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Responses to consultation questions 

1. Sensitive adjoining land (p. 20) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Yes we agree there is a problem as the classification of land which adjoins land with sensitive 

characteristics as sensitive to the extent which we do currently as it is unnecessarily broad, due to 

it not only relating to environmental, historic and cultural values and access but also the further 

range of factors such as the transaction’s economic effects which do not relate to environment, 

history, culture or access.  As pointed out in the consultation paper, their can be inconsistencies 

across the country due to different local authority designations in their plans, and may involve land 

adjoining land of not much environmental, historic or cultural sensitivity which is easily accessible.  

It can be complex identifying whether adjoining land is sensitive 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

In terms of the options easy identification is preferred. 

Option 1 is very clear – it should be apparent if the land adjoins the foreshore or the lakebed, and 

be able to search the New Zealand Heritage List (applications should also be searchable for easy 

identification).  This should result in a greater decrease in applications. 

Option 2 – this involves more effort to identify whether adjoining land is covered, and will probably 

still require sensitive land certificates often for certainty as to whether or not the adjoining land is 

sensitive.  More land will need to be screened under this option as a non-productive cost to the 

economy.  This option gives the government more flexibility than option 1 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 22 – 23) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Yes I agree that the right options have been identified.  As stated the Resource Management Act 

covers how the land adjoining sensitive land may be used, overseas investment consent is not as 

necessary. 

 

If land adjoins sensitive land the only relevant assessment factors should be environmental, historic 

and cultural values and access and the further range of factors such as the transaction’s economic 

effects should not be relevant. 

 

Option 1 is preferred because of its clarity and simplicity, and low cost 

 

Option 2 because complexity and cost is retained is less desirable for those reasons 
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If the section 37 list were removed, should any of the types of land currently captured by it be retained 

in Table 2? (p. 23) 

• If so, which types and why? 

If land was to be retained it would need to be significant and noteworthy, and easy to identify – 

such as national parks, and historic of significant scenic reserves, or areas of wahi tapu which 

should be notified on a national register. 
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2. Leases of sensitive land that require screening (p. 25) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Yes this is a problem as the costs are high for a relatively short term use of land, and can 

encourage parties to look to acquire land rather than lease as there are the same compliance 

costs, or deter an overseas investor in dipping their tow in the water to invest in New Zealand by 

securing premises 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 – while this may encourage some to enter into short term leases to avoid screening, the 

lessee would face risk that they may not be able to enter into a new lease on expiry.  This is very 

clear given a set time frame (although query whether it should be 10 years – maybe 12 would be 

better), however it does still include longer leases or leases with rights of renewal which are of less 

sensitive land, so there will be uncertainty with these longer term leases.  This will cost less than 

current but not be as cost-effective as option 2 

Option 2 – this is still very clear, and provides certainty for investors and will have much less cost 

than current as a consequence of not requiring consent for leases of up to 35 years which are 

urban 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 25 – 26) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Yes the right options have been identified and we prefer option 2 as it is clear, targets land which is 

more sensitive and will be much more cost effective. 

 

Do you consider that raising the threshold for exemption from screening to leases with terms of 10 

years or more is appropriate, and: 

• if so, why do you consider this the appropriate threshold? 

• if not, what alternative threshold would you support, and why?  

Having a higher threshold is needed but I would have a 12 year threshold rather than 10, as that is 

often a more common length of term of a lease including renewals 
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3. Technical issue:  periodic leases (p. 27) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

This is not much of a problem as periodic leases are not used very often due to their uncertainty of 

term and this is described accurately.  Typically an overseas investor looking to invest in NZ would 

not be acquiring an interest in a periodic lease due to the uncertainty in term. 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effect of the option? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

The effect would be to clearly state the current law, and would make clear that there are no 

compliance costs for this sort of lease.  While clarification is useful we doubt it will have much effect 

on investment as not many overseas investors would invest in NZ with a periodic lease. 

 

Do you think the right reform option (p. 27) has been identified, and: 

• if so, why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Yes we agree as it is just restating the current law and involves no compliance cost. 

 

4. Definition of overseas person as it applies to bodies corporates (p. 31) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Yes this is a problem, and the paper describes it accurately particularly where companies are 

essentially New Zealand controlled companies are required to obtain OI consent at significant cost. 
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Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Clarity is always ideal 

Option1 – increasing the threshold to 49% would be clear, and involve less cost but reduces the 

ability to manage risks of sensitive assets being controlled by overseas persons 

Option 2 – by removing widely held companies from coverage it would help listed companies but 

not other parties who would still need consent, and again management of risks of sensitive assets 

being controlled by overseas persons significantly 

Option 3 – less clarity with this option and more uncertainty and cost in ascertaining application.  

This might be more attractive as it enables investment without obtaining consent – only issues 

when trying to get the money out. 

Option 4 – applying for an exemption should cost less than applying for consent, and on-going 

compliance costs should be very cheap once have an exemption. 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 32 – 35) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Option 4 applying for an exemption is good providing it doesn’t cost too much or take too long to 

get it. This could also be combined with another option such as option 3 as a threshold for applying 

for an exemption.  The second best option is option 3, and then option 1 and then option 2 

 

Have the right requirements (pp. 34 – 35) been identified for the exemption in Option 4? 

• if not, what requirements, or additional requirements, do you think should be included? 

The criteria a re good, however having as a pre-requisite 2 prior consents being granted in the last 

5 years does not encourage new investment. 

There aren’t criteria listed in terms of where economic returns flow – could companies have classes 

of shares which might see more money flow offshore with foreign shareholders owning less shares 

but able to be paid more of the dividend? 

Ultimately there could still be structures draw up with economic value going offshore by way of 

loans also, so thought will need to be taken to deal with these issues when stipulating the criteria 

 

5. Screening of portfolio investors (p. 38) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 
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• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

We agree that there is a problem and the paper accurately describes the problems with the existing 

system.   This leads to parties needing to spend considerable sums on obtaining consent or 

exemptions when there is not much risk to New Zealanders and discourages investment 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 – the class exemption for minority portfolio investors requiring self assessment may lead 

to more risk of non-compliance, and avoidance risks.  However this is more clear and will eliminate 

costs for portfolio investors 

Option 2 – class exemption for investors beneficially controlled by NZers is clear, certain and will 

eliminate compliance costs for those covered by the exemption, however it will only effect a limited 

number of entities 

Option 3 – class exemption for regulated superannuation funds – again certainty but with a small 

number of schemes this won’t have much application 

Option 4 – requiring individual exemptions – but this would need clarity about criteria and also a 

fresh look at the dual ministerial consent requirement to assess whether a "substantial and 

identifiable benefit" to New Zealand test in the Act was met, particularly after the political fallout 

from the recent OceaniaGold Waihi mines decision, where the ministers came to different decisions 

as to whether the requirement was met. 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 39 – 40) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

A combination of Option 1 and 4 would have the most positive effect on increasing foreign 

investment to positively benefit New Zealand with a reduction in cost provided there is better clarity 

about exemption guidelines.  Second preference would be option 2. 

 

6. Technical issue:  Tipping point for requiring consent (p. 42) 



 

Have your say on the Overseas Investment Act 2005 – Submission Form   |   11 

auc446_auc446.22_008.docx  

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Yes we agree there is a problem, and having to analyse existing ownership of entities prior to 

acquisition can be difficult at times for widely held companies, and it can place an unfair cost 

burden on a party to seek consent on an overseas party who is acquiring a shareholding much 

smaller than 25% 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1- antiavoidance - reduces compliance costs and only applies to antiavoidance 

Option 2 – need to be acquiring at least 5% and make the entity an overseas person – will still need 

to assess the ownership of target entities, but by increasing the proportion of ownership needed to 

be acquired – this seems a good balance between the current situation and option 1.  This 

improves clarity and cost 

Option 3 – the same as option 3 but limited to public companies – this would not fix problems for 

most entities 

 

Do you think the right reform options (p. 43) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Yes the right options have been identified with option 2 having the best outcome being a balance 

between the existing policy and option 1 .  Option 1 is second choice, with option 3 being the last 

with a limited application to public companies 

 

7. Technical issue: Incremental investments above a 25 per cent interest (p. 45) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Yes we agree there is a problem as it is unclear why such incremental investments which don’t 

cross important control thresholds need to be screened 
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Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 and Option 2 deal with the technical problem 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 47 – 48) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Technical Problem 1 – Both options 1 and 2 are supported as being different ways of helping 

resolve the problem. 

Technical Problem 2 – this prevents unnecessary cost and  inadvertent breach and is supported.  

Technical Problem 3 – Option 4 – this reduces inadvertent breaches and reduces unnecessary 

costs for applications outside the 5 year exemption limit – we support this change 

 

8. Assessing investors’ character and capacity (p. 51) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

We agree that there is a problem with compliance costs disproportionate to the risks posed by 

overseas investors 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 3 would be a more  
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Do you think the right reform options (pp. 56 – 57) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Option 3 would be a more clear brightline test would be much more straightforward to apply for and 

administer 

Option 1 slightly narrowing the investor test no longer requires financial commitment or immigration 

criteria would simplify but not change the impact significantly.  The removal of the ability to consider 

any other relevant matters would improve certainty and screening fewer people would improve 

timeliness 

Option 2 would narrow the investor test significantly and would provide much less scope for risk 

management in relation to good character matters.  Certainty would be improved significantly and 

screening fewer people would improve timeliness also.  This would be simplified as more based on 

good character test. 

 

What types of allegation relating to potential criminal or civil offences do you think should be included 

in Option 2, if adopted, and why? 

Given the NZ principles of innocence until proven guilty if allegations have been made, there would 

at least need to have been charges filed, and should relate to matters such as fraud, honesty, 

corruption, tax avoidance or serious criminal charges such as murder, kidnapping, rape etc.  If this 

were historic charges/allegations where there were no convictions, then these probably should not 

be considered 

 

What factors do you think should be included in the bright-line test in Option 3, if adopted, and why? 

Excluding new Zealanders is a good idea as they are not really intended to be captured. 

A broad corporate character test gives government more scope to inaure about matters but less 

clarity and certainty and may lead to delays 

Standing consent – a great idea and should be introduced as will add to certainty and reduce cost. 

 

9. Screening the impacts of investment (p. 60) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 
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• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

We agree that the benefit to New Zealand test is unclear and unnecessarily complex, creating 

uncertainty, unnecessary costs and time-consuming processes.  The cost and delays in processing 

consents reflects poorly on New Zealand internationally 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 with the Expanded Benefit to New Zealand test would add further cost, delay and 

uncertainty although assessing negative effects such as job losses could be a relative facto and if 

an investment negatively impacted on national security that could be a concern that should be 

addressed 

Option 2 with a simplified benefit to New Zealand test with a substantial harm test would be much 

clearer with less cost and more certain.  If a substantial harm possibility was triggered so that it 

would need to be decided by Minister this would cause delay 

Option 3 – simplifies benefit to NZ test with a national interest test for exercise by Ministers in 

higher risk transactions so can look at both positive and negative of investment.  Guidance would 

be needed to ensure confidence overseas 

Option 4 – The benefit to NZ test to be replaced by a national interest test which would apply to 

most transactions screened – this would be a fundamental change with increased decision maker 

discretion so less certainty and transparency 

Option 5 – Retaining the existing framework but an additional national security and public order 

ability to protect NZ 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 67 – 76) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Option 2 appears the best option given the ability to significant increase management of risks but 

having a simpler benefit to New Zealand test.  While some uncertainty with substantial harm test 

and delays for those applications being considered under that category that should be offset 

against savings with the simplified test. 

Option 3 is the second preferred option, for similar reasons as 2 

Options 1, 4 and 5 are the least preferred as while they allow greater ability for NZ to manage risks, 

they lead to greater uncertainty and compliance costs 
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Do you think the Act should expressly enable decision makers to consider any negative effects of a 

proposed investment, as described in Option 1? Why/Why not? 

If the existing regime is generally kept intact, it does make sense to assess the positive and the 

negative when making a decision, but there needs to be limits on how wide the impact may be 

assessed. 

 

Do you think the right risks have been identified in the definition of substantial harm in Option 2, and: 

• if so, why do you think this? 

• if not, which other risks do you suggest and why? 

These seem to be set out reasonably broadly and will enable consideration of different matters 

which may change over time – eg if water due to climate change becomes scarcer, being able to 

control water might be more important to New Zealand than it may be now. 

There needs to be clearer guidelines and thresholds set to provide guidance 

 

 

Do you think the right factors have been identified in the simplified benefit to New Zealand test in 

Options 2 and 3, and: 

• if so, why do you think this? 

• if not, which other factors do you suggest and why? 

More information should be provided about the combination of factors with similar objectives 

Removing the requirement for substantial and identifiable benefits will be helpful by removing 

complexity 

Removing the ability to add to the simplified test by further regulation is helpful also 

 

Do you agree that the ‘substantial and identifiable benefit’ threshold for non-urban land over five 

hectares should be removed from the simplified benefit to New Zealand test in Options 2 and 3? 

Why/Why not: 

Yes, as this is often a hard test to meet when continuing existing farming uses for example 
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Do you think the right industries have been identified as industries of strategic importance in Option 3, 

and: 

• if so, why do you think this? 

• if not, which other industries do you suggest and why? 

This seems a thorough canvas of the relevant industries 

 

If a national security and public order call-in power were adopted (as proposed under Option 5), do 

you have a view on: 

• which agency or agencies should be responsible for assessing prospective transactions (for 

example, the OIO, security agencies or an alternative) and, if so, why do you think this? 

• how the government could become aware of transactions that could be called in for screening 

(that is, a compulsory, voluntary or combined approach, or another option entirely) and, if so, why 

do you think this? 

• which Minister should be responsible for making decisions under this test and, if so, why do you 

think this? 

• whether the responsible Minister (whoever that should be) should have to consult other Ministers 

before denying consent to a transaction using this power and, if so, which Ministers and why do 

you think this? 

• For national security and public order the OIO and Security Minister (after receiving a 

report from security agencies) and possibly the Minister of Defence should also be involved 

• A combine approach of named industry acquisitions with both compulsory and voluntary 

elements would be ideal. 

• Ultimately the Minister of Security should make the call on this test, having received a 

report and been able to consult with other relevant ministries as required, as this Minister 

should be on top of the relevant issues. 

• the responsible Minister should have a process of consulting with other relevant Ministers 

such as Defence, Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Economic development before 

denying consent to a transaction using to ensure that the full issues are considered before 

withholding consent 

 



 

Have your say on the Overseas Investment Act 2005 – Submission Form   |   17 

auc446_auc446.22_008.docx  

10. Water extraction and the Act (p. 82) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Currently given the low amount of water being extracted and bottled there is not a problem but this 

may change in the future. 

Need to make sure that it doesn’t negatively impact extracting water in NZ and using it on NZ land 

eg viticulture 

While covered by the resource Management Act, this does not really look at matters from a national 

interest perspective. 

 

Do you think the right reform options (p. 83) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Option 1 considering the effects of water bottling or bulk export on economic social and cultural 

wellbeing test to New Zealand is  - this is the most neutral option rather than looking at all water 

extraction which might be needed for viticulture for example 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Any change would add cost, but option 1 would have less cost provided it didn’t cover extraction for 

viticulture or horticulture 

 

11. Tax and the Act (p. 85) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

There is a general concern that overseas persons carrying out business in New Zealand may not 

be paying their fair share of tax – we are not sure whether this always relates to parties acquiring 

assets in New Zealand as often these entities have been start ups  
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Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 – appears to be unlikely to have an effect 

Options 2 and 3 both appear to be quite negative with little if any positive 

 

Do you think the right reform options (pp. 85 – 86) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Given the lack of a positive outcome from any of these proposals, it does not seem ideal for them 

to be implemented and there may be better ways outside Overseas Investment to deal with tax 

issues. 

 

12. Māori cultural values and the Act (p. 88) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

From the statistics provided there have not been many applications relating to these issues, which 

is not to say that the issues shouldn’t be addressed, although the existing legislation makes some 

provision 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

None of the proposals seem to deliver anything strongly on matters 

 

Do you think the right reform options (p. 89) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Option 2 is the preferable option as it allows applicants to positively engage on plans for wahi 

tupuna or Maori reservations on sensitive land rather than the other options which were more 

negative in delivering predictable transparent and timely outcomes or supporting overseas 

investment, but there has not been a great case for change established 
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What types of activity do you think should be defined as relevant arrangements under Option 1, and 

why do you think this 

The existing relevant arrangements under the explanatory note of the current regulation relate to 

• the maintaining of existing arrangements for the protection of areas of vegetation and 

habitats of fauna, the protection of historic heritage, the protection of wāhi tapu or wāhi tapu 

areas, and the providing of public access: 

• the performance of existing contractual obligations for the supply of logs to be processed in 

New Zealand: 

 

13. Special land provisions (p. 91) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

We agree that this is a problem which needs to be addressed, and statistics say this make up 16% 

of applications 

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 would have clarification impact at no cost 

Option 2 provides greater certainty at no cost 

Option 3 would increase compliance costs but lead to greater access to special land 

Option 4 – would see in reduction in costs, timeframes and certainties 

 

Do you think the right reform options (p. 93) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

All four options should be introduced as a package to provide greater certainty and to fill the gaps 

in the current legislation 
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14.  Farmland advertising (p. 95) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

We are not sure that there is a problem, in that most sellers of farmland will be seeking the best 

price and must presumably on accepting a conditional offer from an overseas party consider that to 

at least be a market price, and when advertising possibly the minimum standard may need to be 

lifted we are not sure that vendors are not meeting higher standards than the minimum. 

Sometimes a vendor may be approached by an overseas person with an offer to buy which may 

start the process  

 

Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options? Are you able to quantify potential 

effects on compliance costs? 

Option 1 Requiring advertising before entering into a sale and purchase agreement is not desirable.  

If Option 1 was to be adopted it would be better to lift the necessary advertising standards which 

could be mitigated with clearer process and increased scope for exemptions 

Option 2 removes compliance costs and complexity and delay 

 

Do you think the right reform options (p. 96) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option would you support and why? 

Option 2 is preferable – a vendor will usually want to sell for the best terms which may involve 

price, settlement date or other considerations. 

 

15. Timeframes for decisions (p. 98) 

Do you agree that there is a problem, and 

• if so, has this paper described it accurately? Can you tell us about your experience, including 

when it happened? 

• if not, do you support the existing arrangements. If so, why? 

Yes there is a problem with the delays in decision making 
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Do you have any comment on the potential effects of the options and sub-options? Are you able to 

quantify potential effects on compliance costs? 

Blanket deadlines for all decisions is not as appropriate as Option 2 with tailored deadlines 

depending on the pathway. 

In addition, having the ability for the regime to unilaterally nearly double the timeframe is not ideal 

 

Do you think the right reform options and sub-options (pp. 99 – 100) have been identified, and: 

• if so, which of the options and sub-options identified do you prefer and why? 

• if not, what alternative option and/or sub-option would you support and why? 

Yes the right options have been identified, with tailored deadlines depending on the path the most 

appropriate. 

The ability to extend might need to be given in limited circumstances, particularly if there needs to 

be consultation with other ministers 

 

What do you consider to be the appropriate timeframes and why? 

The time periods need to relate to what tests are being assessed.  The suggested timeframes for 

option 2 seem appropriate 

 

Do you agree that consent should be deemed granted if no decision is made within the prescribed 

time period and, if so, why do you think that? 

This would depend on the period of time taken and whether any extensions had been sought, but 

at some point, after an extension a decision needs to be made, having a deemed grant would at 

least allow parties to move forward, and encourage decisions to be more timely. 

 

Experience with the Overseas Investment Office 

If you have any feedback on your operational experience with the Overseas Investment Office, please 

share it with us below so they can use it in their continuous improvement programme: 

The OIO is helpful, but members have clients who have had to wait for long periods of time for 

decisions to be made, which puts the lives of both applicants and vendors in limbo for long periods 

of time.  Clarity and simplification would assist this. 
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Other comments on the regime? 

If you have any other comments on New Zealand’s overseas investment regime, please share them 

with us below: 

Investors want transparency, simplification, clarity and certainly, and efficiency in time and cost.  

Improvements which deliver on these items will be welcomed. 

 


	overseas-investment-submissions-cover-sheet.pdf
	The Treasury
	Overseas Investment Act Submissions Information Release
	December 2019
	Information Withheld
	Copyright and Licensing
	Cabinet material and advice to Ministers from the Treasury and other public service departments are © Crown copyright but are licensed for re-use under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) [https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by...
	Accessibility



