with Germany.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Costa Rica.

Table A A.25. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a th L
N s rough the complying instrument
partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
2 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
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Cote d'Ivoire

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Cote d'Ivoire has 12 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire, including the multilateral Regulation 08/2008/COM adopting the
rules for the avoidance of double taxation within the West African Economic and
Monetary Union and the rule for assistance in tax matters (the Regulation 08/2008/COM)
concluded with seven of its treaty partners.*’

Cote d'Ivoire signed the MLI in 2018, listing ten of its 12 tax agreements.>

For its ten agreements listed under the MLI, Cote d'Ivoire is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Céte d'Ivoire also
opted for the asymmetrical application of the simplified LOB under Article 7(7)(b) of the
MLI. The agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with
the minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

The Regulation 08/2008/COM has not been listed under the MLI as it is a regulation of
the West African Economic and Monetary Union.
B. Implementation issues

The agreement with Switzerland has not been listed under the MLI as Céte d’Ivoire and
Switzerland disagree on the way the MLI modifies their agreement.

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Cote d'Ivoire.

Table A A.26. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treat Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a L
partne‘:s I:,standard alternativepimplemented compl?ling instrument the coggmﬁ;ﬁﬂ;‘ ment
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
2 Benin No N/A No N/A
3 Burkina Faso No N/A No N/A
4 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
5 France No N/A Yes N/A
6 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
7 Guinea- No N/A No N/A
Bissau*
8 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
9 Mali* No N/A No N/A
10 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
11 Niger* No N/A No N/A
12 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
13 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
14 Senegal No N/A No N/A
15  Switzerland No N/A No N/A
16 Togo* No N/A No N/A
17 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
18 United No N/A Yes N/A
Kingdom
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Croatia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

1Croatia has 62 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

2Croatia signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 62 tax agreements.

3For its 62 agreements listed under the MLI, Croatia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Croatia.

Table A A.27. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irr'lple.mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d .complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
" China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
12 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
13 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
14 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
16 France No N/A Yes N/A
17 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
19 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
20 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
21 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
22 India No N/A Yes N/A
23 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
24 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
26 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
27 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
28 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
29 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative in_1p|e_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
30 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
34 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
35 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
38 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
39 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
43 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
44 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
45 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
46 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
47 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
48 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
49 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
50 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
51 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
52 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
53 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
54 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
55 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
56 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
57 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
58 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
59 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
60 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
61 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
62 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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Curacao

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Curacao has three tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Curacao joined the MLI in 2017, listing two of its three tax agreements.

For its two agreements listed under the MLI, Curacao is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Curacao’s agreement not listed under the MLI is an arrangement governed by the
domestic law of the Kingdom of the Netherlands.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Curacao.

Table A A.28. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treat Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a L

partne);s pstandard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument the c??;ﬂiﬂ?ﬁ;ﬁﬂ;’ ment
1 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
2 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
3 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
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Czech Republic

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Czech Republic has 89 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

The Czech Republic signed the MLI in 2017, listing 87 of its 89 tax agreements. The
Czech Republic also signed a bilateral complying instrument with Korea.

For its 87 agreements listed under the MLI, the Czech Republic is implementing the
preamble statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement subject to a bilateral complying instrument with Korea, the
Czech Republic is implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the Czech Republic.

Table A A.29. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:hmepg; r:::jea\rngth _ alte}:native gomplying throu%: sttl:zrtr:l:mplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
7 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belarus® No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
1 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
12 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
13 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
14 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
15 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
16 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
19 Democratic People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of Korea*
20 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
21 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
22 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
23 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Ct':hmepéltaa r;(;ea:\gth _ alterr)native somplying throu%: st;z;zr;plylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
24 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
25 France No N/A Yes N/A
26 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
27 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
28 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
29 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
30 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
31 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
32 India No N/A Yes N/A
33 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
34 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
36 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
37 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
38 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
39 Jordan® No N/A Yes N/A
40 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
41 Korea No N/A Yes PPT alone
42 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Lebanon® No N/A Yes N/A
45 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
46 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
47 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
48 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
50 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
51 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
52 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
53 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
54 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
56 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
57 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
58 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
59 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
60 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
61 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
62 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
63 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
64 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
65 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
66 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
67 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
68 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
69 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
70 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
71 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with i C:I::I;[::::{il\t;:he S|g:;t:l;ei:; a through the complying
the standard implemented instrument . instrument
(if not the MLI)

72 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
73 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
74 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
75 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
76 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
77 Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A Yes N/A
78 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
79 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
80 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
81 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
82 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
83 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
84

United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
85 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
86 United States No N/A Yes N/A
87 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
88 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
89 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Democratic Republic of the Congo

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Democratic Republic of the Congo has two tax agreements in force, as reported in its
response to the Peer Review questionnaire.

The Democratic Republic of the Congo has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the Democratic
Republic of the Congo.

Table A A.30. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative |rpple.mented through
artners standard alternative implemented complying instrument the complying instrument
P P Plying (if not the MLI)
1 Belgium No N/A No N/A
2 South No N/A No N/A
Africa
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Denmark

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Denmark has 70 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral Nordic Convention concluded with Finland,
Iceland, Norway and Sweden (“Nordic Convention”).”

Denmark signed the MLI in 2017, listing 65 of its 70 tax agreements. Denmark also
signed a bilateral complying instrument with respect to two of its agreements, the
agreements with Japan and the Netherlands.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Denmark is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Denmark has also
accepted to implement a simplified LOB in agreements concluded with partners that
opted in for the simplified LOB (Article 7(7)(a) of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement with Japan subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Denmark is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB. For its
agreement with the Netherlands subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Denmark is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Denmark did not list the Nordic Convention under the MLI and indicated in the response
to its Peer Review questionnaire that the agreement would shortly be subject to a
complying instrument.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Denmark.

Table A A.31. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners szepggzzeamth altelf;::i)\l}:epilrl::gltértr?:nted comillg?:étz;zgz?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belarus® No N/A No N/A
7 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
8 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
10 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
11 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
12 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
13 Chinese Taipei* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners cc:lTepgtaar:;eamth aIterI;:t(;\r:lpilr::Itér:nted comillgl?:g:uigest(::nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)

17 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
18 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
19 Finland No N/A No N/A
20 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
22 Ghana* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
24 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
25 Iceland No N/A No N/A
26 India No N/A Yes N/A
27 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
28 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
29 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
30 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
31 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
32 Japan No N/A Yes PPT and LOB
33 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
34 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
38 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
39 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
41 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
42 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
43 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
44 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Netherlands No N/A Yes PPT alone
46 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
47 Norway No N/A No N/A
48 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
49 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
50 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
51 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
52 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
58 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
54 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
55 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
56 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
57 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
58 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
59 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
60 Sweden No N/A No N/A
61 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
62 Tanzania* No N/A Yes N/A
63 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
64 Trinidad and No N/A Yes N/A

Tobago
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:ITepgtaar:::Iea::IIth alterlrf1:t?\r/nepilrl:gltér::1:nted comillgl?:g:l:;es;tl?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
65 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
66 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
67 Uganda* No N/A Yes N/A
68 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
69 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
70 United States No N/A Yes N/A
71 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
72 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
73 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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Djibouti

A.Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Djibouti does not have any tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about Djibouti.
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Egypt

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Egypt has 57 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Egypt signed the MLI in 2017, listing 55 of its 57 tax agreements.

For its 55 agreements listed under the MLI, Egypt is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Egypt.

Table A A.32. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

mpliance with If compliant, th ignature of A
DL D Cc:hepstaan(::leardt alternact(;vepin:pltértn:nted comf)l?/i:;uinit(:u?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
8 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
9 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
10 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
11 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
12 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
13 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
15 France No N/A Yes N/A
16 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
18 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
19 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
20 India No N/A Yes N/A
21 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
22 Irag* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
24 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
25 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
26 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
27 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
28 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
29 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
30 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a Asoh
i) (DS thepstandard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)

32 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
33 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
34 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
36 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
37 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
38 Palestinian No N/A Yes N/A

Authority*
39 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
40 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Saudi Arabia No N/A No N/A
43 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
45 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
46 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
47 Sudan* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
49 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
50 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A

Republic*
51 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
52 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
53 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
54 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A

Emirates
55 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
56 United States No N/A No N/A
57 Yemen* No N/A Yes N/A
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Estonia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Estonia has 58 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Estonia signed the MLI in 2018, listing 56 of its 58 tax agreements.**

For its 56 agreements listed under the MLI, Estonia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Estonia indicated that the agreements with Germany and Switzerland have not been listed
under the MLI as bilateral negotiations would be used instead.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Estonia.

Table A A.33. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d .complylng through thfa complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belarus® No N/A Yes N/A
7 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
1 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
13 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
14 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
15 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
16 France No N/A Yes N/A
17 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Germany No N/A N/A N/A
19 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
20 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
21 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
22 India No N/A Yes N/A
23 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
24 Isle of Man No N/A Yes N/A
25 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
26 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
27 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
28 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
29 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
30 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
33 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
34 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
36 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
37 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
39 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
40 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
41 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
42 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
43 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
45 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
46 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
48 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
49 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
50 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
51 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
52 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
53 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
54 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
55 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
56 United States No N/A Yes N/A
57 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Finland

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Finland has 73 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral Nordic Convention concluded with Denmark, the
Faroe Islands, Iceland, Norway and Sweden (“Nordic Convention”).”

Finland signed the MLI in 2017, listing 71 of its 73 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Finland is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

Finland did not list the Nordic Convention under the MLI and indicated in its Peer
Review questionnaire that the agreement will shortly be subject to a complying
instrument. Finland also indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that its
agreement with Bulgaria is being renegotiated.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Finland.

Table A A.34. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative complying through the complying
implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
7 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
10 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
11 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
12 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
13 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
14 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
17 Denmark No N/A No N/A
18 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
19 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Faroe Islands* No N/A No N/A
21 France No N/A Yes N/A
22 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
23 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
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Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative complying through the complying
implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
24 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
25 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
26 Iceland No N/A No N/A
27 India No N/A Yes N/A
28 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
30 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
31 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
32 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
33 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
34 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
37 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
38 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
39 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
40 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
43 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
44 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
43 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
49 Norway No N/A No N/A
50 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
51 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
53 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
54 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
55 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
56 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
57 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
58 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
59 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
60 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
61 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
62 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
63 Sweden No N/A No N/A
64 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
65 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
66 Tanzania No N/A Yes N/A
67 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
68 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
69 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
70 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
71 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
72 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative complying through the complying
implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
73 United States No N/A Yes N/A
74 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
75 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
76 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
77 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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France

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

France has 118 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

France signed the MLI in 2017, with a provisional listing of 87 of its 118 tax
aglmaements.26

For its 87 agreements listed under the MLI, France is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

France deposited its instrument of ratification with the OECD Secretary-General on
26 September 2018.*"The MLI enters into force for France on 1 January 2019.

France indicated that the agreements not subject to a complying instrument had not yet
been listed under the MLI as they were concluded with treaty partners that were not
members of the ad hoc Group at the time of France’s signature of the MLL

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with France.

Table A A.35. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If ct?mplliant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
4 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
5 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
7 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
8 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
10 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
12 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
13 Benin No N/A Yes N/A
14 Bolivia* No N/A No N/A
15 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
16 Botswana No N/A No N/A
17 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
18 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
19 Burkina Faso No N/A Yes N/A
20 Cameroon No N/A Yes N/A
21 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
22 Central African No N/A No N/A
Republic*
23 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
24 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
25 Congo No N/A No N/A
26 Cote d'lvoire No N/A Yes N/A
27 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
28 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
29 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
30 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
31 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
32 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
34 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
35 Gabon No N/A Yes N/A
36 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
38 Ghana* No N/A No N/A
39 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
40 Guinea* No N/A No N/A
41 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
42 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
43 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
44 India No N/A Yes N/A
45 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
46 Iran* No N/A No N/A
47 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
48 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
49 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
50 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
51 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
52 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
53 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
54 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
55 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
56 Kosovo* No N/A No N/A
57 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
59 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
60 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
61 Libya* No N/A No N/A
62 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
63 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
64 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
65 Madagascar* No N/A No N/A
66 Malawi* No N/A No N/A
67 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
68 Mali* No N/A No N/A
69 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
70 Mauritania* No N/A Yes N/A
71 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
72 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
73 Monaco No N/A Yes N/A
74 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
75 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
76 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
77 Namibia* No N/A No N/A
78 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
79 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
80 Niger* No N/A No N/A
81 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
82 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
83 Oman No N/A No N/A
84 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
85 Panama No N/A No N/A
86 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
87 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
88 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
89 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
90 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
9N Russia No N/A Yes N/A
92 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
93 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
94 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
95 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
96 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
97 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
98 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
99 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
100 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
101 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
102 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
103 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
104 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
105 Togo* No N/A No N/A
106 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
Tobago
107 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
108 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
109 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
110 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
11 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
112 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
113 United States No N/A Yes N/A
114 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
115 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
116 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
17 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
118 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Gabon

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Gabon has four tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Gabon signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Gabon is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Gabon.

Table A A.36. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treat Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a L
partne):s thepstandard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument through th(?f f‘th}:llzlﬂ?-ll)nstrument
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
2 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
3 France No N/A Yes N/A
4 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
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Georgia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Georgia has 54 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Georgia signed the MLI in 2017, listing 34 of its 54 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Georgia is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

Georgia indicated in the response to the Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreement with Poland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Georgia.

Table A A.37. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d .complylng through thfa complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
8 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
9 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
10 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
12 Denmark No N/A No N/A
13 Egypt No N/A No N/A
14 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
16 France No N/A Yes N/A
17 Germany No N/A No N/A
18 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
19 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
20 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
21 India No N/A Yes N/A
22 Iran* No N/A No N/A
23 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
24 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
25 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
26 Japan No N/A No N/A
27 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
28 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
29 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
30 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
32 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
33 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
34 Malta No N/A No N/A
35 Moldova* No N/A No N/A
36 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
37 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
38 Poland No N/A No N/A
39 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
40 Qatar No N/A No N/A
41 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
42 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
43 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
45 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
46 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
48 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
49 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
50 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
51 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
52 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
53 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
54 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
55 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



106 | ANNEX A.JURISDICTIONAL DATA

Germany

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Germany has 96 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Two of those agreements, the agreements with Australia and Japan,
comply with the minimum standard.

Germany signed the MLI in 2017, listing 35 of its 96 tax agreements.”®

For Germany’s compliant agreements with Australia, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT. For its
compliant agreements with Japan, the minimum standard is implemented through the
inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

For its 35 agreements listed under the MLI, Germany is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI). For 31 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Germany
is implementing the PPT (Paragraph 1 of Article 7 of the MLI). Four of Germany’s
agreements, the agreements with China, Israel, Japan and Mauritius are within the scope
of a reservation made by Germany pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) of the MLL*The
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Germany indicated that although most of its agreements do not comply with the minimum
standard, these agreements generally contain a provision based on paragraph 1 of Article
28 of the German Treaty Negotiation Basis which enables Contracting States to apply
domestic anti-abuse provisions such as Section 50d of the German Income Tax Act (Anti
Conduit Rule) or Section 42 of the German Fiscal Code (GAAR).

Germany further indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreements with Argentina, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador*, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Iceland, India,
Indonesia, Iran*, Israel, Ireland, Kyrgyzstan*, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Singapore,
South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan*, Trinidad and Tobago,
Ukraine and the United Kingdom.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Germany.

Table A A.38. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im It;mente d _complymg through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Argentina No N/A No N/A
4 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
5 Australia Yes PPT alone N/A N/A
6 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
7 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
8 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
9 Belarus* No N/A No N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



ANNEX A. JURISDICTIONAL DATA | 107

10 Belgium No N/A No N/A
11 Bolivia* No N/A No N/A
12 Bosnia and No N/A No N/A
Herzegovina*
13 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
14 Canada No N/A No N/A
15 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
16 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
17 Costa Rica No N/A Yes N/A
18 Cote d'lvoire No N/A No N/A
19 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
22 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
23 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
24 Egypt No N/A No N/A
25 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
27 France No N/A Yes N/A
28 Georgia No N/A No N/A
29 Ghana* No N/A No N/A
30 Greece No N/A No N/A
31 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
32 Iceland No N/A No N/A
33 India No N/A No N/A
34 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
35 Iran* No N/A No N/A
36 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
37 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
38 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
39 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
40 Japan Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
41 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
42 Kenya No N/A No N/A
43 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
44 Kosovo* No N/A No N/A
45 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
46 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
47 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Liberia No N/A No N/A
49 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
50 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
51 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
52 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
53 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
54 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
55 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
56 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
57 Moldova* No N/A No N/A
58 Mongolia No N/A No N/A
59 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
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60 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
61 Namibia* No N/A No N/A
62 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
63 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
64 Norway No N/A No N/A
65 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
66 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
67 Poland No N/A No N/A
68 Portugal No N/A No N/A
69 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
70 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
71 Serbia No N/A No N/A
72 Singapore No N/A No N/A
73 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
74 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
75 South Africa No N/A No N/A
76 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
77 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
78 Sweden No N/A No N/A
79 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
80 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
81 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
82 Thailand No N/A No N/A
83 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
Tobago
84 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
85 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
86 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
87 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
88 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
89 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
90 United States No N/A Yes N/A
91 Uruguay No N/A No N/A
92 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
93 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
94 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
95 Zambia No N/A No N/A
96 Zimbabwe* No N/A No N/A
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Greece

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Greece has 57 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Greece signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 57 tax agreements.

For its 57 agreements listed under the MLI, Greece is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Greece also opted
for the simplified LOB under Article 7(7)(b) of the MLI. All agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Greece.

Table A A.39. Summary of the jurisdiction response

o OB W N -

~

©

10
1

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument  through the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
Austria No N/A Yes N/A
Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
Canada No N/A Yes N/A
China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)

Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
Finland No N/A Yes N/A
France No N/A Yes N/A
Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
Germany No N/A Yes N/A
Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
India No N/A Yes N/A
Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
Israel No N/A Yes N/A
Italy No N/A Yes N/A
Korea No N/A Yes N/A
Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
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29 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
30 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
31 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
32 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
33 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
34 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
36 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
37 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
38 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
39 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
40 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
42 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
43 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
45 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
46 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
47 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
48 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
49 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
50 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
51 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
52 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
58 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
54 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
55 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
56 United States No N/A Yes N/A
57 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
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Guernsey

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Guernsey has 13 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Guernsey signed the MLI in 2017, listing ten of its 13 tax agreements.

For its ten agreements listed under the MLI, Guernsey is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Guernsey indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations were going to be used for its arrangements with the United Kingdom and
other Crown Dependencies.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Guernsey.

Table A A.40. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Cc:’r]r;p:taar::jea\rngth aIterI;act(;\';:e‘)ilrl\?;Itér::l:nted comf)llg?na;ui:lit(:{l?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Hong Kong No N/A Yes N/A
(China)
3 Isle of Man No N/A No N/A
4 Jersey No N/A No N/A
5 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
6 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
7 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
8 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
9 Monaco No N/A Yes N/A
10 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
1 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
12 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
13 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
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Haiti

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Haiti does not have any tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about Haiti.
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Hong Kong, China

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Hong Kong has 36 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Belarus*, not subject to the Peer Review, complies with
the minimum standard.

Hong Kong joined the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 36 tax agreements.”

For its compliant agreement with Belarus*, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For 35 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Hong Kong is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI). For 34 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Hong
Kong is implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Two of Hong Kong’s agreements,
the agreements with Belarus* and Pakistan, are within the scope of reservations made by
Hong Kong pursuant to Article 6(4) or Article 7(15)(b) of the MLI*'All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Hong Kong.

Table A A.41. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:l[:aplltix:lea:gth alte:i:t?\r/r:epilrl::gltértr?:nted com?all?(?:;ui:astc:fu:nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
2 Belarus* Yes PPT N/A N/A
3 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
4 Brunei No N/A Yes N/A
Darussalam
5 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
6  Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
7 France No N/A Yes N/A
8 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
9 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
10 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
1 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
12 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
13 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
14 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
15 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
16 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
19 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
20 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
22 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
23 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Cmﬂﬁmmth alterlrf1:t?\r/nepilrl:gltér::1:nted com?:ll?/?:;ui:ies?rt;ent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
24 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
25 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
26 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
27 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
28 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
29 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
30 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
31 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
32 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
33 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
34 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
35  United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
36 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Hungary

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Hungary has 81 tax agreements, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Hungary signed the MLI in 2017, listing 66 of its 81 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Hungary is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Hungary indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that the agreements
not subject to a complying instrument have not been listed under the MLI as they were
concluded with treaty partners that were not ad hoc Group members at the time of
Hungary’s signature. Further, Hungary indicated that it is not concerned by treaty
shopping with respect to those agreements.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Hungary.

Table A A.42. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument  through the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
7 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
8 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bosnia No N/A No N/A
Herzegovina*
10 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
11 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
12 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
13 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
14 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
15 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
18 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
19 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
20 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
22 France No N/A Yes N/A
23 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
24 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
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25 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
26 Hong Kong No N/A Yes N/A
27 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
28 India No N/A Yes N/A
29 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
30 Iran* No N/A No N/A
31 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
32 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
33 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
34 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
36 Kosovo* No N/A No N/A
37 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
38 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
40 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
42 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
43 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
45 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
46 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
49 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
50 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
51 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
52 Oman No N/A No N/A
53 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
54 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
56 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
57 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
58 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
59 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
60 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
61 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
62 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
63 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
64 Slovak republic No N/A Yes N/A
65 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
66 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
67 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
68 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
69 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
70 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
71 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
72 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
73 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
74 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
75 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
76 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
77 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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78 United States No N/A Yes N/A
79 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
80 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
81 Vietnam No N/A Yes N/A
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Iceland

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Iceland has 40 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral Nordic Convention concluded with Denmark, the
Faroe Islands, Finland, Norway and Sweden (“Nordic Convention”).*’Its agreement with
Liechtenstein complies with the minimum standard.

Iceland signed the MLI in 2017, listing 35 of its 40 tax agreements.

For its compliant agreement with Liechtenstein, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Iceland is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Iceland has also accepted to
implement a simplified LOB in agreements concluded with partners that opted in for the
simplified LOB under Article 7(7)(a) of the MLI. The agreements that will be modified
by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of
the MLI take effect.

Iceland did not list the Nordic Convention under the MLI and indicated that the
agreement will shortly be subject to a complying instrument. Iceland’s agreements with
Austria and Germany have not been listed under the MLI as explained in the table below
(agreement to be added to its list of agreements covered or bilateral negotiations used
instead).

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Iceland.

Table A A.43. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Ct:'r]l:!p:taazt;ea:\gth alte:zzg\gﬂﬁgltér:r:nted com?l?l?na;ui;est(:tjzlent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
5 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
6 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
7 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
8 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
10 Denmark No N/A No N/A
1 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Faroe Islands* No N/A No N/A
13 Finland No N/A No N/A
14 France No N/A Yes N/A
15 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Germany No N/A No N/A
17 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:Ir::ep:g::izmth aIterI;:t(;\r:lpihn?:Itér:nted comillgpna;ui;est%?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
18 Greenland* No N/A No N/A
19 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
20 India No N/A Yes N/A
21 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
22 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
23 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
24 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Liechtenstein Yes PPT N/A N/A
26 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
27 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
28 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
29 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
30 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
31 Norway No N/A No N/A
32 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
33 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
34 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
35 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
36 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
37 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
38 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
39 Sweden No N/A No N/A
40 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
41 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
42 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
43 United States No N/A Yes N/A
44 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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India

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

India has 95 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Iran*, not subject to the Peer Review, complies with the
minimum standard.

India signed the MLI in 2017, listing 93 of its 95 tax agreements.>

For its compliant agreement with Iran*, the minimum standard is implemented through
the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its 93 agreements listed under the MLI, India is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). India also opted for the
simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The agreements that will be modified by
the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of the
MLI take effect.

India indicated in its Peer Review questionnaire that it will add its agreement with Hong
Kong (China) in its list of agreements to be covered under the MLI when it deposits its
instrument of ratification of the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with India.

Table A A.44. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative implemented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d .complylng through thfe complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bhutan* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
10 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
1 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
12 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
13 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
14 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
18 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
19 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
20 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with

If compliant, the

Signature of a

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners the standard alternative implemented _complying through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
22 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
24 France No N/A Yes N/A
25 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
27 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
28  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
29 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
30 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
31 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Iran* Yes PPT alone N/A N/A
33 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
34 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
35 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
36 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
37 Jordan® No N/A Yes N/A
38 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
39 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
40 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
41 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
47 Macedonia*® No N/A Yes N/A
48 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
50 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
51 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
52 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
53 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
54 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Mozambique* No N/A Yes N/A
56 Myanmar* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Namibia* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Nepal* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
60 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
61 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
62 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
63 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
64 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
65 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
66 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
67 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
68 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
69 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
70 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complymg through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
71 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
72 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
73 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
74 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
75 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
76 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
77 Sudan* No N/A Yes N/A
78 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
79 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
80 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
81 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
82 Tanzania* No N/A Yes N/A
83 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
84 Trinidad and No N/A Yes N/A
Tobago
85 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
86 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
87 Uganda® No N/A Yes N/A
88 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
89 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
90 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
91 United States No N/A Yes N/A
92 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
93 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
94 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
95 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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Indonesia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Indonesia has 69 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Indonesia signed the MLI in 2017, listing 47 of its 69 tax agreements in a revised
provisional MLI Position submitted to the Secretariat on 30 June 2018

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Indonesia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Indonesia also opted
to apply the simplified LOB in its agreements listed under the MLI (Article 7(6) of the
MLI). The agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with
the minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Indonesia indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreement with Germany.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Indonesia.

Table A A.45. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A No N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
6 Belarus® No N/A No N/A
7 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
8 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
10 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
1 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
12 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
13 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
14 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
15 Democratic People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of Korea*
16 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
17 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
18 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
19 France No N/A Yes N/A
20 Germany No N/A No N/A
21 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
22 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
23 India No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
24 Iran* No N/A No N/A
25 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
26 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
27 Jordan* No N/A No N/A
28 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
29 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
30 Lao People’s No N/A Yes N/A
Democratic Republic*
31 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
32 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
34 Mongolia No N/A No N/A
35 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
36 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
37 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
38 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
39 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
40 Papua New Guinea No N/A No N/A
41 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
43 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
44 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
45 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Saudi Arabia No N/A No N/A
48 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
49 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
50 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
51 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
52 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
58 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
54 Sudan® No N/A No N/A
55 Suriname* No N/A No N/A
56 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
57 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
58  Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A No N/A
59 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
60 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
61 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
62 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
63  United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
64 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
65 United States No N/A Yes N/A
66 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
67 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
68 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Ireland

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Ireland has 73 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Ireland signed the MLI in 2017, listing 70 of its 73 tax agreements.”*

For its 71 agreements listed under the MLI, Ireland is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Ireland indicated that the agreements with Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland
have not been listed under the MLI as bilateral negotiations would be used instead.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Ireland.

Table A A.46. Summary of the jurisdiction response

0 N o oW N -

10
1

13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument  through the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
Albania* No N/A Yes N/A

Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
Australia No N/A Yes N/A
Austria No N/A Yes N/A
Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
Belarus® No N/A Yes N/A
Belgium No N/A Yes N/A

Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*

Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
Canada No N/A Yes N/A

Chile No N/A Yes N/A
China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
Estonia No N/A Yes N/A

Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A

Finland No N/A Yes N/A
France No N/A Yes N/A
Georgia No N/A Yes N/A

Germany No N/A No N/A

Greece No N/A Yes N/A
Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
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Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument  through the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
27 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
28 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
29 India No N/A Yes N/A
30 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
31 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
32 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
33 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
34 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
38 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
39 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
41 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
42 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
43 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
44 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
47 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
48 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
49 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
50 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
51 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
52 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
53 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
54 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
55 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
56 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
57 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
59 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
60 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
61 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
62 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
63 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
64 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
65 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
66 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
67 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
68 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
69 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
70 United States No N/A Yes N/A
71 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
72 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
73 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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The Isle of Man

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Isle of Man has 11 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

The Isle of Man signed the MLI in 2017, listing eight of its 11 tax agreements.

For its eight agreements listed under the MLI, the Isle of Man is implementing the
preamble statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

The Isle of Man deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD
Secretary-General on 25 October 2017. The MLI has entered into force for the Isle of
Man on 1 July 2018.

The Isle of Man indicated that bilateral negotiations were going to be used for its
arrangements with the United Kingdom and other Crown Dependencies.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the Isle of Man.

Table A A.47. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treat Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a L
partne!:s I:,standard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument the c‘};‘ﬁm:‘ﬁ;ﬁﬂ;‘ ment
1 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
2 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
3 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Guernsey No N/A No N/A
5 Jersey No N/A No N/A
6  Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
7 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
8 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
9 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
10 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
1 United No N/A No N/A
Kingdom
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Israel

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Israel has 55 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Israel signed the MLI in 2017, with a provisional listing of 52 of its 55 tax agreements.”

For its 52 agreements listed under the MLI, Israel is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Israel deposited its instrument of ratification with the OECD Secretary-General on
13 September 2018.**The MLI enters into force for Israel on 1 January 2019.

Israel also indicated that that bilateral negotiations would be used for its agreements with
Germany, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Israel.

Table A A.48. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Compliance with . . through the complyin
Treaty partners thepstandard irzlrfﬁar:\f:;: d ::1 Z’::,Ex":?t Si’nstrumentp Y
(if not the MLI)
1 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
6 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
8 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
9 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
10 Chinese Taipei* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
13 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
14 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
17 France No N/A Yes N/A
18 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
19 Germany No N/A No N/A
20 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
21 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
22 India No N/A Yes N/A
23 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Cc:?eplsltaar:;ea:\gth . alternative Fomplying thrOusij::tfll‘z:‘zr:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
24 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
25 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
26 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
27 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
28 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
30 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
31 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
32 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
33 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
34 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
35 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
36 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
37 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
39 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
40 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
43 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
44 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
45 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
46 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
47 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
48 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
49 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
50 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
51 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
52 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
58 United States No N/A Yes N/A
54 Uzbekistan® No N/A Yes N/A
55 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Italy

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Italy has 99 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Chile complies with the minimum standard.

Italy signed the MLI in 2017, listing 80 of its 99 tax agreements.’’

For its compliant agreement with Chile, the minimum standard is implemented through
the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its 80 agreements listed under the MLI, Italy is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI). For 67 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Italy is
implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Twelve of Italy’s agreements, the
agreements with Azerbaijan*, Estonia, Hong Kong, Iceland, Kazakhstan, Kuwait*,
Latvia, Lebanon*, Lithuania, Qatar, San Marino and Saudi Arabia, are within the scope
of a reservation made by Italy under Article 7(15)(b) of the MLI.**The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Italy indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that the agreements not
subject to a complying instrument have not been listed under the MLI as they were
concluded with treaty partners that were not ad hoc Group members at the time of Italy’s
signature of the MLL

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Italy.

Table A A.49. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:::ep:;meamth altel!;:g\rlr;pilrlr?::ért::nted comillg?:gu:;eszzfnent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
4 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
6 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
7 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
10 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
12 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
13 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
14 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
15 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
16 Chile Yes PPT alone No N/A
17 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmeplltaameamth alterl;:z\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted com?:llg?:;lirr]est(:'zzent through th.e complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
18 Congo No N/A No N/A
19 Cote d'Ivoire No N/A Yes N/A
20 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
22 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
23 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
24 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
25 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
26 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
27 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
28 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
29 France No N/A Yes N/A
30 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
32 Ghana* No N/A No N/A
33 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
34 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
35 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
36 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
37 India No N/A Yes N/A
38 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
40 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
41 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
42 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
44 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
45 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
47 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
50 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
51 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
52 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
54 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
55 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
56 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
58 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Mozambique* No N/A No N/A
60 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
61 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
62 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
63 Oman No N/A No N/A
64 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
65 Panama No N/A No N/A
66 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmeplltaameamth alterl;:g\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted com?:llg?nag:ui;est(:']:;ent through th.e complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
67 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
68 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
69 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
70 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
71 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
72 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
73 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
74 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
75 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
76 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
77 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
78 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
79 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
80 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
81 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
82 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
83 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
84 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
85 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
86 Tanzania* No N/A Yes N/A
87 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
88 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
Tobago
89 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
90 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
91 Uganda* No N/A Yes N/A
92 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
93 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
94 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
95 United States No N/A Yes N/A
96 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
97 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
98 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
99 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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Jamaica

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Jamaica has 14 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral agreement among the members of the
CARICOM concluded with ten of its treaty partners.”

Jamaica signed the MLI in 2018, listing all of its 14 tax agreements.

For its 14 agreements listed under the MLI, Jamaica is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Jamaica has opted
for the simplified LOB under Article 7(7)(a) of the MLI. All agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Jamaica.

Table A A.50. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Tayps  Copelmewin | Gombe o ammg O beenpiis
(if not the MLI)
1 Antigua and No N/A Yes N/A
Barbuda*
2 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
3 Belize No N/A Yes N/A
4 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
5 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
6 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
7 Dominica* No N/A Yes N/A
8 France No N/A Yes N/A
9 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
10 Grenada* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Guyana* No N/A Yes N/A
12 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
13 Mexico N/A Yes N/A
14 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
15  Saint Kitts and Nevis No N/A Yes N/A
16 Saint Lucia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Saint Vincent and the No N/A Yes N/A
Grenadines*®
18 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
19 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
20 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
21  Trinidad and Tobago No N/A Yes N/A
22 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
23 United States No N/A Yes N/A
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Japan

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Japan has 68 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Four of those agreements, the agreements with Chile, Germany, Latvia and
Slovenia, comply with the minimum standard.

Japan signed the MLI in 2017, with a provisional listing of 35 of its 68 tax
agreements.’Japan also signed a bilateral complying instrument with respect to four of its
agreements, the agreements with Austria, Belgium, Denmark and Russia.

For its compliant agreement with Germany and Latvia, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with
the LOB.*For its compliant agreements with Chile and Slovenia, the minimum standard
is implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For 34 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Japan is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI).**For 34 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Japan is
implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be modified by
the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of the
MLI take effect.

For its agreements with Austria, Belgium, Denmark and Russia subject to a bilateral
complying instrument, Japan is implementing the preamble statement and the PPT
combined with the LOB.*

Japan deposited its instrument of ratification with the OECD Secretary-General on
26 September 2018.*The MLI enters into force for Japan on 1 January 2019.

Japan indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that the agreements not
subject to a complying instrument have not been listed under the MLI as they were
concluded with treaty partners that were not expected to join the MLI at the time of
Japan’s signature.

Japan also indicated that bilateral negotiations would be used for its agreements with
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Russia and Spain.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Japan.

Table A A.51. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument

instrument (if not the MLI)

1 Armenia* No N/A No N/A

2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A

3 Austria No N/A Yes PPT and LOB

4 Azerbaijan® No N/A No N/A

5 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A

6 Belarus* No N/A No N/A

7 Belgium No N/A Yes PPT and LOB

8 Brazil No N/A No N/A
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9

Treaty partners

Brunei Darussalam
Bulgaria
Canada

Chile
China (People's
Republic of)
Czech Republic
Denmark
Egypt
Fiji*
Finland
France
Georgia
Germany

Hong Kong (China)

Hungary
India
Indonesia
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Kazakhstan
Korea
Kuwait*
Kyrgyzstan*
Latvia
Luxembourg
Malaysia
Mexico
Moldova*
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
Philippines*
Poland
Portugal
Qatar
Romania
Russia
Saudi Arabia
Singapore
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
South Africa
Spain
Sri Lanka
Sweden

Compliance with
the standard

No
No
No
Yes
No

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No

If compliant, the
alternative implemented

N/A
N/A
N/A
PPT alone
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
PPT and LOB
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
PPT and LOB
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
PPT alone
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Signature of a
complying
instrument

No
Yes
Yes
N/A
Yes

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
N/A
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
N/A
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
N/A
Yes
No
No
Yes

The alternative implemented
through the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
PPT and LOB
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
PPT and LOB
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



136 | ANNEX A. JURISDICTIONAL DATA

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
57 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
58 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
59 Thailand No N/A No N/A
60 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
61 Turkmenistan® No N/A No N/A
62 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
63 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
64 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
65 United States No N/A No N/A
66 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
67 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
68 Zambia No N/A No N/A
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Jersey

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Jersey has 13 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Jersey signed the MLI in 2017, listing ten of its 13 tax agreements.

For its ten agreements listed under the MLI, Jersey is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Jersey deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD Secretary-
General on 15 December 2018. The MLI has entered into force for Jersey on 1 July 2018.

Jersey indicated that bilateral negotiations were going to be used for its arrangements
with the United Kingdom and other Crown Dependencies.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Jersey.

Table A A.52. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying through the complying
partners the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)

1 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A

2 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A

3 Guernsey No N/A No N/A

4 Hong Kong No N/A Yes N/A
(China)

5 Isle of Man No N/A No N/A

6 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A

7 Malta No N/A Yes N/A

8 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A

9 Rwanda* No N/A Yes N/A

10 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A

1 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A

12 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates

13 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
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Kazakhstan

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Kazakhstan has 54 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Kazakhstan signed the MLI in 2018, listing all of its 54 tax agreements.

For its 54 agreements listed under the MLI, Kazakhstan is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Kazakhstan also
opted for the simplified LOB pursuant to Article 7(6) of the MLI. All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Kazakhstan.

Table A A.53. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irpple'mented
Treaty partners L complying through the complying instrument
the standard alternative implemented . .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
3 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
7 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
8 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
9 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
10 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
1 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
13 France No N/A Yes N/A
14 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
16 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
17 India No N/A Yes N/A
18 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
19 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
20 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
21 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
22 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
23 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
24 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
26 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
27 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
28 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with

If compliant, the

Signature of a

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners the standard alternative implemented _complying through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
29 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
30 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
32 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
33 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
34 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
35 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
36 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
37 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
38 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
40 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
41 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
42 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
44 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
45 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
46 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
48 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
50 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
51 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
52 United States No N/A Yes N/A
58 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
54 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Kenya

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Kenya has 15 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Kenya has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Kenya.

Table A A.54. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)

1 Canada No N/A No N/A
2 Denmark No N/A No N/A
3 France No N/A No N/A
4 Germany No N/A No N/A
5 India No N/A No N/A
6 Iran* No N/A No N/A
7 Korea No N/A No N/A
8 Norway No N/A No N/A
9 Qatar No N/A No N/A
10 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
1 South Africa No N/A No N/A
12 Sweden No N/A No N/A
13 United Arab No N/A No N/A

Emirates
14 United No N/A No N/A

Kingdom
15 Zambia No N/A No N/A
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Korea

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Korea has 93 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Korea signed the MLI in 2017, listing 63 of its 93 tax agreements. Korea also signed a
bilateral complying instrument with the Czech Republic.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Korea is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement with the Czech Republic subject to a bilateral complying instrument,
Korea is implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Korea indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreements with Albania*, Austria, Bahrain, Belarus*,
Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Ecuador*, Ethiopia*, Germany, Iran*, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan*,
Lao*, Malaysia, Myanmar*, Nepal*, Peru, Singapore, Switzerland, Tajikistan*, Turkey,
Turkmenistan*, the United Arab Emirates, Uzbekistan*, Venezuela* and Viet Nam.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Korea.

Table A A.55. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cc?mp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Australia No N/A No N/A
4 Austria No N/A No N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
7 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Brazil No N/A No N/A
11 Brunei Darussalam No N/A No N/A
12 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
13 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
14 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
15 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
16 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Czech Republic No N/A Yes PPT alone
19 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
20 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
21 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
22 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
23 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
24 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
26 France No N/A Yes N/A
27 Gabon No N/A Yes N/A
28 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
30 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
31 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
32 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
33 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
34 India No N/A Yes N/A
35 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
36 Iran* No N/A No N/A
37 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
38 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
39 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
40 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
41 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
43 Kenya No N/A No N/A
44 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
46 Lao People’s No N/A No N/A
Democratic Republic*
47 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
49 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
50 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
51 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
52 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
58 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
54 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Myanmar* No N/A No N/A
56 Nepal* No N/A No N/A
57 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
58 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
59 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
60 Oman No N/A No N/A
61 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
62 Panama No N/A No N/A
63 Papua New Guinea No N/A Yes N/A
64 Peru No N/A No N/A
65 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
66 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
67 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
68 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
69 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
70 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
71 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
72 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
73 Singapore No N/A No N/A
74 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
75 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
76 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
77 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
78 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
79 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
80 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
81 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
82 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
83 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
84 Turkey No N/A No N/A
85 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
86 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
87  United Arab Emirates No N/A No N/A
88 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
89 United States No N/A No N/A
90 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
91 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
92 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
93 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Latvia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Latvia has 61 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Japan complies with the standard.

Latvia signed the MLI in 2017, listing 45 of its 61 tax agreements. Latvia also signed a
bilateral complying instrument with Switzerland.

For its compliant agreement with Japan, the minimum standard is implemented through
the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Latvia is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement with Switzerland subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Latvia is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Latvia indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that the agreements not
subject to a complying instrument have not been listed under the MLI as they were
concluded with treaty partners that were not Inclusive Framework members at the time of
Latvia’s signature of the MLI. Further, Latvia indicated that it is not concerned by treaty
shopping with respect to those agreements.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Latvia.

Table A A.56. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signaturg ofa The alternative implemented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d .complymg through thfe complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
8 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
9 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
10 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
1 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
12 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
13 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
14 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
16 France No N/A Yes N/A
17 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signaturg ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d _complymg through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
19 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
20 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
21 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
22 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
23 India No N/A Yes N/A
24 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
25 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
26 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
27 Japan Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
28 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
29 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
30 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
31 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
32 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
33 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
34 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
35 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
36 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
37 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
40 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
41 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
42 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
43 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
44 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
45 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
49 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
50 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
51 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
52 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
58 Switzerland No N/A Yes PPT alone
54 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
55 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
56 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
57 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
58 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
59 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
60 United States No N/A No N/A
61 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
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Liberia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Liberia has one tax agreement in force with Germany, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire.

Liberia has not signed any complying instrument.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Liberia.

Table A A.57. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

z::gs Compéitaar:lfiea‘rn(’iith e alterlrflzg\rlr:epilri:nltértr:‘:nted comSiIg?natui:lit(:L?nent the complying instrument
P P plying (if not the MLI)
1 Germany No N/A No N/A
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Liechtenstein

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Liechtenstein has 18 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire. Three of those agreements, the agreements with Austria, Iceland
and Monaco, comply with the minimum standard.

Liechtenstein signed the MLI in 2017, listing 15 of its tax agreements.

For its compliant agreements with Austria, Iceland and Monaco, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its 15 agreements listed under the MLI, Liechtenstein is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Liechtenstein.

Table A A.58. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Ct:’r]r;p:taar::jea\rngth aIterI;act(;\';:e‘)ilrl\?;Itér::l:nted comf)llg?::::lz::l?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria Yes PPT N/A N/A
3 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
4 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
5 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
6 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
7 Hong Kong No N/A Yes N/A
(China)
8 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
9 Iceland Yes PPT N/A N/A
10 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
1 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
12 Monaco Yes PPT N/A N/A
13 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
14 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
15 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
16 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
17 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
18 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
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Lithuania

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Lithuania has 55 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Lithuania signed the MLI in 2017, with a provisional listing of all of its 55 tax
agreements.

For its 55 agreements listed under the MLI, Lithuania is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Lithuania deposited its instrument of ratification with the OECD Secretary-General on 11
September 2018.*The MLI enters into force for Lithuania on 1 January 2019.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Lithuania.

Table A A.59. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners L complying through the complying instrument
the standard alternative implemented . .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
3 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
7 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
8 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
9 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
10 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
12 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
13 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
14 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
15 France No N/A Yes N/A
16 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
18 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
19 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
20 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
21 India No N/A Yes N/A
22 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
23 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
24 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
25 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
26 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
27 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
28 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
29 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
30 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
31 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
33 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
34 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
37 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
38 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
39 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
40 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
44 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
45 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
46 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
47 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
48 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
49 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
50 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
51 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
52 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
58 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
54 United States No N/A Yes N/A
55 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
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Luxembourg

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Luxembourg has 80 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Luxembourg signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 80 agreements.

For its 80 agreements listed under the MLI, Luxembourg is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Luxembourg.

Table A A.60. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliar]t, the Signaturg ofa The alternat'ive !mplementecll through
Treaty partners the standard ' alternative .complymg the complying instrument (if not the

implemented instrument MLI)

1 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
6 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
7 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
8 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
9 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
1 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
12 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A

Republic of)

13 Chinese Taipei* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
16 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
17 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
19 France No N/A Yes N/A
20 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
22 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
23 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
24 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
25 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
26 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
27 India No N/A Yes N/A
28 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliaqt, the Signaturg ofa The alternat_ive !mplementeq through
Treaty partners the standard _ alternative _complymg the complying instrument (if not the

implemented instrument MLI)
30 Isle of Man No N/A Yes N/A
31 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
32 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
33 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
34 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
36 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
37 Lao People’s No N/A Yes N/A

Democratic
Republic*

38 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
40 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
44 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
45 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
46 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Monaco No N/A Yes N/A
48 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
50 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
51 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
52 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
53 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
54 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
55 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
56 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
57 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
58 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
59 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
60 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
61 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
62 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
63 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
64 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
65 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
66 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
67 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
68 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
69 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
70 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
71 Trinidad and Tobago No N/A Yes N/A
72 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
73 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
74 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
75  United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
76 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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. . If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented through
Compliance with . : L -
Treaty partners alternative complying the complying instrument (if not the
the standard . .
implemented instrument MLI)
77 United States No N/A Yes N/A
78 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
79 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
80 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Macau (China)

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Macau (China) has five tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Macau (China) has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Macau (China).

Table A A.61. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treat Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a A
partne)r,s thepstandard alternativepimplemented compl?(ing instrument through th(?f f\?;Tt?\IZIhl;I?_II)nStrument
1 Belgium No N/A No N/A
2 Cabo Verde* No N/A No N/A
3 Mozambique* No N/A No N/A
4 Portugal No N/A No N/A
5 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Malaysia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Malaysia has 72 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Malaysia signed the MLI in 2018, listing all of its 72 tax agreements.*’

For its 72 agreements listed under the MLI, Malaysia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Malaysia.

Table A A.62. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
8 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
1 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
12 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
13 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
14 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
15 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
16 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
18 France No N/A Yes N/A
19 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
20 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
21 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
22 India No N/A Yes N/A
23 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
24 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
26 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
27 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
28 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
29 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
30 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
31 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Kyrgyzstan® No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
33 Lao People’s No N/A Yes N/A
Democratic Republic*
34 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
36 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
37 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
38 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Myanmar* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Namibia* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
43 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
44 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
45 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
46 Papua New Guinea No N/A Yes N/A
47 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
49 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
50 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
51 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
52 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
53 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
54 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
55 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
56 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
57 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
58 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
59 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
60 Sudan* No N/A Yes N/A
61 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
62 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
63  Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A Yes N/A
64 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
65 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
66 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
67  United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
68 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
69 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
70 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
71 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
72 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Maldives

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Maldives does not have any tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about the Maldives.
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Malta

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Malta has 74 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Malta signed the MLI in 2017, listing 71 of these 75 tax agreements.

For its 71 agreements listed under the MLI, Malta is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Malta indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreement with Bulgaria and the United States.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Malta.

Table A A.63. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
7 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
10 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
1 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
12 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
13 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
15 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
16 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
17 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
19 France No N/A Yes N/A
20 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
22 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
23 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
24 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
25 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
26 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
27 India No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:lr:ap:g::izmth aIterI;:t(;\r:lpilr::Itér:nted comillgpna;ui:\est%;ent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
28 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
29 Isle of Man No N/A Yes N/A
30 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
31 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
32 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
33 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
34 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
40 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
42 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
44 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
45 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
49 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
50 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
51 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
52 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
53 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
54 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
55 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
56 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
57 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
59 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
60 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
61 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
62 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
63 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
64 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
65 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
66 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
67 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
68 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
69 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
70 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
71 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
72 United States No N/A No N/A
73 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
74 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Mauritius

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Mauritius has 43 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Mauritius signed the MLI in 2017, listing 41 of its 43 tax agreements in a revised
provisional MLI Position submitted to the Secretariat on 10 October 2018.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Mauritius is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Mauritius stated that
while it accepts the application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends where possible to
adopt an LOB provision through bilateral negotiation. The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

Mauritius indicated that bilateral negotiations would be used with Cabo Verde and India.

B. Implementation issues

By 30 June 2018, Mauritius was engaged in bilateral negotiations to implement the
minimum standard in a number of agreements. Mauritius opted on 10 October to submit a
revised MLI position expanding the list of agreements to be covered under the MLI from
23 to 41 agreements. The Secretariat is not aware of any implementation issues related to
agreements with Mauritius.

Table A A.64. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners c‘:hmepgtaa?s:lea:\gth altel!;:g\l:eﬁhnfglté::nted com?allg?na_(;ui:;stifl:nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
3 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
4 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
5 Cabo Verde* No N/A No N/A
6 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
7 Congo No N/A Yes N/A
8 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
9 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
10 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
11 France No N/A Yes N/A
12 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
13 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
14 India No N/A No N/A
15 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
16 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Lesotho* No N/A Yes N/A
18 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
19 Madagascar* No N/A Yes N/A
20 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmeplltaar:]‘i:leamth alterl;:z\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted com?:llg?nag:ui;est(:']:;ent through th.e complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
22 Monaco No N/A Yes N/A
23 Mozambique* No N/A Yes N/A
24 Namibia* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Nepal* No N/A Yes N/A
26 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
27 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
28 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
29 Rwanda* No N/A Yes N/A
30 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
31 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
32 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
33 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
34 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
35 Eswatini® No N/A Yes N/A
36 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
37 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
38 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Uganda® No N/A Yes N/A
40 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
41 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
42 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Mexico

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Mexico has 59 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Three of those agreements, the agreements with Argentina, the
Philippines* and Spain, comply with the minimum standard.

Mexico signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 59 tax agreements."’

For its compliant agreement with Argentina, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB. For
its compliant agreements with the Philippines* and Spain, the minimum standard is
implemented through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For 56 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Mexico is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Three of Mexico’s
agreements, the compliant agreements with Argentina, the Philippines* and Spain, are
within the scope of reservations made by Mexico pursuant to Article 6(4) or Article
7(15)(b) of the MLI.*Mexico also opted for the simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the
MLI. All agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with
the minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Mexico.

Table A A.65. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners c‘:hmepgtaa?s:lea:\gth altel!;:g\l:eﬁhnfglté::nted com?l?l?na;ui:st?z?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Argentina Yes PPT and LOB N/A N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
5 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
8 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
9 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
11 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
13 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
14 Ecuador* No N/A Yes N/A
15 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
17 France No N/A Yes N/A
18 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
19 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
20  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
21 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmeplltaameamth alterl;:g\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted comillgpna;ui;est%?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
22 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
23 India No N/A Yes N/A
24 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
26 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
27 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
28 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
29 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
30 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
31 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
34 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
35 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
36 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
37 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
38 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
39 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
40 Peru No N/A Yes N/A
41 Philippines* Yes PPT N/A N/A
42 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
43 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
44 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
45 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
49 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
50 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
51 Spain Yes PPT N/A N/A
52 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
58 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
54 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
55 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
56 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
57 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
58 United States No N/A Yes N/A
59 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
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Monaco

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Monaco has nine tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Liechtenstein complies with the minimum standard.

Monaco signed the MLI in 2017, listing eight of its nine tax agreements.*

For its compliant agreement with Liechtenstein, the minimum standard is implemented
through the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its eight agreements listed under the MLI, Monaco is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Monaco.

Table A A.66. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)
1 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
2 Liechtenstein Yes PPT N/A N/A
3 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
4 Mali* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
6 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
7 Saint Kitts and No N/A Yes N/A
Nevis
8 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
9 France No N/A Yes N/A
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Mongolia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Mongolia has 24 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Mongolia has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Mongolia.

Table A A.67. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)
1 Austria No N/A No N/A
2 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
3 Belgium No N/A No N/A
4 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
5 Canada No N/A No N/A
6 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
7 Czech Republic No N/A No N/A
8 France No N/A No N/A
9 Germany No N/A No N/A
10 Hungary No N/A No N/A
1 India No N/A No N/A
12 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
13 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
14 Korea No N/A No N/A
15 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
16 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
17 Poland No N/A No N/A
18 Russia No N/A No N/A
19 Singapore No N/A No N/A
20 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
21 Turkey No N/A No N/A
22 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
23 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
24 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Montserrat

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Montserrat has two tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Montserrat has not signed any complying instruments.

Montserrat indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that its agreement
with the United Kingdom is an arrangement that cannot be modified with the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Montserrat.

Table A A.68. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treaty Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a the complving i
N s plying instrument
partners standard alternative implemented complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
2 United No N/A No N/A
Kingdom
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The Netherlands

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Netherlands has 95 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

The Netherlands signed the MLI in 2017, listing 81 of its 95 tax agreements.’’The
Netherlands also signed a bilateral complying instrument with respect to five of its
agreements, the agreements with Algeria*, Denmark, Ghana*, Ukraine and
Uzbekistan*.”!

For its agreements listed under the MLI, the Netherlands is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreements subject to a bilateral complying instrument, the Netherlands is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

The Netherlands agreements with Aruba*, Curacao and Sint Maarten* are not listed
under the MLI as they are arrangements governed by the domestic law of the Kingdom of
the Netherlands.

The Netherlands indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used with respect to its agreements with Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Ireland, Poland, Spain and Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the Netherlands.

Table A A.69. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Ct:'r]l:!p:taazt;ea:\gth altel!:l(a:t?\r/r:epilrl:gltér:nted com?l?l?rla;l‘i;est?'t;lent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes PPT alone
3 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
4 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Aruba* No N/A No N/A
6 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
7 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
8 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
12 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
13 Belgium No N/A No N/A
14 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
15 Brazil No N/A No N/A
16 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
17 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
18 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
19 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
20 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Curacao No N/A No N/A
22 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
23 Denmark No N/A Yes PPT alone
24 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
25 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
27 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
28 France No N/A Yes N/A
29 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
30 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
31 Ghana* No N/A Yes PPT alone
32 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
33 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
34 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
35 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
36 India No N/A Yes N/A
37 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
38 Ireland No N/A No N/A
39 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
40 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
41 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
42 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
44 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
45 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
46 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
49 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
50 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
51 Malawi* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
54 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
55 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
56 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
58 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
59 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
60 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
61 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
62 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
63 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
64 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
65 Poland No N/A No N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
66 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
67 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
68 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
69 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
70 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
71 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
72 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
73 Sint Maarten* No N/A No N/A
74 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
75 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
76 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
77 Spain No N/A No N/A
78 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
79 Suriname* No N/A Yes N/A
80 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
81 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
82 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
83 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
84 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
85 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
86 Uganda* No N/A Yes N/A
87 Ukraine No N/A Yes PPT alone
88 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
89 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
90 United States No N/A Yes N/A
91 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes PPT alone
92 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
93 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
94 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
95 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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New Zealand

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

New Zealand has 40 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire. Its agreement with Samoa*, not subject to the Peer Review,
complies with the minimum standard.

New Zealand signed the MLI in 2017 and deposited its instrument of ratification of the
MLI with the OECD Secretary-General on the 27 June 2018. It listed 37 of its 40 tax
agreements. The MLI will enter into force for New Zealand on 1st October 2018.

For its compliant agreement with Samoa*, the minimum standard is implemented through
the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its 37 agreements listed under the MLI, New Zealand is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with New Zealand.

Table A A.70. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)
1 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
3 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
4 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
5 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
6 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
7 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
8 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
9 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
10 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
12 France No N/A Yes N/A
13 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
14 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
15 India No N/A Yes N/A
16 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
18 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
19 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
20 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
21 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
22 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
23 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
24 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners o atiemative mplemented _ compying nsrument 7049 the complying intrument
(if not the MLI)
25 Papua New No N/A Yes N/A
Guinea
26 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
27 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
28 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Samoa* Yes PPT alone N/A N/A
30 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
31 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
32 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
33 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
34 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
35 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
36 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
37 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
38 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
39 United States No N/A No N/A
40 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Nigeria

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Nigeria has 14 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Nigeria signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 14 tax agreements.>

For its 14 agreements listed under the MLI, Nigeria is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Nigeria.

Table A A.71. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Cc:’r]r;p:taar::jea\rngth aIterI;act(;\';:e‘)ilrl\?;Itér::l:nted comillg?:::;zgtlzlent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
2 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
3 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
4 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
5 France No N/A Yes N/A
6 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
7 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
8 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
10 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
1 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
12 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
13 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
14 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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Norway

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Norway has 84 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral Nordic Convention concluded with Denmark, the
Faroe Islands, Finland, Iceland and Sweden (“Nordic Convention”).”?

Norway signed the MLI in 2017, listing 28 of its 84 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Norway is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Norway stated that while it
accepts the application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends where possible to adopt an
LOB provision through bilateral negotiation. Norway has also accepted to implement a
simplified LOB in agreements concluded with partners that opted in for the simplified
LOB under Article 7(7)(a) of the MLI. The agreements that will be modified by the MLI
will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI
take effect.

Norway did not list the Nordic Convention under the MLI and indicated that the
agreement will shortly be subject to a complying instrument.

Norway also indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used with respect to its agreements with Belgium, Brazil, Canada,
France, Germany, Israel, Korea, New Zealand, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Spain,
Switzerland, Thailand and the United States.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Norway.

Table A A.72. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Ct:'r]l:!p:taazt;ea:\gth altel!:l(a:t?\r/r:epilrl:gltér:nted com?l?l?rla;l‘i;est?'t;lent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A No N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
6 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
7 Barbados No N/A No N/A
8 Belgium No N/A No N/A
9 Benin No N/A No N/A
10 Bosnia and No N/A No N/A
Herzegovina®
1 Brazil No N/A No N/A
12 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
13 Canada No N/A No N/A
14 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
15 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
16 Cote d'lvoire No N/A No N/A
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Treaty partners

Compliance with

If compliant, the

Signature of a

The alternative implemented
through the complying instrument

the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
17 Croatia No N/A No N/A
18 Curacao No N/A No N/A
19 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
20 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
21 Denmark No N/A No N/A
22 Egypt No N/A No N/A
23 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
24 Faroe Islands* No N/A No N/A
25 Finland No N/A No N/A
26 France No N/A No N/A
27 Gambia* No N/A No N/A
28 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Germany No N/A No N/A
30 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
31 Greenland* No N/A No N/A
32 Hungary No N/A No N/A
33 Iceland No N/A No N/A
34 India No N/A Yes N/A
35 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
36 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
37 Israel No N/A No N/A
38 Italy No N/A No N/A
39 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
40 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
41 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
42 Kenya No N/A No N/A
43 Korea No N/A No N/A
44 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
45 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
47 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
48 Malawi* No N/A No N/A
49 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
50 Malta N/A Yes N/A
51 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
52 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
58 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
54 Nepal* No N/A No N/A
55 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
56 New Zealand No N/A No N/A
57 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
58 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
59 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
60 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
61 Qatar No N/A No N/A
62 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
63 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
64 Senegal No N/A No N/A
65 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
66 Sierra Leone No N/A No N/A
67 Singapore No N/A No N/A
68 Sint Maarten* No N/A No N/A
69 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
70 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
71 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
72 Spain No N/A No N/A
73 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
74 Sweden No N/A No N/A
75 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
76 Tanzania* No N/A No N/A
77 Thailand No N/A No N/A
78 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
Tobago
79 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
80 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
81 Uganda* No N/A No N/A
82 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
83 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
84 United States No N/A No N/A
85 Venezuela*® No N/A No N/A
86 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
87 Zambia No N/A No N/A
88 Zimbabwe* No N/A No N/A
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Oman

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Oman has 34 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Oman has not signed any complying instruments.

Oman indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that its agreement with
India would be amended bilaterally.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Oman.

Table A A.73. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
2 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
3 Brunei Darussalam No N/A No N/A
4 Canada No N/A No N/A
5 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
6 Croatia No N/A No N/A
7 France No N/A No N/A
8 Hungary No N/A No N/A
9 India No N/A No N/A
10 Iran* No N/A No N/A
1 Italy No N/A No N/A
12 Japan No N/A No N/A
13 Korea No N/A No N/A
14 Lebanon* No N/A No N/A
15 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
16 Moldova* No N/A No N/A
17 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
18 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
19 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
20 Portugal No N/A No N/A
21 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
22 Singapore No N/A No N/A
23 South Africa No N/A No N/A
24 Spain No N/A No N/A
25 Sudan* No N/A No N/A
26 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
27 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
28 Thailand No N/A No N/A
29 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
30 Turkey No N/A No N/A
31 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:Ir::ap:taar;fieamth alterlrf1:t?\r/nepilr::‘;r:ltért::nted comillgl?:g:uigest.}ilﬁnent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
32 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
33 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
34 Yemen* No N/A No N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



ANNEX A. JURISDICTIONAL DATA | 177

Pakistan

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Pakistan has 65 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Pakistan signed the MLI in 2017, listing 63 of its 65 tax agreements.

For its 63 agreements listed under the MLI, Pakistan is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Pakistan.

Table A A.74. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irpple'mented
Treaty partners Lo complying through the complying instrument
the standard alternative implemented . .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
2 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
8  Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
1 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
12 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
13 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
14 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
15 France No N/A Yes N/A
16 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
17 Hong Kong (China) No N/A No N/A
18 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
19 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
22 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
23 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
24 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
26 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
27 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
28 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
29 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
30 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
33 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
34 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Nepal* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
37 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
38 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
39 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
40 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
42 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
43 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
44 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
45 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
46 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
48 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
49 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
50 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
51 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
52 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
53 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
54 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
56 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
57 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
58 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
60 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
61 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
62 United States No N/A Yes N/A
63 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
64 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
65 Yemen* No N/A Yes N/A
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Panama

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Panama has 17 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Panama signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 17 tax agreements.

For its 17 agreements listed under the MLI, Panama is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Panama.

Table A A.75. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Cc:’r]r;p:taar::jea\rngth aIterI;act(;\';:e‘)ilrl\?;Itér::]:nted comf)llg?::::lzgtlfnent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
2 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
3 France No N/A Yes N/A
4 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
5 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
6 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
7 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
8 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
9 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
10 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
1 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
12 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
13 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
14 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
15 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
16 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
17 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Papua New Guinea

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Papua New Guinea has 10 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Papua New Guinea has not signed any complying instruments.

Papua New Guinea is working towards the signature of the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Papua New Guinea.

Table A A.76. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners c?lr:ep:g:::leamth alterlzzg\r/‘:apihr:gltért::nted comill?/?na;ui;es:'{;nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
2 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
3 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
4 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
6 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
7 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
8 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
9 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
10 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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Paraguay

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Paraguay has two tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Paraguay has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Paraguay.

Table A A.77. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a L
N s through the complying instrument
partners the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Chile No N/A No N/A
2 Chinese No N/A No N/A
Taipei*
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Peru

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Peru has eight tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the Decision 578 of the Andean Community Commission for the
members of the Andean Community.**

Peru signed the MLI in 2018, listing seven of its eight tax agreements.

For its seven agreements listed under the MLI, Peru is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Peru also expressed
a statement that while it accepts the application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends
where possible to adopt an LOB provision through bilateral negotiation. The agreements
that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard
once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

The Decision 578 of the Andean Community Commission has not been listed under the
MLI as it is a Decision of the Commission of the Andean Community.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Peru.

Table A A.78. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treaty Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a the complvind i
L Lo plying instrument
partners standard alternative implemented complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Bolivia* No N/A No N/A
2 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
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Poland

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Poland has 82 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Poland signed the MLI in 2017, listing 76 of its 82 tax agreements.>

Poland deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD Secretary-
General on 23 January 2018. The MLI has entered into force for Poland on 1 July 2018.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Poland is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Poland expressed a statement
that while it accepts the application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends where possible
to adopt an LOB provision through bilateral negotiation. The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

Poland indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used with respect to its agreement with Georgia, Germany,
Montenegro* and the United States.

Poland also indicated that the new agreements concluded with Malaysia (2013) and
Sri Lanka (2015) have not yet been ratified by their treaty partners but have been listed by
Poland under the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Poland.

Table A A.79. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:Irﬂ;p:tzmeamth altel!rlac:i)\l::epilrl\?gltér::l:nted comillg?:étz;esz'tj?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina®
10 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
1 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
12 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
13 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
14 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
17 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
18 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
19 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
22 France No N/A Yes N/A
23 Georgia No N/A No N/A
24 Germany No N/A No PPT alone
25 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
26 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
27 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
28 India No N/A Yes N/A
29 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
30 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
32 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
33 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
34 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
35 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
37 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
38 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
41 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
43 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
44 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
45 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
46 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
47 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
48 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
50 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
51 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
58 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
54 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
55 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
56 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
57 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
58 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
59 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
60 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
61 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
62 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
63 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
64 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
65 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
66 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
67 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
68 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
69 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
70 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
71 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
72 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
73 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
74 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
75 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
76 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
77 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
78 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
79 United States No N/A No N/A
80 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
81 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
82 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Portugal

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Portugal has 78 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Portugal signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 78 tax agreements.”

For its 78 agreements listed under the MLI, Portugal is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Portugal indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreement with Finland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Portugal.

Table A A.80. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
5 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Cabo Verde* No N/A Yes N/A
10 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
11 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
12 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
13 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
14 Cote d'lvoire No N/A Yes N/A
15 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Cuba* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
18 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
19 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
20 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
22 Finland No N/A Yes PPT
23 France No N/A Yes N/A
24 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
26 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
27 Guinea-Bissau* No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmeplltaameamth alterl;:z\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted com?:llg?:;lirr]est(:'zzent through th.e complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
28  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
29 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
30 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
31 India No N/A Yes N/A
32 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
34 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
35 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
36 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
37 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
38 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
40 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
42 Macau (China) No N/A Yes N/A
43 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
44 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
45 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Mozambique* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
50 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
51 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
52 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
58 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
54 Peru No N/A Yes N/A
55 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
56 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
57 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
58 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
59 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
60 Sao Tome and No N/A Yes N/A
Principe*
61 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
62 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
63 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
64 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
65 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
66 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
67 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
68 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
69 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
70 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
71 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
72 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
73 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
74 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:hmeplltaar:]‘i:leamth alterl;:z\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted com?:llg?nag:ui;est(:']:;ent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
75 United States No N/A Yes N/A
76 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
77 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
78 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Qatar

Qatar signed the MLI on 4 December 2018, after the 30 June 2018 deadline for
submitting the Peer Review questionnaires.

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Qatar has 76 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Qatar signed the MLI in 2018, listing all of its 76 tax agreements.

For its 76 agreements listed under the MLI, Qatar is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Qatar.

Table A A.81. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Ct:’r]r;p:taar::jea\rngth aIterI;act(;\[;:e‘)ilrl\?;Itér::l:nted comillg?:::;zzzzlent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
4 Austria No N/A No N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
6 Barbados No N/A No N/A
7 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
8 Bermuda No N/A No N/A
9 Bosnia and No N/A No N/A
Herzegovina®
10  Brunei Darussalam No N/A No N/A
1 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
12 Chad* No N/A No N/A
13 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
14 Croatia No N/A No N/A
15 Cuba* No N/A No N/A
16 Cyprus* No N/A No N/A
17 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
18 Fiji* No N/A No N/A
19 France No N/A No N/A
20 Georgia No N/A No N/A
21 Greece No N/A No N/A
22 Guernsey No N/A No N/A
23 Hong Kong (China) No N/A No N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
24 Hungary No N/A No N/A
25 India No N/A No N/A
26 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
27 Iran* No N/A No N/A
28 Ireland No N/A No N/A
29 Isle of Man No N/A No N/A
30 Italy No N/A No N/A
31 Japan No N/A No N/A
32 Jersey No N/A No N/A
33 Jordan* No N/A No N/A
34 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
35 Kenya No N/A No N/A
36 Korea No N/A No N/A
37 Kyrgyzstan® No N/A No N/A
38 Latvia No N/A No N/A
39 Lebanon* No N/A No N/A
40 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
41 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
42 Malta No N/A No N/A
43 Mauritania* No N/A No N/A
44 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
45 Mexico No N/A No N/A
46 Monaco No N/A No N/A
47 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
48 Nepal* No N/A No N/A
49 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
50 Nigeria No N/A No N/A
51 Norway No N/A No N/A
52 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
58 Panama No N/A No N/A
54 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
55 Poland No N/A No N/A
56 Portugal No N/A No N/A
57 Romania No N/A No N/A
58 Russia No N/A No N/A
59 San Marino No N/A No N/A
60 Senegal No N/A No N/A
61 Serbia No N/A No N/A
62 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
63 Singapore No N/A No N/A
64 Slovenia No N/A No N/A
65 South Africa No N/A No N/A
66 Spain No N/A No N/A
67 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
68 Sudan® No N/A No N/A
69 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
70 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A
Republic*
71 Tunisia No N/A No N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



ANNEX A. JURISDICTIONAL DATA | 191

The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atmatve implemented  complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
72 Turkey No N/A No N/A
73 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
74 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
75 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
76 Yemen* No N/A No N/A
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Romania

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Romania has 88 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Romania signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 88 tax agreements.”’Romania also
signed a bilateral complying instrument with Spain.

For its 88 agreements listed under the MLI, Romania is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement subject to a bilateral complying instrument with Spain, Romania is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Romania.

Table A A.82. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:hmepg; r:::jea\rngth _ alte}:native gomplying throu%: sttl:z:l:mplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
4 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
5 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
6 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belarus® No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
1 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
12 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
13 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
14 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
17 Democratic People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of Korea*
18 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
19 Ecuador* No N/A Yes N/A
20 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
21 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
22 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Ct':hmepéltaa r;(;ea:\gth _ alterr)native somplying throu%: st:;z;:r;plymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
24 France No N/A Yes N/A
25 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
27 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
28 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
29 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
30 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
31 India No N/A Yes N/A
32 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
33 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
34 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
35 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
36 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
37 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
38 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
40 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
41 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
44 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
45 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
46 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
49 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
50 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
51 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Namibia* No N/A Yes N/A
54 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
55 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
56 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
57 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
58 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
60 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
61 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
62 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
63 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
64 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
65 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
66 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
67 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
68 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
69 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
70 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
71 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with i C:I::I;[::::{il\t;:he s'g:;t:l;‘?:; a through the complying
the standard implemented instrument . instrument
(if not the MLI)
72 Sudan® No N/A Yes N/A
73 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
74 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
75  Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A Yes N/A
76 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
77 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
78 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
79 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
80 Turkmenistan* N/A Yes N/A
81 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
82 United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
83 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
84 United States No N/A Yes N/A
85 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
86 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
87 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
88 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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Russia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Russia has 84 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Russia signed the MLI in 2017, listing 69 of its 84 tax agreements.’*Russia also signed a
bilateral complying instrument with respect to two of its agreements, the agreements with
Japan and Sweden.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Russia is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Russia also opted for the
simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The agreements that will be modified by
the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of the
MLI take effect.

For its agreement with Japan subject to a complying instrument, Russia is implementing
the preamble statement and the PPT combined with the LOB. For its agreement with
Sweden, Russia is implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Russia indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreements with Brazil, Germany, Japan, Sweden and
Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Russia.

Table A A.83. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners c‘:hmep;'; I:::jea‘,‘-\gth _ alte}:native _gomplying throug::sttr:’zrtr:‘zmplymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
4 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
6 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
7 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
1 Brazil No N/A No N/A
12 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
13 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
14 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
15 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
16 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Cuba* No N/A Yes N/A
18 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners Ct':hmepéltaa r;(;ea:\gth _ alterr)native somplying throu%: st:;z;:r;plymg
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
19 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
20 Democratic People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of Korea*
21 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
22 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
23 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
24 France No N/A Yes N/A
25 Germany No N/A No N/A
26 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
27 Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
28 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
29 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
30 India No N/A Yes N/A
31 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Iran* No N/A No N/A
33 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
34 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
35 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
36 Japan No N/A Yes PPT and LOB
37 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
38 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
39 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
41 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
44 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
45 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
46 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Mali* No N/A No N/A
48 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
49 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
50 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
51 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
52 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
54 Namibia* No N/A No N/A
55 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
56 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
57 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
58 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
60 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
61 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
62 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
63 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
64 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
65 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with i C:I::I;[::::{il\t;:he S|g:;t:l;ei:; a through the complying
the standard implemented instrument . instrument
(if not the MLI)
66 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
67 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
68 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
69 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
70 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
71 Sweden No N/A Yes PPT alone
72 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
73 Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A No N/A
74 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
75 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
76 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
77 Turkmenistan* No N/A No N/A
78 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
79 United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
80 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
81 United States No N/A Yes N/A
82 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
83 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
84 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Saint Kitts and Nevis

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Saint Kitts and Nevis has five tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire, including the multilateral agreement among the members of
the CARICOM concluded with ten of its treaty partners.”

Saint Kitts and Nevis has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Saint Kitts and

Nevis.
Table A A.84. Summary of the jurisdiction response
_ . _ Signature of a The alternative implem'ented
Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmplllant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Antigua and No N/A No N/A
Barbuda*
2 Barbados No N/A No N/A
3 Belize No N/A No N/A
4 Dominica* No N/A No N/A
5 Grenada* No N/A No N/A
6 Guyana* No N/A No N/A
7 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
8 Monaco No N/A No N/A
9 Saint Lucia No N/A No N/A
10  Saint Vincent and the No N/A No N/A
Grenadines*
1 San Marino No N/A No N/A
12 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
13 Trinidad and Tobago No N/A No N/A
14 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
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San Marino

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

San Marino has 21 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

San Marino signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 21 tax agreements.

For its 21 agreements listed under the MLI, San Marino is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI). For 18 of its agreements listed under the MLI, San
Marino is implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Three of San Marino’s
agreements, the agreements with Azerbaijan*, Barbados and Italy, are within the scope of
a reservation made by San Marino pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) of the MLIL®AIl
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with San Marino.

Table A A.85. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:iTepgfar;%ea:gth aIterI;:g\r/r;pi::Itért::nted com?:llg?:étzrr\itﬁj?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
2 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
5 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
6 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
8 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
9 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
10 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
1 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
12 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
13 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
14 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
15 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
16 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
17 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
18  Saint Kitts and No N/A Yes N/A
Nevis
19 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
20 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
21 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Saudi Arabia

Saudi Arabia signed the MLI on 18 September 2018, after the 30 June 2018 deadline for
submitting the Peer Review questionnaires.

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Saudi Arabia has 45 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Saudi Arabia signed the MLI on 18 September 2018, listing all of its 45 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Saudi Arabia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Saudi Arabia.

Table A A.86. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative

Treaty partners Compliance with " C:I'tr;frl::tr;\t;et e Slggrzt:l;?nogf ) implemeqted. through the Comments
the standard implemented instrument complylng instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
3 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
4 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus® No N/A Yes N/A
6 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
7 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
8 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
9 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
10 France No N/A Yes N/A
1 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
12 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
13 India No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
14 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
15 Italy No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
16 Japan No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
17 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative

Treaty partners Compliance with " c:lrt‘;rr)rl::tr;\t/’et "e s?:?:l;ﬁnogf ) implemer_lted_ through the Comments
the standard implemented instrument complylng instrument
(if not the MLI)
18 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
19 Korea No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
20 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
22 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
24 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
25 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
26 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
27 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
28 Poland No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
29 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
30 Romania No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
31 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
33 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
34 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
35 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
36 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
37 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
40 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
42 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
43 Uzbekistan® No N/A Yes N/A
44 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A Includes anti-
abuse rule
45 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Senegal

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Senegal has 18 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral Regulation 08/2008/COM adopting the rules for
the avoidance of double taxation within the West African Economic and Monetary Union
and the rule for assistance in tax matters (the Regulation 08/2008/COM) concluded with
seven of its treaty partners.”’

Senegal signed the MLI in 2017, listing 16 of its 18 tax agreements.”

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Senegal is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Senegal also opted for the
simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI and stated that, while it accepts the
application of the PPT under the MLI, it intends where possible to adopt an LOB
provision through bilateral negotiation. The agreements that will be modified by the MLI
will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI
take effect.

The Regulation 08/2008/COM has not been listed under the MLI as it is a regulation of
the West African Economic and Monetary Union.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Senegal.

Table A A.87. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners c‘:rr::eplltzmz‘r‘gth altel!;:g\l:eﬁhnfglté::nted comf)lli?naéui;Zt?t:nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
2 Benin No N/A No N/A
3 Burkina Faso No N/A No N/A
4 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
5  Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
6 Cote d'Ivoire No N/A No N/A
7 France No N/A Yes N/A
8  Guinea-Bissau* No N/A No N/A
9 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
10 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Mali* No N/A No N/A
13 Mauritania* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
15 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Niger* No N/A No N/A
17 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
18 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
19 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
20 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
21 Togo* No N/A No N/A
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22 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A

23 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates

24 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
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Serbia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Serbia has 58 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Serbia signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 58 tax agreements.*

For its 58 agreements listed under the MLI, Serbia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Serbia deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD Secretary-
General on 5 June 2018. The MLI has entered into force for Serbia on 1 October 2018.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Serbia.

Table A A.88. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Compliance with If compliant, the - through the complying
Treaty partners thepstandard alternativepimplemented c ortnplylngt instrument
nstrumen (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus® No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina®
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
1 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
13 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
14 Democratic People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of Korea*
15 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
16 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
17 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
19 France No N/A Yes N/A
20 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
22 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
23 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
24 India No N/A Yes N/A
25 Iran® No N/A Yes N/A
26 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
27 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
28 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented . instrument
instrument .
(if not the MLI)
29 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
30 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
33 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
34 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
35 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
37 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
38 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
41 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
42 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
43 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
44 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
45 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
48 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
50 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
51 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
52 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
53 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
54 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
55 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
56 United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
57 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
58 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Seychelles

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Seychelles has 28 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

The Seychelles signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 28 tax agreements.

For its 28 agreements listed under the MLI, the Seychelles is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The Seychelles
expressed a statement that while it accepts the application of the PPT under the MLI, it
intends where possible to adopt an LOB provision through bilateral negotiation. All
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the Seychelles.

Table A A.89. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:L'Lp:; :c;ea\rngth . alternative _complying throu%: ;tl:zrt:‘zmplylng Comments
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
2 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
3 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bermuda No N/A Yes N/A
5 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
6 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
7 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
10 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
1 Isle of Man No N/A Yes N/A
12 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
13 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
14 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
15 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
17 Monaco No N/A Yes N/A
18 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
19 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
20 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
21 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
22 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
23 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
24 Eswatini* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
26 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
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If compliant, the

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners c‘:hmepgtaa r:\(;ea\:gth _ alternative _complying throug?: ;Ezszr;plylng Comments
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
27 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
28 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
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Sierra Leone

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Sierra Leone has three tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Sierra Leone has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Sierra Leone.

Table A A.90. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented through

Treal Compliance with the If compliant, the Signature of a L

partm?r,s pstandard alternativepimplemented compl?/ing instrument the C(}:?fm?gelﬁﬂ;j ment
1 Norway No N/A No N/A
2 South Africa No N/A No N/A
3 United No N/A No N/A

Kingdom
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Singapore

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Singapore has 84 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Singapore signed the MLI in 2017, listing 73 of its 84 tax agreements in a revised
provisional MLI Position submitted to the Secretariat on 11 June 2018.*

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Singapore is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Singapore.

Table A A.91. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
7 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
8 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
9 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
1 Cambodia* No N/A No N/A
12 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
13 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
14 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
15 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
17 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
18 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
19 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
20 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
22 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
24 France No N/A Yes N/A
25 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
27 Guernsey No N/A Yes N/A
28 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
29 India No N/A Yes N/A
30 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
32 Isle of Man No N/A Yes N/A
33 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
34 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
35 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
36 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
37 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
38 Korea No N/A No N/A
39 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Lao People’s No N/A No N/A
Democratic Republic*
41 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Libya* No N/A No N/A
43 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
44 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
45 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
46 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
48 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
49 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
50 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
51 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Myanmar* No N/A No N/A
53 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
54 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
55 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
56 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
57 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
58 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
59  Papua New Guinea No N/A Yes N/A
60 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
61 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
62 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
63 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
64 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
65 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
66 Rwanda* No N/A No N/A
67 San Marino No N/A Yes N/A
68 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
69 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
70 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
71 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
72 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
73 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
74 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
75 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
76 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
77 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
78 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
79 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
80  United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A
81 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
82 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
83 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
84 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Slovak Republic

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Slovak Republic has 70 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire.

The Slovak Republic signed the MLI in 2017, with a provisional listing of 64 of its 70 tax
agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, the Slovak Republic is implementing the
preamble statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The
Slovak Republic also opted for the simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

The Slovak Republic deposited its instrument of ratification with the OECD Secretary-
General on 20 September 2018.°The MLI enters into force for the Slovak Republic on 1
January 2019.

The Slovak Republic indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that the
agreements not subject to a complying instrument have not been listed under the MLI as
they were either not in force at the time of the signature of the MLI or too old to be
covered under the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the Slovak Republic.

Table A A.92. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative in_1p|e_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d .complymg through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
7 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
11 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
12 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
13 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
15 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
16 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
17 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
18 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d _complylng through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
19 France No N/A Yes N/A
20 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
22 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
23 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
24 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
25 India No N/A Yes N/A
26 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
27 Iran* No N/A No N/A
28 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
29 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
30 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
31 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
32 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
33 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
34 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
36 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
37 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
38 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
39 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
41 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
42 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
43 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
44 Mongolia No N/A No N/A
45 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
47 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
48 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
49 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
50 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
51 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
52 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
54 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
55 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
56 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
57 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
58 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
59 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
60 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
61 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
62 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
63 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
64 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
65 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
66 United Arab No N/A No N/A
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Compliance with

If compliant, the

Signature of a

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners the standard alternative implemented _complying through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
Emirates
67 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
68 United States No N/A Yes N/A
69 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
70 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Slovenia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Slovenia has 59 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Japan complies with the minimum standard.

Slovenia signed the MLI in 2017, listing 55 of its 59 tax agreements.*

For its compliant agreement with Japan, the minimum standard is implemented through
the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For its 55 agreements listed under the MLI, Slovenia is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

Slovenia deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD Secretary-
General on 22 March 2018. The MLI has entered into force for Slovenia on 1 July 2018.

Slovenia indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreements with Germany, Montenegro* and Sweden.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Slovenia.

Table A A.93. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

reaty parners QU ETRd atematve implemonted _ complying nsrument {1T0ugh the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
11 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
13 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
14 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
15 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
17 France No N/A Yes N/A
18 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
19 Germany No N/A No N/A
20 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
21 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atematve implemented _ complying nsrument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
22 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
23 India No N/A Yes N/A
24 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
26 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
27 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
28 Japan Yes PPT alone N/A N/A
29 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
30 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
31 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
33 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
34 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
35 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
36 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
37 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
38 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
40 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
41 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
42 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
43 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
44 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
45 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
49 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
50 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
51 Sweden No N/A No N/A
52 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
58 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
54 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
55 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
56 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
57 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
58 United States No N/A Yes N/A
59 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
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South Africa

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

South Africa has 79 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

South Africa signed the MLI in 2017, listing 74 of its 79 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, South Africa is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

South Africa indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreements with Brazil, Germany, Malawi* and
Zambia.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with South Africa.

Table A A.94. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
2 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Belarus® No N/A No N/A
5 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
6 Botswana No N/A No N/A
7 Brazil No N/A No N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Cameroon No N/A Yes N/A
10 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
1 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
12 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
13 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
14 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
15 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
17 Democratic Republic No N/A No N/A
of the Congo
18 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
19 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
20 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
21 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
22 France No N/A Yes N/A
23 Germany No N/A No N/A
24 Ghana* No N/A No N/A
25 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
26 Grenada* No N/A No N/A
27  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
28 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
29 India No N/A Yes N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the complying throuqh the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
30 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Iran* No N/A No N/A
32 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
33 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
34 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
35 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
36 Kenya No N/A No N/A
37 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
38 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Lesotho* No N/A No N/A
40 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
41 Malawi* No N/A No N/A
42 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
44 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
45 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
46 Mozambique* No N/A No N/A
47 Namibia* No N/A No N/A
48 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
49 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
50 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
51 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
52 Oman No N/A No N/A
53 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
54 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
55 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
56 Qatar No N/A No N/A
57 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
58 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
59 Rwanda* No N/A No N/A
60 Saudi Arabia No N/A No N/A
61 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
62 Sierra Leone No N/A No N/A
63 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
64 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
65 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
66 Eswatini* No N/A No N/A
67 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
68 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
69 Tanzania* No N/A No N/A
70 Thailand No N/A No N/A
71 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
72 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
73 Uganda* No N/A No N/A
74 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
75  United Arab Emirates No N/A No N/A
76 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
77 United States No N/A No N/A
78 Zambia No N/A No N/A
79 Zimbabwe* No N/A No N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



218 | ANNEX A. JURISDICTIONAL DATA

Spain

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Spain has 92 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire. Its agreement with Mexico complies with the minimum standard.

Spain signed the MLI in 2017, listing 86 of its 92 tax agreements.®’Spain also signed a
bilateral complying instrument with Romania.

For its compliant agreement with Mexico, the minimum standard is implemented through
the inclusion of the preamble statement and the PPT.

For 84 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Spain is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI). For 83 of its agreements listed under the MLI, Spain is
implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Three of Spain’s agreements, the
agreements with Andorra, Mexico and Romania, are within the scope of reservations
made by Spain pursuant to Article 6(4) or Article 7(15)(b) of the MLIL.®*The agreements
that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard
once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement with Romania subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Spain is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Spain indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral negotiations
would be used for its agreements with China, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden
and Ukraine.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Spain.

Table A A.95. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irpple'mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d _complylng through thfe complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
4 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
5 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
7 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
8 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bolivia* No N/A Yes N/A
1 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
12 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
13 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
14 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
15 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
16 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implt;mente d _complylng through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
17 Colombia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Costa Rica No N/A Yes N/A
19 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Cuba* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
22 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
23 Dominican No N/A Yes N/A
Republic*
24 Ecuador* No N/A Yes N/A
25 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
26 El Salvador* No N/A Yes N/A
27 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
28 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
29 France No N/A Yes N/A
30 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
32 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
33  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
34 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
35 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
36 India No N/A Yes N/A
37 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
38 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
40 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
41 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
42 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
43 Japan No N/A No N/A
44 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
45 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
46 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
50 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
51 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
54 Mexico Yes PPT alone N/A
55 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
56 Morocco® No N/A Yes N/A
57 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
58 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
59 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
60 Norway No N/A No N/A
61 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
62 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
63 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
64 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im It;mente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
65 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
66 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
67 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
68 Romania No N/A Yes PPT alone
69 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
70 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
71 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
72 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
73 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
74 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
75 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
76 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
77 Sweden No N/A No N/A
78 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
79 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
80 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
81 Trinidad and No N/A Yes N/A
Tobago
82 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
83 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
84 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
85 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
86 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
87 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
88 United States No N/A Yes N/A
89 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
90 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
91 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
92 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Sri Lanka

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Sri Lanka has 46 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review

questionnaire.

Sri Lanka has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Sri Lanka.

Table A A.96. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners

Compliance with

If compliant, the

Signature of a

The alternative implemented
through the complying instrument

the standard alternative implemented  complying instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Australia No N/A No N/A
2 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
3 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
4 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
5 Belgium No N/A No N/A
6 Bosnia and No N/A No N/A
Herzegovina®
7 Canada No N/A No N/A
8 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
9 Croatia No N/A No N/A
10 Czech Republic No N/A N/A N/A
1 Denmark No N/A No N/A
12 Finland No N/A No N/A
13 France No N/A No N/A
14 Germany No N/A No N/A
15 India No N/A No N/A
16 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
17 Iran* No N/A No N/A
18 Italy No N/A No N/A
19 Japan No N/A No N/A
20 Korea No N/A No N/A
21 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
22 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
23 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
24 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
25 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
26 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
27 Nepal* No N/A No N/A
28 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
29 Norway No N/A No N/A
30 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
31 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
32 Poland No N/A No N/A
33 Qatar No N/A No N/A
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The alternative implemented

Treaty partners C(:ITepgtaar;%eamth alterl;:z\r/‘lpi"n?::é::nted com?:ll?/?:;ui:;s:'t;ent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
34 Romania No N/A No N/A
35 Russia No N/A No N/A
36 Serbia No N/A No N/A
37 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
38 Singapore No N/A No N/A
39 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
40 Sweden No N/A No N/A
41 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
42 Thailand No N/A No N/A
43 United Arab No N/A No N/A
Emirates
44 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
45 United States No N/A No N/A
46 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Saint Lucia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Saint Lucia has two tax agreements, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral agreement among the members of the
CARICOM concluded with ten of its treaty partners.”

Saint Lucia has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Saint Lucia.

Table A A.97. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp.liant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Antigua and No N/A No N/A
Barbuda*
2 Barbados No N/A No N/A
3 Belize No N/A No N/A
4 Dominica* No N/A No N/A
5 Grenada* No N/A No N/A
6 Guyana* No N/A No N/A
7 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
8  Saint Kitts and Nevis No N/A No N/A
9  Saint Vincent and the No N/A No N/A
Grenadines*
10 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
11 Trinidad and Tobago No N/A No N/A
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Sweden

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Sweden has 80 tax agreements, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the multilateral Nordic Convention concluded with Denmark, the
Faroe Islands, Finland, Iceland and Norway (“Nordic Convention™).”

Sweden signed the MLI in 2017, listing 64 of its 80 tax agreements. Sweden also signed a
bilateral complying instrument with Russia.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Sweden is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreement with Russia subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Sweden is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Sweden deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD Secretary-
General on 22 June 2018. The MLI has entered into force for Sweden on 1 October 2018.

Sweden did not list the Nordic Convention under the MLI and indicated that the
agreement will shortly be subject to a complying instrument.

Sweden indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that bilateral
negotiations would be used for its agreements with Brazil, Germany, Poland, Singapore,
Slovenia and Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Sweden.

Table A A.98. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Ct:'r]l:!p:taazt;ea:\gth altel!:l(a:t?\r/r:epilrl:gltér:nted com?l?l?na;ui;est?'fl&ent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
3 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
4 Australia No N/A No N/A
5 Austria No N/A No N/A
6 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
10 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
1 Bolivia* No N/A Yes N/A
12 Bosnia and No N/A No N/A
Herzegovina®
13 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
14 Brazil No N/A No N/A
15 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
16 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

Toaypmns DI i vt g mnan, T8 e o e
17 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
18 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
19 Croatia No N/A No N/A
20 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
22 Denmark No N/A No N/A
23 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
24 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Finland No N/A No N/A
26 France No N/A No N/A
27 Gambia* No N/A Yes N/A
28 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
29 Germany No N/A No N/A
30 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
31 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
32 Iceland No N/A No N/A
33 India No N/A Yes N/A
34 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
35 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
36 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
37 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
38 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
39 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
40 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
41 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
42 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
43 Kosovo* No N/A No N/A
44 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
45 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
47 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
50 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
51 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
52 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
58 Namibia* No N/A Yes N/A
54 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
55 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
56 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
57 Norway No N/A No N/A
58 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
59 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
60 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
61 Portugal No N/A No N/A
62 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
63 Russia No N/A Yes PPT alone
64 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

reaty parners QSR atematve implemented _ complying nsirument {T0ugh thecomplying instrument
(if not the MLI)
65 Serbia No N/A No N/A
66 Singapore No N/A No N/A
67 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
68 Slovenia No N/A No N/A
69 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
70 Spain No N/A No N/A
71 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
72 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
73 Tanzania* No N/A Yes N/A
74 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
75 Trinidad and No N/A Yes N/A
Tobago
76 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
77 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
78 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
79 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
80 United States No N/A Yes N/A
81 Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
82 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
83 Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
84 Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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Switzerland

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Switzerland has105 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

Switzerland signed the MLI in 2017, listing 14 of its 105 tax agreements. Switzerland
also signed three bilateral complying instruments with respect to its agreements with
Latvia, the United Kingdom and Zambia.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Switzerland is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreements with Latvia, the United Kingdom and Zambia subject to a bilateral
complying instrument, Switzerland is implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

Switzerland indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that it would only
list an agreement under the MLI if it agrees with its treaty partners how the MLI will
modify their agreement. Switzerland has entered or intends to enter into bilateral
negotiations with more than 45 of its treaty partners (each of them has been contacted
with a proposal for a protocol amending the tax agreement and corresponding
negotiations have been suggested).

Switzerland indicated bilateral negotiations would be used for agreements with Algeria*,
Armenia*, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cote d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cyprus*,
Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong (China),
Hungary, Indonesia, Iran*, Ireland, Isracl, Jamaica, Japan, Korea, Kuwait*, Kyrgyzstan*,
Malaysia, Malta, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Romania, Russia, Serbia,
Singapore, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, Ukraine,
the United States, Uruguay and Viet Nam. Switzerland also indicated that the agreements
with Colombia and Mexico should be added to its list of Covered Tax Agreements under
the MLIL.

Switzerland mentioned that there is no concern for treaty shopping with respect to some
of its treaty partners (Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda*, Barbados, Belize, British Virgin
Islands, Dominica*, Gambia*, Grenada*, Malawi*, Montserrat, Saint Kitts and Nevis,
Saint Lucia, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines*).

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Switzerland.

Table A A.99. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A No N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
3 Anguilla No N/A No N/A
4 Antigua and Barbuda* No N/A No N/A
5 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
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Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
6 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
7 Australia No N/A No N/A
8 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
10 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
11 Barbados No N/A No N/A
12 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
13 Belgium No N/A No N/A
14 Belize No N/A No N/A
15 British Virgin Islands No N/A No N/A
16 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
17 Canada No N/A No N/A
18 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
19 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
20 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
21 Colombia No N/A No N/A
22 Cote d'lvoire No N/A No N/A
23 Croatia No N/A No N/A
24 Cyprus* No N/A No N/A
25 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
26 Denmark No N/A No N/A
27 Dominica* No N/A No N/A
28 Ecuador* No N/A No N/A
29 Egypt No N/A No N/A
30 Estonia No N/A No N/A
31 Finland No N/A No N/A
32 France No N/A No N/A
33 Gambia* No N/A No N/A
34 Georgia No N/A No N/A
35 Germany No N/A No N/A
36 Ghana* No N/A No N/A
37 Greece No N/A No N/A
38 Grenada* No N/A No N/A
39 Hong Kong (China) No N/A No N/A
40 Hungary No N/A No N/A
41 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
42 India No N/A Yes N/A
43 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
44 Iran* No N/A No N/A
45 Ireland No N/A No N/A
46 Israel No N/A No N/A
47 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
48 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
49 Japan No N/A No N/A
50 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
51 Korea No N/A No N/A
52 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
53 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
54 Latvia No N/A Yes PPT alone
55 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
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Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
56 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
57 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
58 Macedonia* No N/A No N/A
59 Malawi* No N/A No N/A
60 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
61 Malta No N/A No N/A
62 Mexico No N/A No N/A
63 Moldova* No N/A No N/A
64 Mongolia No N/A No N/A
65 Montenegro* No N/A No N/A
66 Montserrat No N/A No N/A
67 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
68 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
69 New Zealand No N/A No N/A
70 Norway No N/A No N/A
71 Oman No N/A No N/A
72 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
73 Peru No N/A No N/A
74 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
75 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
76 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
77 Qatar No N/A No N/A
78 Romania No N/A No N/A
79 Russia No N/A No N/A
80 Saint Kitts and Nevis No N/A No N/A
81 Saint Lucia No N/A No N/A
82  Saint Vincent and the No N/A No N/A
Grenadines*
83 Serbia No N/A No N/A
84 Singapore No N/A No N/A
85 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
86 Slovenia No N/A No N/A
87 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
88 Spain No N/A No N/A
89 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
90 Sweden No N/A No N/A
9N Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
92 Thailand No N/A No N/A
93  Trinidad and Tobago No N/A No N/A
94 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
95 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
96 Turkmenistan® No N/A No N/A
97 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
98  United Arab Emirates No N/A No N/A
99 United Kingdom No N/A Yes PPT alone
100 United States No N/A No N/A
101 Uruguay No N/A No N/A
102 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
103 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
104 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
105 Zambia No N/A Yes PPT alone
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Thailand

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Thailand has 61 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Thailand has not signed any complying instruments.

Thailand indicated in their response to the Peer Review questionnaire that it is working
towards the signature of the MLI.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Thailand.

Table A A.100. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmplliant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
2 Australia No N/A No N/A
3 Austria No N/A No N/A
4 Bahrain No N/A No N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
6 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
7 Belgium No N/A No N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
9 Cambodia* No N/A No N/A
10 Canada No N/A No N/A
11 Chile No N/A No N/A
12 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
13 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
14 Cyprus* No N/A No N/A
15 Czech Republic No N/A No N/A
16 Denmark No N/A No N/A
17 Estonia No N/A No N/A
18 Finland No N/A No N/A
19 France No N/A No N/A
20 Germany No N/A No N/A
21 Hong Kong (China) No N/A No N/A
22 Hungary No N/A No N/A
23 India No N/A No N/A
24 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
25 Ireland No N/A No N/A
26 Israel No N/A No N/A
27 Italy No N/A No N/A
28 Japan No N/A No N/A
29 Korea No N/A No N/A
30 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
31 Lao People’s No N/A No N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
Democratic Republic*
32 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
33 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
34 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
35 Myanmar* No N/A No N/A
36 Nepal* No N/A No N/A
37 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
38 New Zealand No N/A No N/A
39 Norway No N/A No N/A
40 Oman No N/A No N/A
41 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
42 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
43 Poland No N/A No N/A
44 Romania No N/A No N/A
45 Russia No N/A No N/A
46 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
47 Singapore No N/A No N/A
48 Slovenia No N/A No N/A
49 South Africa No N/A No N/A
50 Spain No N/A No N/A
51 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
52 Sweden No N/A No N/A
53 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
54 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
55 Turkey No N/A No N/A
56 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
57  United Arab Emirates No N/A No N/A
58 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
59 United States No N/A No N/A
60 Uzbekistan® No N/A No N/A
61 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
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Trinidad and Tobago

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Trinidad and Tobago has 17 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire, including the multilateral agreement among the members of
the CARICOM concluded with ten of treaty partners.”'

Trinidad and Tobago has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Trinidad and Tobago.

Table A A.101. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp.liant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Antigua and No N/A No N/A
Barbuda*
2 Barbados No N/A No N/A
3 Belize No N/A No N/A
4 Brazil No N/A No N/A
5 Canada No N/A No N/A
6 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
7 Denmark No N/A No N/A
8 Dominica* No N/A No N/A
9 France No N/A No N/A
10 Germany No N/A No N/A
1 Grenada* No N/A No N/A
12 Guyana* No N/A No N/A
13 India No N/A No N/A
14 Italy No N/A No N/A
15 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
16 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
17 Norway No N/A No N/A
18  Saint Kitts and Nevis No N/A No N/A
19 Saint Lucia No N/A No N/A
20  Saint Vincent and the No N/A No N/A
Grenadines*
21 Spain No N/A No N/A
22 Sweden No N/A No N/A
23 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
24 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
25 United States No N/A No N/A
26 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
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Tunisia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Tunisia has 55 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire, including the Arab Maghreb Union Income Agreement concluded with
four of its treaty partners.”

Tunisia signed the MLI in 2018, listing 28 of its 55 tax agreements.

For its agreements listed under the MLI, Tunisia is implementing the preamble statement
(Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

Tunisia indicated in its response to the Peer Review questionnaire that the agreements not
subject to a complying instrument have not been listed under the MLI at the time of
signature but would be listed in Tunisia’s list of agreements to be covered by the MLI
that will be submitted upon ratification.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Tunisia.

Table A A.102. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with If compliar}t, the Signature': ofa through the complying
alternative complying :
partners the standard implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
4 Burkina Faso No N/A Yes N/A
5 Cameroon No N/A Yes N/A
6 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
7 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)

8 Cote d'lvoire No N/A No N/A
9  Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
10 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
1 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
12 Ethiopia* No N/A No N/A
13 France No N/A Yes N/A
14 Germany No N/A No N/A
15 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
16 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
17 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
18 Iran* No N/A No N/A
19 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
20 Jordan® No N/A No N/A
21 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
22 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
23 Lebanon* No N/A No
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The alternative implemented

Treaty Compliance with It c;?;‘;:::g::ethe Slcg:;tpul;’e;l:)gf a through the complying
partners the standard implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)

24 Libya* No N/A No N/A
25 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
26 Mali* No N/A No N/A
27 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
28 Mauritania* No N/A No N/A
29 Mauritius No N/A No N/A
30 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
31 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
32 Norway No N/A No N/A
33 Oman No N/A No N/A
34 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
35 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
36 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
37 Qatar No N/A No N/A
38 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
39 Saudi Arabia No N/A No N/A
40 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
41 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
43 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
44 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
45 Sudan* No N/A No N/A
46 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
47 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
48 Syrian Arab No N/A No N/A

Republic*
49 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
50 United Arab No N/A No N/A

Emirates
51 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
52 United States No N/A No N/A
53 Viet Nam No N/A No N/A
54 Yemen* No N/A No N/A
55 Algeria* No N/A No N/A
56 Libya* No N/A No N/A
57 Mauritania* No N/A No N/A
58 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
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Turkey

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Turkey has 86 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Turkey signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 86 tax agreements.”

For its 86 agreements listed under the MLI, Turkey is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Turkey.

Table A A.103. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Cc:hmepgtaa Z%ea‘r'gth . alternative .complying throug:: st::z;c;r:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
4 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
5 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
1 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
12 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
13 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
14 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
15 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
16 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
17 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
18 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
19 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
20 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
21 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
22 France No N/A Yes N/A
23 Gambia* No N/A Yes N/A
24 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
26 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
27 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
28 India No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:?epls'; r:]%ea:gth . alternative .complying throug;:sttl:ﬁ;:r:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
29 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
30 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
31 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
32 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
33 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
34 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
35 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
37 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
38 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
42 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
44 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
45 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
46 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
47 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
48 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
49 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
50 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
51 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
52 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
54 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
55 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
56 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
57 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
58 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
59 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
60 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
61 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
62 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
63 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
64 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
65 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
66 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
67 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
68 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
69 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
70 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
71 Sudan* No N/A Yes N/A
72 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
73 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
74 Syrian Arab Republic* No N/A Yes N/A
75 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
76 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:?epls'; r:]%ea:gth . alternative .complying throug;: sttl:ﬁr;c;r:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)

77 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A

78 Turkish Republic of No N/A Yes N/A
Northern Cyprus*

79 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A

80 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A

81  United Arab Emirates No N/A Yes N/A

82 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A

83 United States No N/A Yes N/A

84 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A

85 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A

86 Yemen* No N/A Yes N/A
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Turks and Caicos Islands

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The Turks and Caicos Islands does not have any tax agreements in force, as reported in its
response to the Peer Review questionnaire.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about the Turks and Caicos Islands.
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Ukraine

Ukraine signed the MLI on 23 July 2018, after the 30 June 2018 deadline for submitting
the Peer Review questionnaires.

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Ukraine has 75 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Ukraine signed the MLI on 23 July 2018, listing all of its 75 tax agreements.” Ukraine
also signed two bilateral complying instruments with the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom.

For its 75 agreements listed under the MLI, Ukraine is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

For its agreements with the Netherlands and the United Kingdom subject to a bilateral
complying instrument, Ukraine is implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Ukraine.

Table A A.104. Summary of the jurisdiction response

If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented

Compliance with . . through the complyin
Treaty partners thepstandard ir:::f;::]a;‘:z d ﬁ]:rzﬂzgﬂ gi’nstrumentp Y
(if not the MLI)
1 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
4 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
7 Brazil No N/A Yes N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
9 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
10 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
11 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
12 Cuba* No N/A Yes N/A
13 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
14 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
15 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
16 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
17 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
18 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
19 France No N/A Yes N/A
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:?epls'; r:]%ea:gth . alternative .complying througij: :Ez:lgr:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
20 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
22 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
23 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
24 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
25 India No N/A Yes N/A
26 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
27 Iran* No N/A Yes N/A
28 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
29 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
30 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
31 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
32 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
33 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
34 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
35 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
36 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
37 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
38 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
39 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
40 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
41 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
42 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
44 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
45 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
46 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
47 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
48 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
49 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
50 Netherlands No N/A Yes PPT Alone
51 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
52 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
58 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
54 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
55 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
56 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
57 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
58 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
59 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
60 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
61 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
62 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
63 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
64 Sweden No N/A Yes N/A
65 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
66 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A

Republic*
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The alternative implemented

. . If compliant, the Signature of a .
Treaty partners C‘:?epls'; r:]%ea:gth . alternative .complying througij: ;Es:lzr:tplylng
implemented instrument (if not the MLI)
67 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
68 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
69 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
70 Turkmenistan* No N/A Yes N/A
71 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
72 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
73 United States No N/A Yes N/A
74 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
75 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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United Arab Emirates

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The United Arab Emirates has 87 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to
the Peer Review questionnaire.

The United Arab Emirates signed the MLI in 2018, listing all of its 87 tax agreements.”

For its 87 agreements listed under the MLI, the United Arab Emirates is implementing the
preamble statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). All
agreements that will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the
minimum standard once the provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the United Arab
Emirates.

Table A A.105. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative irpple'mented
Treaty partners L complying through the complying instrument
the standard alternative implemented . .
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Andorra No N/A Yes N/A
4 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
5 Austria No N/A Yes N/A
6 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
8 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A
9 Belarus* No N/A Yes N/A
10 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
1 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
12 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
13 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
14 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
15 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
16 Comoros* No N/A Yes N/A
17 Cyprus* No N/A Yes N/A
18 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
19 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
20 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
21 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
22 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
23 France No N/A Yes N/A
24 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
25 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
26 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
27 Guinea® No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d _complylng through thg complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
28  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
29 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
30 India No N/A Yes N/A
31 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
32 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
33 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
34 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
35 Jersey No N/A Yes N/A
36 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
37 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
38 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
39 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
40 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A Yes N/A
42 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
43 Lebanon* No N/A Yes N/A
44 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
45 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
46 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
47 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
48 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
49 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
50 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
51 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
52 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
54 Mozambique* No N/A Yes N/A
55 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
56 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
57 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
58 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
59 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
60 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
61 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
62 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
63 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
64 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
65 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
66 Seychelles No N/A Yes N/A
67 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
68 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
69 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
70 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
71 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
72 Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
73 Sudan* No N/A Yes N/A
74 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
75 Syrian Arab No N/A Yes N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complymg through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
Republic*
76 Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
77 Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
78 Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
79 Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
80 Turkmenistan® No N/A Yes N/A
81 Ukraine No N/A Yes N/A
82 United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
83 Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A
84 Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes N/A
85 Venezuela® No N/A Yes N/A
86 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
87 Yemen* No N/A Yes N/A
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United Kingdom

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The United Kingdom has 129 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the
Peer Review questionnaire.

The United Kingdom signed the MLI in 2017, listing 120 of its 129 tax agreements.’The
United Kingdom also signed bilateral complying instruments with respect to five of its
agreements, the agreements with Belarus*, Cyprus*, Switzerland, Ukraine and
Uzbekistan*.”’

For 117 of its agreements listed under the MLI, the United Kingdom is implementing the
preamble statement (Article 6 of the MLI).”*For its 120 agreements listed under the MLI,
the United Kingdom is implementing the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). The agreements that
will be modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once
the provisions of the MLI take effect.

The United Kingdom deposited its instrument of ratification of the MLI with the OECD
Secretary-General on 29 July 2018. The MLI has entered into force for the United
Kingdom on 1 October 2018.

For the agreements with Belarus*, Cyprus*, Switzerland, Ukraine and Uzbekistan*
subject to a bilateral complying instrument, the United Kingdom is implementing the
preamble statement and the PPT.

The United Kingdom’s agreements with the Falkland Islands*, Guernsey, Isle of Man,
Jersey and Montserrat are not listed under the MLI as they are arrangements with Crown
Dependencies and overseas territories. Bilateral negotiations will be used to update these
agreements.

The United Kingdom has indicated in the response to its Peer Review questionnaire that
bilateral negotiations will be used with respect to its agreements with Austria, Germany
and Switzerland.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the United Kingdom.

Table A A.106. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Albania* No N/A Yes N/A
2 Algeria* No N/A Yes N/A
3 Antigua and No N/A Yes N/A
Barbuda*
4 Argentina No N/A Yes N/A
5 Armenia* No N/A Yes N/A
6 Australia No N/A Yes N/A
7 Austria No N/A No N/A
8 Azerbaijan* No N/A Yes N/A
9 Bahrain No N/A Yes N/A
10 Bangladesh* No N/A Yes N/A
11 Barbados No N/A Yes N/A

PREVENTION OF TREATY ABUSE - PEER REVIEW REPORT ON TREATY SHOPPING © OECD 2019



246 | ANNEX A. JURISDICTIONAL DATA

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
12 Belarus* No N/A Yes PPT alone
13 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
14 Belize No N/A Yes N/A
15 Bolivia* No N/A Yes N/A
16 Bosnia and No N/A Yes N/A
Herzegovina*
17 Botswana No N/A Yes N/A
18 Brunei Darussalam No N/A Yes N/A
19 Bulgaria No N/A Yes N/A
20 Canada No N/A Yes N/A
21 Chile No N/A Yes N/A
22 China (People's No N/A Yes N/A
Republic of)
23 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
24 Cote d'lvoire No N/A Yes N/A
25 Croatia No N/A Yes N/A
26 Cyprus* No N/A Yes PPT alone
27 Czech Republic No N/A Yes N/A
28 Denmark No N/A Yes N/A
29 Egypt No N/A Yes N/A
30 Estonia No N/A Yes N/A
31 Ethiopia* No N/A Yes N/A
32 Falkland Islands* No N/A No N/A
33 Faroe Islands* No N/A Yes N/A
34 Fiji* No N/A Yes N/A
35 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
36 France No N/A Yes N/A
37 Gambia* No N/A Yes N/A
38 Georgia No N/A Yes N/A
39 Germany No N/A No N/A
40 Ghana* No N/A Yes N/A
41 Greece No N/A Yes N/A
42 Grenada* No N/A Yes N/A
43 Guernsey No N/A No N/A
44 Guyana* No N/A Yes N/A
45  Hong Kong (China) No N/A Yes N/A
46 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
47 Iceland No N/A Yes N/A
48 India No N/A Yes N/A
49 Indonesia No N/A Yes N/A
50 Ireland No N/A Yes N/A
51 Isle of Man No N/A No N/A
52 Israel No N/A Yes N/A
53 Italy No N/A Yes N/A
54 Jamaica No N/A Yes N/A
55 Japan No N/A Yes N/A
56 Jersey No N/A No N/A
57 Jordan* No N/A Yes N/A
58 Kazakhstan No N/A Yes N/A
59 Kenya No N/A Yes N/A
60 Kiribati* No N/A Yes N/A
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Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
61 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
62 Kosovo* No N/A Yes N/A
63 Kuwait* No N/A Yes N/A
64 Latvia No N/A Yes N/A
65 Lesotho™"” No N/A Yes N/A
66 Libya* No N/A Yes N/A
67 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
68 Lithuania No N/A Yes N/A
69 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
70 Macedonia* No N/A Yes N/A
71 Malawi* No N/A Yes N/A
72 Malaysia No N/A Yes N/A
73 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
74 Mauritius No N/A Yes N/A
75 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
76 Moldova* No N/A Yes N/A
7 Mongolia No N/A Yes N/A
78 Montenegro* No N/A Yes N/A
79 Montserrat No N/A No N/A
80 Morocco* No N/A Yes N/A
81 Myanmar* No N/A Yes N/A
82 Namibia* No N/A Yes N/A
83 Netherlands No N/A Yes N/A
84 New Zealand No N/A Yes N/A
85 Nigeria No N/A Yes N/A
86 Norway No N/A Yes N/A
87 Oman No N/A Yes N/A
88 Pakistan No N/A Yes N/A
89 Panama No N/A Yes N/A
90  Papua New Guinea No N/A Yes N/A
91 Philippines* No N/A Yes N/A
92 Poland No N/A Yes N/A
93 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
94 Qatar No N/A Yes N/A
95 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
96 Russia No N/A Yes N/A
97 Saint Kitts and No N/A Yes N/A
Nevis
98 Saudi Arabia No N/A Yes N/A
99 Senegal No N/A Yes N/A
100 Serbia No N/A Yes N/A
101 Sierra Leone No N/A Yes N/A
102 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
103 Slovak Republic No N/A Yes N/A
104 Slovenia No N/A Yes N/A
105 Solomon Islands* No N/A Yes N/A
106 South Africa No N/A Yes N/A
107 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
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108
109
110
111
112
13
114
115

116
17
118
119
120
121
122

123
124
125
126
127
128
129

Treaty partners Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a The alternative implemented
the standard alternative implemented complying through the complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)

Sri Lanka No N/A Yes N/A
Sudan* No N/A Yes N/A
Eswatini* No N/A Yes N/A
Sweden No N/A Yes N/A

Switzerland No N/A Yes PPT alone
Tajikistan* No N/A Yes N/A
Thailand No N/A Yes N/A
Trinidad and No N/A Yes N/A

Tobago

Tunisia No N/A Yes N/A
Turkey No N/A Yes N/A
Turkmenistan® No N/A Yes N/A
Tuvalu* No N/A Yes N/A
Uganda* No N/A Yes N/A

Ukraine No N/A Yes PPT alone
United Arab No N/A Yes N/A

Emirates

United States No N/A Yes N/A
Uruguay No N/A Yes N/A

Uzbekistan* No N/A Yes PPT alone
Venezuela* No N/A Yes N/A
Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
Zambia No N/A Yes N/A
Zimbabwe* No N/A Yes N/A
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United States

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

The United States has 66 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer
Review questionnaire.

The United States has implemented LOB clauses in most of its agreements. It started to
include anti-treaty-shopping measures in 1962,80and since the seventies, LOB clauses
(which initially targeted investment or holding companies) have appeared in agreements
concluded by the United States. All of the United States’ agreements are supplemented by
its anti-conduit regulations.81

The 2016 US Model Convention contains an express statement that the tax treaty should
not create opportunities for non-taxation or reduced taxation through tax evasion or
avoidance (including through treaty-shopping arrangements aimed at obtaining reliefs
provided in this Convention for the indirect benefit of residents of third states).

The United States expects to comply with the minimum standard through a detailed LOB
which is not available through the MLI. Therefore, the United States did not sign the MLI
and will implement the minimum standard bilaterally.

The United States’ agreements with the following 45 jurisdictions contain an LOB and
are supplemented by domestic anti-conduit rules: Australia, Austria, Bangladesh*,
Barbados, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, China (People’s Republic of), Cyprus*, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, India, Indonesia,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta,
Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, Russia, Slovak Republic, Slovenia,
South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukraine, Venezuela*. Signed protocols with Hungary and Poland contain an LOB and are
supplemented by domestic anti-conduit rules. The agreements with Egypt, Korea,
Morocco*, Norway, and Trinidad and Tobago have a limited anti-treaty shopping rule
and are supplemented by domestic anti-conduit rules. The agreement with the United
Kingdom contains an LOB and anti-conduit rules and is supplemented by domestic anti-
conduit rules.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with the United States.

Table A A.107. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature: ofa The alternative implemented
Treaty partners the standard alternative implémente d .complylng through thfe complying instrument
instrument (if not the MLI)
1 Armenia* No N/A No N/A
2 Australia No N/A No N/A
3 Austria No N/A No N/A
4 Azerbaijan® No N/A No N/A
5 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
6 Barbados No N/A No N/A
7 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
8 Belgium No N/A No N/A
9 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complylng through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
10 Canada No N/A No N/A
1 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
12 Cyprus* No N/A No N/A
13 Czech Republic No N/A No N/A
14 Denmark No N/A No N/A
15 Egypt No N/A No N/A
16 Estonia No N/A No N/A
17 Finland No N/A No N/A
18 France No N/A No N/A
19 Georgia No N/A No N/A
20 Germany No N/A No N/A
21 Greece No N/A No N/A
22 Hungary No N/A No N/A
23 Iceland No N/A No N/A
24 India No N/A No N/A
25 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
26 Ireland No N/A No N/A
27 Israel No N/A No N/A
28 Italy No N/A No N/A
29 Jamaica No N/A No N/A
30 Japan No N/A No N/A
31 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
32 Korea No N/A No N/A
33 Kyrgyzstan* No N/A No N/A
34 Latvia No N/A No N/A
35 Lithuania No N/A No N/A
36 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
37 Malta No N/A No N/A
38 Mexico No N/A No N/A
39 Moldova* No N/A No N/A
40 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
41 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
42 New Zealand No N/A No N/A
43 Norway No N/A No N/A
44 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
45 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
46 Poland No N/A No N/A
47 Portugal No N/A No N/A
48 Romania No N/A No N/A
49 Russia No N/A No N/A
50 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
51 Slovenia No N/A No N/A
52 South Africa No N/A No N/A
58 Spain No N/A No N/A
54 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
55 Sweden No N/A No N/A
56 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
57 Tajikistan* No N/A No N/A
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Compliance with If compliant, the Signature_ ofa The alternative irpple_mented
Treaty partners the standard alternative im Iémente d _complymg through the complying instrument
p .
instrument (if not the MLI)
58 Thailand No N/A No N/A
59 Trinidad and No N/A No N/A
Tobago
60 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
61 Turkey No N/A No N/A
62 Turkmenistan® No N/A No N/A
63 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
64 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
65 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
66 Venezuela® No N/A No N/A
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Uruguay

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Uruguay has 19 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Uruguay signed the MLI in 2017, listing all of its 19 tax agreements.*

For its 19 agreements listed under the MLI, Uruguay is implementing the preamble
statement (Article 6 of the MLI) and the PPT (Article 7 of the MLI). Uruguay also opted
for the simplified LOB under Article 7(6) of the MLI. The agreements that will be
modified by the MLI will come into compliance with the minimum standard once the
provisions of the MLI take effect.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Uruguay.

Table A A.108. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Treaty partners c?lrﬂep:t::::leamth alte:;::;\r:eﬁlr::lgltég:nted com?:ll?/?:;ui:\(:t%?nent through th? complying instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Belgium No N/A Yes N/A
2 Ecuador® No N/A Yes N/A
3 Finland No N/A Yes N/A
4 Germany No N/A Yes N/A
5 Hungary No N/A Yes N/A
6 India No N/A Yes N/A
7 Korea No N/A Yes N/A
8 Liechtenstein No N/A Yes N/A
9 Luxembourg No N/A Yes N/A
10 Malta No N/A Yes N/A
1 Mexico No N/A Yes N/A
12 Portugal No N/A Yes N/A
13 Romania No N/A Yes N/A
14 Singapore No N/A Yes N/A
15 Spain No N/A Yes N/A
16 Switzerland No N/A Yes N/A
17 United Arab No N/A Yes N/A
Emirates
18  United Kingdom No N/A Yes N/A
19 Viet Nam No N/A Yes N/A
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Viet Nam

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Viet Nam has 72 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Viet Nam has not signed any complying instruments.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Viet Nam.

Table A A.109. Summary of the jurisdiction response

Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp{liant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
1 Australia No N/A No N/A
2 Austria No N/A No N/A
3 Azerbaijan* No N/A No N/A
4 Bangladesh* No N/A No N/A
5 Belarus* No N/A No N/A
6 Belgium No N/A No N/A
7 Brunei Darussalam No N/A No N/A
8 Bulgaria No N/A No N/A
9 Canada No N/A No N/A
10 China (People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of)
1 Chinese Taipei* No N/A No N/A
12 Cuba* No N/A No N/A
13 Czech Republic No N/A No N/A
14 Democratic People's No N/A No N/A
Republic of Korea*
15 Denmark No N/A No N/A
16 Estonia No N/A No N/A
17 Finland No N/A No N/A
18 France No N/A No N/A
19 Germany No N/A No N/A
20 Hong Kong (China) No N/A No N/A
21 Hungary No N/A No N/A
22 Iceland No N/A No N/A
23 India No N/A No N/A
24 Indonesia No N/A No N/A
25 Iran* No N/A No N/A
26 Ireland No N/A No N/A
27 Israel No N/A No N/A
28 Italy No N/A No N/A
29 Japan No N/A No N/A
30 Kazakhstan No N/A No N/A
31 Korea No N/A No N/A
32 Kuwait* No N/A No N/A
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Signature of a The alternative implemented

Treaty partners Compliance with If cqmp_liant, the complying through the complying
the standard alternative implemented instrument instrument
(if not the MLI)
33 Lao People’s No N/A No N/A
Democratic Republic*
34 Luxembourg No N/A No N/A
35 Malaysia No N/A No N/A
36 Malta No N/A No N/A
37 Mongolia No N/A No N/A
38 Morocco* No N/A No N/A
39 Mozambique* No N/A No N/A
40 Myanmar* No N/A No N/A
41 Netherlands No N/A No N/A
42 New Zealand No N/A No N/A
43 Norway No N/A No N/A
44 Oman No N/A No N/A
45 Pakistan No N/A No N/A
46 Palestinian Authority* No N/A No N/A
47 Panama No N/A No N/A
48 Philippines* No N/A No N/A
49 Poland No N/A No N/A
50 Portugal No N/A No N/A
51 Qatar No N/A No N/A
52 Romania No N/A No N/A
58 Russia No N/A No N/A
54 San Marino No N/A No N/A
55 Saudi Arabia No N/A No N/A
56 Serbia No N/A No N/A
57 Seychelles No N/A No N/A
58 Singapore No N/A No N/A
59 Slovak Republic No N/A No N/A
60 Spain No N/A No N/A
61 Sri Lanka No N/A No N/A
62 Sweden No N/A No N/A
63 Switzerland No N/A No N/A
64 Thailand No N/A No N/A
65 Tunisia No N/A No N/A
66 Turkey No N/A No N/A
67 Ukraine No N/A No N/A
68  United Arab Emirates No N/A No N/A
69 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
70 Uruguay No N/A No N/A
71 Uzbekistan* No N/A No N/A
72 Venezuela* No N/A No N/A
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Zambia

A. Progress in the implementation of the minimum standard

Zambia has 23 tax agreements in force, as reported in its response to the Peer Review
questionnaire.

Zambia signed one complying instrument with Switzerland.

For its agreement with Switzerland subject to a bilateral complying instrument, Zambia is
implementing the preamble statement and the PPT.

B. Implementation issues

No jurisdiction has raised any concerns about their agreements with Zambia.

Table A A.110. Summary of the jurisdiction response

The alternative implemented

Compliance with If compliant, the Signature of a N
Treaty partners the s?andard altern:ftive implemented co?nplying instrument t.hrough the complying instrument
(if not the MLI)

1 Botswana No N/A No N/A

2 Canada No N/A No N/A

3 China (People's No N/A No N/A

Republic of)

4 Denmark No N/A No N/A

5 Finland No N/A No N/A

6 France No N/A No N/A

7 Germany No N/A No N/A

8 India No N/A No N/A

9 Ireland No N/A No N/A

10 Italy No N/A No N/A

1 Japan No N/A No N/A

12 Kenya No N/A No N/A

13 Mauritius No N/A No N/A

14 Netherlands No N/A No N/A

15 Norway No N/A No N/A

16 Romania No N/A No N/A

17 Seychelles No N/A No N/A

18 South Africa No N/A No N/A

19 Sweden No N/A No N/A
20 Switzerland No N/A Yes PPT alone
21 Tanzania No N/A No N/A
22 Uganda* No N/A No N/A
23 United Kingdom No N/A No N/A
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Notes

" Andorra made a reservation pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) of the MLI not to apply Article 7(1)
with respect to agreements which already contain a PPT. Two of Andorra’s agreements are within
the scope of this reservation.

’In total, Argentina listed 17 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with the
United Arab Emirates) is not yet in force. The agreements with Chile and Mexico which are
already compliant were also listed under the MLI.

3 Argentina made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. Argentina also made a
reservation pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) not to apply Article 7(1) with respect to agreements which
already contain a PPT. The agreements with Chile and Mexico are within the scope of these
reservations.

* The agreement with Germany, already compliant with the minimum standard, has not been listed
under the MLI.

> In total, Barbados identified 40 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 30
bilateral agreements and the CARICOM agreement concluded with ten of its treaty partners.

% In total, Barbados listed 33 agreements under the MLI, three of which (the agreements with
Ghana*, Rwanda* and the Slovak Republic) are not yet in force. Barbados also listed the
CARICOM agreement.

" In total, Belgium listed 99 agreements under the MLI, nine of which (the agreements with
Botswana, the Isle of Man, Macau (China), Moldova*, Oman, Qatar, Russia, Tajikistan* and
Uganda*) are not yet in force.

* In total, Belize identified 13 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: three
bilateral agreements and the CARICOM agreement concluded with ten of its treaty partners.

? Réglement n°08/2008/CM des pays de 1’Union économique et monétaire Ouest Africaine
(UEMOA) du 26 septembre 2008 portant adoption des régles visant a éviter la double imposition
au sein de 'UEMOA et des régles d’assistance en matiére fiscale. In total, Benin identified 9
"agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 2 bilateral agreements and the Réglement
n°08/2008/CM concluded with seven of its treaty partners.

10 Bulgaria made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. One of Bulgaria’s agreements,
the agreement with Romania, is within the scope of this reservation.

H Réglement n°08/2008/CM des pays de 1’Union économique et monétaire Ouest Africaine
(UEMOA) du 26 septembre 2008 portant adoption des régles visant a éviter la double imposition
au sein de ’'UEMOA et des régles d’assistance en matiére fiscale. In total, Burkina Faso identified
9 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 2 bilateral agreements and the
Réglement n°08/2008/CM concluded with seven of its treaty partners.

2 In total, Burkina Faso listed three agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
the Morocco*) is not yet in force.

" In total, Cameroon listed five agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Morocco) is not yet in force.

" This is an Arrangement for the Avoidance of Double Taxation and the Prevention of Fiscal
Evasion with Respect to Taxes on Income between the Canadian Trade Office in Taipei and the
Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in Canada
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" The agreements with Argentina, China, Italy and Japan are already compliant and were also
listed under the MLI. In total, Chile listed 34 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the
agreements with the United States and Uruguay) are not yet in force.

'® Chile made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. Chile also made a reservation
pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) not to apply Article 7(1) with respect to agreements which already
contain a PPT. Four of Chile’s agreements are within the scope of these reservations.

' In total, China listed 101 agreements under the MLI, two of which are not yet in force.

'8 The Decision of the Commission of the Andean Community 578 on the regime for the
avoidance of double taxation and the prevention of fiscal evasion, adopted on 4 May 2004. The
current members of the Andean Community are Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador and Peru. In total,
Colombia identified 12 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: nine bilateral
agreements and the Decision 578 of the Andean Community Commission for the members of the
Andean Community.

¥ In total, Colombia listed 10 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
France) is not yet in force.

2 In total, Costa Rica listed three agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Mexico) is not yet in force.

2 Reéglement n°08/2008/CM des pays de 1’Union économique et monétaire Ouest Africaine
(UEMOA) du 26 septembre 2008 portant adoption des regles visant a éviter la double imposition
au sein de ’'UEMOA et des régles d’assistance en matiere fiscale. In total, Cote d’Ivoire identified
18 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 11 bilateral agreements and the
Reéglement n°08/2008/CM concluded with seven of its treaty partners.

2 In total, Cote d’Ivoire listed 11 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Turkey) is not yet in force.

2 See the Multilateral convention concluded by Denmark, Finland, the Faroe Islands, Iceland,
Norway and Sweden: for the avoidance of double taxation with respect to taxes on income and on
capital (1996, 1997, and 2008). In total, Denmark identified 73 "agreements" in its List of Tax
agreements in Section C: 69 bilateral agreements and the Nordic Convention concluded with four
of its treaty partners.

* In total, Estonia listed 60 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the agreements with
Morocco* and Russia) are not yet in force.

% See the Multilateral convention concluded by Denmark, Finland, the Faroe Islands, Iceland,
Norway and Sweden: for the avoidance of double taxation with respect to taxes on income and on
capital (1996, 1997, and 2008). In total, Finland identified 77 "agreements" in its List of Tax
agreements in Section C: 72 bilateral agreements and the Nordic Convention concluded with five
of its treaty partners.

%% In total, France listed 88 agreements under the MLI in its provisional MLI Position, one of
which (the agreement with Colombia) is not yet in force.

T In total, France listed 91 agreements under the MLI in its definitive MLI Position, one of which
(the agreement with Colombia) is not yet in force. France’s 2018 Peer Review has been prepared
using its provisional MLI Position.

* One of the agreements listed by Germany under the MLI, the agreement with Japan, is already
compliant with the minimum standard.
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» Germany made a reservation pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) of the MLI not to apply Article 7(1)
with respect to agreements which already contain a PPT. Four of Germany’s agreements are within
the scope of this reservation. Objectively assessed, the agreement with Japan comply with the
minimum standard and, as indicated in the Peer Review questionnaire, the agreements with China
and Israel will be amended bilaterally.

% The agreement with Belarus which is already compliant was also listed under the MLI.

3 Hong Kong made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. One of Hong Kong’s
agreements is within the scope of this reservation. Hong Kong made a reservation pursuant to
Article 7(15)(b) not to apply Article 7(1) with respect to agreements which already contain a PPT.
Two of Hong Kong’s agreements are within the scope of this reservation.

32 See the Multilateral convention concluded by Denmark, Finland, the Faroe Islands, Iceland,
Norway and Sweden: for the avoidance of double taxation with respect to taxes on income and on
capital (1996, 1997, and 2008). In total, Iceland identified 44 "agreements" in its List of Tax
agreements in Section E: 39 bilateral agreements and the Nordic Convention concluded with five
of its treaty partners.

¥ In total, India listed 94 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with Kenya) is
not yet in force.

*n total, Ireland listed 71 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with Ghana)
is not yet in force.

* In total, Israel listed 56 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Macedonia) is not yet in force.

%% In total, Israel listed 54 agreements under the MLI in its definitive MLI Position, one of which
(the agreement with Macedonia) is not yet in force. Israel’s 2018 Peer Review has been prepared
using its provisional MLI Position.

7 In total, Italy listed 84 agreements under the MLI, four of which (the agreements with Gabon,
Kenya, Mongolia and Romania) are not yet in force.

3# Italy made a reservation pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) not to apply Article 7(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain a PPT. Italy considers that twelve of its agreements are within
the scope of this reservation.

* In total, Jamaica identified 23 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 13
bilateral agreements and the CARICOM agreement concluded with ten of its treaty partners.

“ The agreement with Germany which is already compliant was also listed under the MLI.
*! The LOB in the agreement with Latvia only covers specific benefits under the agreement.

2 Japan made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. One of Japan’s agreements is
within the scope of this reservation.

* The LOB provisions in the agreements with Austria, Belgium, Denmark and Russia only cover
specific benefits under these agreements.

* In total, Japan listed 39 agreements under the MLI in its definitive MLI Position. Japan’s 2018
Peer Review has been prepared using its provisional MLI Position.

“®In total, Lithuania listed all its 55 agreements under the MLI in its definitive MLI Position.
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“ In total, Malaysia listed 73 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Senegal) is not yet in force.

" The agreements with Argentina, Philippines* and Spain which are already compliant were also
listed under the MLI. In total, Mexico listed 61 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the
agreements with Costa Rica* and Guatemala*) are not yet in force.

* Mexico made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language and a reservation pursuant to
Article 7(15)(b) not to apply Article 7(1) with respect to agreements which already contain a PPT
Three of Mexico’s agreements are within the scope of the reservations.

* The agreement with Liechtenstein, already compliant with the minimum standard, was not listed
under the MLI.

n total, the Netherlands listed 82 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Zambia) is not yet in force.

! he agreements with Ghana* and Uzbekistan* are subject to a bilateral complying instrument and
listed under the MLI.

*? In total, Nigeria listed 19 agreements under the MLI, five of which (the agreements with Korea,
Mauritius, Qatar, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates) are not yet in force.

%3 See the Multilateral convention concluded by Denmark, Finland, the Faroe Islands, Iceland,
Norway and Sweden: for the avoidance of double taxation with respect to taxes on income and on
capital (1996, 1997, and 2008). In total, Norway identified 88 "agreements" in its List of Tax
agreements in Section C: 83 bilateral agreements and the Nordic Convention concluded with five
of its treaty partners.

** The Decision of the Commission of the Andean Community 578 on the regime for the
avoidance of double taxation and the prevention of fiscal evasion, adopted on 4 May 2004. The
current members of the Andean Community are Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador and Peru. In total,
Peru identified 10 “agreements” in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: seven bilateral
agreements and the Decision 578 of the Andean Community Commission for the members of the
Andean Community.

* In total, Poland listed 78 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the new agreements with
Malaysia and Sri Lanka) are not yet in force.

10 total, Portugal listed 79 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with Timor
Leste*) is not yet in force.

> In total, Romania listed 91 agreements under the MLI, three of which (the agreements with
China, Italy and Bosnia Herzegovina*) are not yet in force.

*In total, Russia listed 71 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the agreements with Belgium
and Ecuador*) are not yet in force.

* In total, Saint Kitts and Nevis identified 14 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in
Section C: four bilateral agreements and the CARICOM agreement concluded with ten of its treaty
partners.

6 San Marino made a reservation pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) not to apply Article 7(1) with
respect to agreements which already contain a PPT. Three of San Marino’s agreements are within
the scope of this reservation.

ol Réglement n°08/2008/CM des pays de I’Union économique et monétaire Ouest Africaine
(UEMOA) du 26 septembre 2008 portant adoption des régles visant a éviter la double imposition
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au sein de 'UEMOA et des régles d’assistance en matiére fiscale. In total, Senegal identified 24
"agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 17 bilateral agreements and the
Reéglement n°08/2008/CM concluded with seven of its treaty partners.

%2 In total, Senegal listed 20 agreements under the MLI, four of which (the agreements with Egypt,
Kuwait*, Turkey and Luxembourg) are not yet in force.

% In total, Serbia listed 64 agreements under the MLI, six of which (the agreements with Ghana*,
Guinea*, Indonesia, Morocco*, Palestine* and Zimbabwe*) are not yet in force.

% In total, Singapore listed 75 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the agreements with
Nigeria and Tunisia) are not in force.

% In total, the Slovak Republic listed 64 agreements under the MLI in its definitive MLI Position.

5 In total, Slovenia listed 57 agreements under the MLI, two of which (the agreements with Egypt
and Morocco*) are not yet in force.

57 The agreement with Mexico which is already compliant was also listed under the MLI. The
agreement with Romania is subject to a bilateral complying instrument and listed under the MLI.

68 Spain made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with respect to
agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. Two of Spain’s agreements are
within the scope of this reservation. Spain also made a reservation pursuant to Article 7(15)(b) not
to apply Article 7(1) with respect to agreements which already contain a PPT. Three of Spain’s
agreements are within the scope of this reservation.

% In total, Saint Lucia identified 11 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: one
bilateral agreement and the CARICOM agreement concluded with ten of its treaty partners.

" See the Multilateral convention concluded by Denmark, Finland, the Faroe Islands, Iceland,
Norway and Sweden: for the avoidance of double taxation with respect to taxes on income and on
capital (1996, 1997, and 2008). In total, Sweden identified 84 "agreements" in its List of Tax
agreements in Section C: 79 bilateral agreements and the Nordic Convention concluded with five
of its treaty partners.

" In total, Trinidad and Tobago identified 26 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in
Section C: 16 bilateral agreements and the CARICOM agreement concluded with ten of its treaty
partners.

" In total, Tunisia identified 58 "agreements" in its List of Tax agreements in Section C: 54
bilateral agreements and the Arab Maghreb Union Income Tax Agreement concluded with four of
its treaty partners.

" In total, Turkey listed 90 agreements under the MLI, four of which (the agreements with Cote
d’Ivoire, Senegal, Somalia* and Qatar) are not yet in force.

™ In total, Ukraine listed 76 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with
Malaysia) is not yet in force.

™ In total, the United Arab Emirates listed 114 agreements under the MLI, 27 of which (the
agreements with Angola*, Antigua and Barbuda*, Argentina, Belize, Benin, Bermuda, Burundi*,
Cameroon, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Ecuador*, Equatorial Guinea*, Ethiopia*, Gambia*,
Iraq*, Libya*, Maldives, Mali*, Mauritania*, Moldova*, Nigeria, Palestine*, Paraguay, Rwanda*,
St Kitts and Nevis and Uganda*) are not yet in force.

7% In total, the United Kingdom listed 121 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement
with Kyrgyzstan*) is not yet in force.
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" The agreement with Belarus*, Cyprus*, Ukraine and Uzbekistan* are subject to a bilateral
complying instrument and are listed under the MLI.

7 The United Kingdom made a reservation pursuant to Article 6(4) not to apply Article 6(1) with
respect to agreements which already contain the relevant preamble language. Three of the United
Kingdom’s agreements are within the scope of this reservation.

™ The agreement is subject to a complying instrument as the new agreement with Lesotho was
listed under the MLI.

%0 With respect to the United States’ agreement with Luxembourg,.

¥ See L.R.C. §7701(1), Treas. Reg. § 1.881-3, added to the Internal Revenue Code by section
13238 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, P.L. 103-66. It allows the Internal
Revenue Service to re-characterise any multiple-party financing transaction as being a transaction
directly among any two or more of its parties whenever appropriate to prevent the avoidance of the
United States’ tax.

%2 In total, Uruguay listed 20 agreements under the MLI, one of which (the agreement with Chile)
is not yet in force.
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