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This article provides an overview of select proposals included in Treasury’s 
General Explanations of the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2025 Revenue 
Proposals (the “Green Book”). The discussion focuses on provisions that 

would affect the taxation of financial products but does not attempt to provide 
an exhaustive analysis of all relevant provisions.1 Instead, the discussion that 
follows will focus specifically on proposals affecting (i) the stock repurchase 
excise tax, (ii) the scope of the portfolio interest exception, (iii) derivatives 
referencing partnerships that generate effectively connected income (“ECI”), 
(iv) digital asset mining, (v) the wash sale rules, (vi) the rules pertaining to 
securities lending arrangements, and (vii) the mark to market rules under Code 
Sec. 475. For interested readers, the full text of these proposals is included in 
an appendix to this article.

Most of these provisions are familiar ones, having been proposed in prior years 
and previously covered in the article Legislative Update: Select Financial Product 
Provisions in the Biden Administration’s 2024 Revenue Proposals, which was pub-
lished in Vol. 20, Issue No. 2 of the Journal. However, there are some notable 
changes, and for the sake of completeness, this article will provide a comprehensive 
discussion of the most recent iterations of these proposals.

The passage of a controversial tax legislation package is expected to be difficult 
in the current Congress. However, these proposals will likely serve as the basis of 
the Biden Campaign tax plan, giving us insight into the coming tax agenda should 
President Biden win reelection. With trillions of dollars’ worth of tax provisions 
expiring at the end of 2025, the tax will undoubtedly be on the White House 
agenda next year, no matter who prevails this November. With tax writers of both 
parties potentially in pursuit of good tax ideas, many of the proposals discussed 
below could be taken into consideration.
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Stock Repurchase Excise Tax Increase

H.R. 5376 (commonly called the “Inflation Reduction 
Act”) introduced a one-percent excise tax on repurchases 
of stock by certain publicly traded companies defined as 
“covered corporations” (generally domestic corporations 
with stock traded on an established securities market). 
“Repurchase” for these purposes is defined as a redemp-
tion within the meaning of Code Sec. 317(b), which 
generally includes any acquisition by a corporation of its 
stock from a shareholder in exchange for property other 
than its stock or rights to acquire its stock. The excise tax 
is imposed on the fair market value of stock repurchased 
(or treated as repurchased).2

Although the excise tax generally applies to a domestic 
corporation repurchasing its own stock, in some cases it 
may apply to domestic corporations purchasing foreign 
corporate stock. Specifically, if a U.S. “specified affiliate” 
of an “applicable foreign corporation” (generally speaking, 
a U.S corporation or partnership that is more than 50 
percent owned by a publicly traded foreign corporation) 
acquires stock of the applicable foreign corporation from 
a third party, the U.S. specified affiliate is treated as a 
covered corporation with regard to the acquisition, and 
the acquisition is treated as a repurchase of stock of a cov-
ered corporation by the covered corporation (a “Covered 
Foreign Stock Repurchase”).

The Green Book proposal would increase the rate of tax 
imposed on stock repurchases to 4 percent for repurchases 
of stock after December 31, 2023. The proposal also would 
extend the stock repurchase excise tax to the acquisition 
of stock of an applicable foreign corporation by a speci-
fied affiliate of the applicable foreign corporation that is 
a controlled foreign corporation (“CFC”).

Stock repurchases or “buybacks” are reported to have 
reached a record $1.2 trillion in 2022, and buyback 
announcements have continued at a record pace in the 
first quarter of 2023.3 This suggests that the one-percent 
stock repurchase excise tax has not significantly influenced 
corporate decision-making with respect to stock buybacks. 
The proposal, by increasing the cost of a stock buyback, 
may cause at least some corporations to reevaluate their 
buyback plans (in line with the policy rationale for the 
stock repurchase excise tax). Alternatively, the increased 
rate may raise additional revenue from corporations that 
choose to implement stock buybacks.

As stated above, the statute currently imposes the stock 
repurchase excise tax on a U.S.-specified affiliate of a foreign, 
publicly traded corporation to the extent that U.S. affiliate 
acquires its foreign parent’s stock from an unrelated seller. The 
proposal would expand this rule to include stock purchases 

by a specified affiliate that is a CFC. While presumably the 
proposal is intended to apply to CFCs directly or indirectly 
owned by a U.S. corporation, it is not clear whether it would 
extend to CFCs that are “technical” CFCs following the 
repeal of Code Sec. 958(b)(4). For example, if a publicly 
traded foreign parent owns a U.S. corporation and a foreign 
corporation (“FSub”), FSub generally will constitute a CFC 
as a result of the stock attribution rules. Thus, repurchases of 
stock of the foreign parent by FSub, a CFC, seemingly could 
be caught by the proposal, although this is not clear from the 
limited description provided.

Scope of the Portfolio Interest 
Exception

A foreign person generally is subject to a 30-percent 
gross-basis income withholding tax on fixed or determin-
able annual or periodical income, such as interest and 
dividends, received from sources within the United States 
that is not effectively connected with the conduct of a 
trade or business within the United States.4 There is an 
exception (referred to as the “portfolio interest exemption”) 
from such withholding for U.S. source interest (includ-
ing original issue discount (“OID”)) received by certain 
foreign persons.5 More specifically, under the portfolio 
interest exemption, payments of non-contingent U.S. 
source interest are exempt from U.S. federal withholding 
tax unless (i) the interest is received by a bank on an exten-
sion of credit made pursuant to a loan agreement entered 
into in the ordinary course of its trade or business6; (ii) 
the recipient is a “10-percent shareholder” of the obligor 
within the meaning of Code Sec. 871(h)(3)(B)7; or (iii) the 
recipient is a CFC and receives the interest from a “related 
person” within the meaning of Code Sec. 864(d)(4).8 In 
addition, the obligation must be in “registered form,” 
and a properly completed and executed Internal Revenue 
Service (“IRS”) Form W-8 BEN-E or other appropriate 
certification must be furnished certifying that the recipient 
is a foreign person, as defined in the applicable Treasury 
Regulations.9

The term “10-percent shareholder” (see requirement 
(ii), above) means, in the case of an obligation issued by 
a corporation, any person who owns 10 percent or more 
of the total combined voting power of all classes of stock 
of such corporation entitled to vote, or, in the case of an 
obligation issued by a partnership, any person who owns 
10 percent or more of the capital or profits interest in 
such partnership.

The Green Book proposal provides that, in the case 
of an obligation issued by a corporation, a 10-percent 
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shareholder is (i) any person who owns 10 percent or more 
of the total combined voting power of all classes of stock 
of such corporation entitled to vote or (ii) any person who 
owns 10 percent or more of the total value of the stock of 
such corporation.

The Green Book proposal is intended to eliminate 
certain structures whereby two classes of stock, voting 
and non-voting, are issued as a means of preventing a 
shareholder from being classified as a 10-percent share-
holder for purposes of the portfolio interest exception. 
The proposal would also have the effect of aligning the 
10-percent shareholder definition for portfolio interest 
purposes with the definition of United States shareholder 
for purposes of the CFC rules.

Expansion of Code Sec. 871(m) to ECI 
Partnerships

Dividends paid by U.S. corporations to a foreign per-
son are U.S.-sourced and, absent a reduction in rate or 
elimination of withholding under an income tax treaty, 
are subject to U.S. withholding taxes.10 However, prior to 
the enactment of Code Sec. 871(m) in 2010, payments 
made to a foreign person pursuant to a swap referencing 
U.S. corporate stock generally were not subject to U.S. 
withholding tax.11 To prevent the avoidance of with-
holding on U.S.-source dividends by using derivative 
instruments, Code Sec. 871(m) was enacted to provide 
that “dividend equivalent” payments under certain equity 
swaps or other specified instruments or transactions 
relating to the stock of U.S. corporations are treated as 
U.S.-source income.12

Code Sec. 871(m) does not currently apply to all situ-
ations in which a derivative could be used to avoid U.S. 
withholding tax. A foreign taxpayer that invests in a U.S. 
partnership with ECI is required to file a U.S. tax return 
to report that income and pay tax on it. Some or all of 
the gain on the sale of an interest in a partnership that is 
engaged in the conduct of a U.S. trade or business may 
be treated as ECI by reference to a deemed sale of the 
partnership’s assets, and tax is required to be withheld 
on that gain. Thus, derivative instruments referencing an 
ECI-generating partnership (e.g., an oil and gas publicly 
traded partnership)13 could be used to avoid the tax and 
withholding on payments determined by reference to 
income or gain from a partnership interest that would be 
classified as ECI if received directly.

The Green Book proposal would seek to remedy this 
situation by imposing withholding tax on payments sub-
stituting for partnership ECI. The Green Book proposal 

contains less detail than the legislative text than a previous 
H.R. 5376 (the “Build Back Better Act”) proposal regard-
ing the scope of derivative financial instruments covered 
and the payments subject to tax.14 The proposal may be 
narrower than the Build Back Better Act proposal because 
it does not explicitly apply to gain on sale or exchange of a 
derivative financial instruments and is limited to payments 
determined by reference to partnership ECI (potentially 
excluding payments taxable to a foreign partner that refer 
to income other than ECI). Like the Build Back Better 
Act proposal, the Green Book proposal provides regulatory 
authority to carry out the purposes of the section. In that 
regard, rules will likely be needed to ensure that publicly 
traded partnerships supply the necessary information to 
determine the amounts subject to withholding under the 
proposal.

Digital Asset Mining Energy 
Excise Tax

The process by which transactions on a blockchain are 
validated and recorded is referred to as a “consensus 
mechanism.” Very generally, there are two types of con-
sensus mechanisms—proof of work (“PoW”) and proof 
of stake (“PoS”).

Under a PoW system, “miners” compete to solve a 
cryptographic puzzle. The winning miner is given the 
right to validate transactions and add a new “block” to 
the “chain” of transactions (hence the term “blockchain”) 
and is given a reward in the form of newly created digital 
assets.15 The cryptographic puzzle ties blockchain valida-
tion to real-world resources and protects the network by 
making various types of attacks prohibitively expensive.16 
The difficulty of the cryptographic puzzle is adjusted 
periodically to maintain a consistent transaction cycle 
time (i.e., if more computing power is attempting to solve 
the puzzle, the difficulty will increase; if the amount of 
computing power decreases, so too will the difficulty of 
the puzzle). The Bitcoin blockchain is the most significant 
blockchain that employs a PoW model.17 Under the basic 
principles of supply and demand, the high market value 
of bitcoin means that a significant amount of computing 
power is allocated to mining. This results in very difficult 
cryptographic puzzles and significant computational and 
energy costs (bitcoin’s energy usage is comparable to the 
total energy usage of some countries).18

Under a PoS system, the real-world costs imposed by 
mining are eliminated. Instead, the blockchain requires 
that validators post or “stake” digital assets in exchange 
for a chance at being selected to validate the next block 
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and be rewarded with new digital assets (the chances 
of being selected increase with the size of the stake). 
PoS blockchains are secured by a “slashing” mechanism 
whereby stakers may lose their staked assets if they behave 
in a manner detrimental to the network. Because there is 
no mining under a PoS system, PoS networks avoid the 
hardware and energy costs incurred under a PoW system.19

To address perceived negative environmental externali-
ties, the Green Book would impose a 30-percent excise 
tax on the cost of electricity used in digital asset mining.20 
Firms engaged in digital asset mining would be required 
to report the amount and type of electricity used as well as 
the value of that electricity, if purchased externally. Firms 
that lease computational capacity would be required to 
report the value of the electricity used by the lessor firm 
attributable to the leased capacity, which would serve as 
the tax base. Firms that produce or acquire power off-grid, 
for example, by using the output of a particular electricity 
generating plant, would be subject to an excise tax equal 
to 30 percent of estimated electricity costs.

Because the excise tax would only apply to PoW block-
chains, it would seem to create an incentive in favor of PoS 
consensus systems. Whether this is a good or bad thing 
is a matter of perspective, as the PoW and PoS consensus 
systems present trade-offs, and one is not universally 
accepted as superior.21

It is not clear that the excise tax would discourage envi-
ronmentally damaging behaviors. As noted previously, 
the difficulty (and energy intensiveness) of digital asset 
mining is driven largely by the price of bitcoin. Bitcoin 
prices are (i) (generally) relatively uniform across the 
global market, (ii) highly volatile, and (iii) predominately 
driven by factors other than the marginal cost of mining 
bitcoin in a particular jurisdiction. Therefore, increases in 
the marginal cost of mining in the United States will not 
necessarily translate into a fall in the price of bitcoin or 
a reduction in the overall environmental cost of securing 
the Bitcoin blockchain.

Perhaps more concerning, it is possible that the excise 
tax would actually increase the environmental costs of the 
digital asset mining industry. The United States currently 
hosts a significant amount of the world’s PoW mining 
power and the United States has comparatively cleaner 
forms of energy production than many other countries.22 
Mining capacity has proved to be remarkably mobile,23 
and it is possible that imposing an excise tax in the United 
States would drive mining offshore, possibly to jurisdic-
tions where the prevailing forms of energy production are 
more environmentally destructive.24

As many have noted, there are industries with energy 
usage comparative to digital asset mining that would 

not be subject to an energy excise tax. If environmental 
concerns are truly the driver of the excise tax, arguably 
it should be industry-neutral and apply broadly to all 
industrial energy use.25

Our final comment is administrative. Although a large 
portion of digital asset mining is conducted by businesses 
with professionalized operations, there are also a significant 
number of individuals who mine. The provision would 
technically apply to such individuals, but enforcement 
would be quite difficult because those individuals may not 
have a ready means of separating mining energy usage from 
personal use, and the government would have a limited abil-
ity to identify individuals who should be subject to the tax.

Expansion and Modification of the 
Wash Sale Rules

Under the wash sale rules of Code Sec. 1091(a), taxpayers 
who sell stock or securities at a loss are generally prohibited 
from recognizing the loss if they acquire “substantially 
identical” stock or securities within a specified “window 
period” that begins 30 days before the sale and ends 30 
days after the sale. If the wash sale rules apply, the disal-
lowed loss is preserved through the application of special 
basis and holding period rules that tack the basis and 
holding period of the stock or security that was sold to 
the replacement stock or security.26

The IRS has ruled that commodities27 and foreign cur-
rencies28 are not securities subject to the wash sale rules. 
There is also general agreement among commentators that 
digital assets are not subject to the wash sale rules under 
current law for the reasons discussed in Cryptocurrencies 
and the Definition of a Security for Code Sec. 1091, J. Tax’n 
Fin. Prods., Vol 18, No. 2 (2021).

The IRS has taken the position that a loss from a sale 
of stock or securities by an individual taxpayer is subject 
to Code Sec. 1091 if the taxpayer’s individual retirement 
account or Roth IRA purchases substantially identical 
stock or securities within 30 days of the sale.29 However, 
it is far from clear that the IRS position is the better view 
of the law as it stands today, as described in Related-Party 
Wash Sale Transactions—An Evaluation of the Current State 
of the Law and Recent Legislative Proposals, J. Tax’n Fin. 
Prods., Vol. 19, No. 2 (2022).

The Green Book proposal would implement certain 
related party loss disallowance rules as well as expand the 
scope of the wash sale rules to cover additional asset classes. 
The general thrust of the Green Book proposal is similar 
to that of Sec. 138152 of the Build Back Better Act but 
with several key differences.
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In the Build Back Better Act proposal, the wash sale rules 
would have been expanded to cover digital assets as well as 
any security (as defined by Code Sec. 475(c)(2)), any for-
eign currency, and any commodity (as defined by Code Sec. 
475(e)(2)).30 In contrast, the Green Book proposal would 
expand the scope of the wash sale rules to cover digital 
assets and provide regulatory authority to the Secretary to 
treat any security as defined by Code Sec. 475(c)(2), any 
commodity as defined by Code Sec. 475(e)(2), or other 
assets traded on an established market, as subject to the 
wash sale rules as necessary to prevent abuse. Depending on 
how Treasury exercises its regulatory authority, the Green 
Book proposal could be somewhat narrower than the pre-
vious Build Back Better Act proposal (because securities, 
commodities, and foreign currencies are not covered in the 
absence of regulations to that effect) or broader (because 
the Build Back Better Act proposal did not provide broad 
regulatory authority to subject “other assets traded on an 
established market” to the wash sale rules).

A second difference pertains to an exception for ordi-
nary course business transactions. In the Green Book, this 
exception would apply to digital assets, whereas in the 
Build Back Better Act proposal business needs and hedging 
exceptions were included only for commodity and foreign 
currency transactions.31 The latest Green Book proposal 
also provides the Secretary with authority to include a de 
minimis exception, which is intended to ensure that the 
use of digital assets to pay for goods and services does not 
create wash sale implications if the taxpayer makes an 
independent decision to purchase the same digital asset 
within the wash sale window.

The third difference is in the structure of the related party 
rules. Under the Build Back Better Act proposal, losses 
would have been disallowed if a related party acquired 
a replacement position within the wash sale window.32 
Because the government was concerned that this rule could 
enable loss importation strategies, basis tacking was pro-
posed to be allowed only in situations where the taxpayer or 
the taxpayer’s spouse acquired a replacement position. This 
proposed restriction on tacking created the odd result that 
unwary taxpayers could suffer a permanent loss of basis, 
whereas well-advised taxpayers could use this rule to their 
advantage to circumvent the wash sale rules.33 Another 
perceived flaw in the Build Back Better Act proposal was 
that it did not explicitly provide for an adjustment to the 
holding period in the case of a related party wash sale.

These shortcomings appear to have been addressed in the 
Green Book proposal, under which disallowed losses would 
be deferred until the related party sells or otherwise disposes 
of the asset, provided that the taxpayer and a related party do 
not reacquire the asset within 30 days before or after that sale 

or disposition, or the parties cease to be related. Thus, there 
would be reduced potential for a permanent basis loss, and 
the wash sale rules would not be able to be easily avoided 
through related party transactions. This is consistent with 
the recommendations of some commentators.34

Under current law, the treatment of certain derivative 
transactions under the wash sale rules is not entirely clear. 
For example, the tax community is divided on whether 
certain derivative instruments such as total return swaps 
should be treated as a contract or option to acquire the 
underlying stock or security.35 In addition, it is not clear 
from the statutory language of the basis tacking rules how 
basis from the sale of a stock or security tacks to an option 
contract that triggers a wash sale.36 The Green Book states 
that “the wash sale rules also would be amended to address 
derivative financial instruments more comprehensively, 
including modifications to the basis rules to prevent abuse.” 
It is not clear entirely what the drafters have in mind, but 
it could potentially touch on the issues described above.

The Green Book proposal states that “[n]o inference 
is intended as to whether the losses claimed by taxpayers 
from wash sales of digital assets may be deducted under 
current law, or as to the proper treatment of transactions 
involving related parties under the wash sale rules under 
current law.” This is slightly different from the language 
in the House passed Build Back Better Act, which did not 
indicate that no inference was intended with respect to 
the treatment of digital assets under the wash sale rules.37

Similar to current law, the Green Book would require 
brokers reporting a customer’s adjusted basis on a dispo-
sition of a digital asset or other asset subject to the wash 
sale rules to report the basis of the asset without regard to 
the wash sale rules unless the sale of the loss asset and the 
transaction causing the wash sale rules to apply occurs in 
the same account with respect to identical assets. Given the 
changes caused by the related party rules, the divergence 
between broker reporting of wash sales and the substantive 
wash sale rules would be increased. However, the Green 
Book would also provide the Secretary with authority 
to require brokers to report such information as may be 
necessary or appropriate to implement the wash sale rules 
and it is possible this authority would be used to better 
align broker reporting with the substantive rules.

Expansion and Modification of  
Code Sec. 1058

Securities lending transactions are commonly used to 
increase the yield on holding a security and are an inte-
gral part of the “plumbing” of the capital markets. In the 
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typical securities lending transaction, the securities owner 
will lend securities to a counterparty under an agreement 
providing for the return of identical securities upon 
demand. The securities borrower is also required to pay a 
“borrow fee” and make “in lieu payments” (i.e., payments 
equivalent to any dividends, interest, or other payments 
received on the security being lent). Securities loans are 
typically collateralized, with the security lender paying a 
rebate fee on the collateral posted.38 The securities bor-
rower typically has the right to dispose of the borrowed 
security and often borrows the security expressly for that 
purpose (e.g., to enter into a short sale transaction).

Under current law, no gain or loss is recognized if the 
transfer of a security is pursuant to an agreement that 
meets certain requirements under Code Sec. 1058.39 Gain 
or loss also is not recognized on the return of that security 
in exchange for rights under the agreement.40 For this 
purpose, the term “securities” is defined by reference to 
Code Sec. 1236(c) and includes corporate stock, notes, 
bonds, debentures, and other evidence of indebtedness, 
and any evidence of an interest in or right to purchase any 
of the foregoing.41

Proposed Reg. §1.1058-1(b)(3) provides that an agree-
ment is subject to nonrecognition treatment under Code 
Sec. 1058 only if it provides that the lender may terminate 
the loan upon notice of not more than five business days. 
Under this proposed regulation, any securities loan with 
a fixed duration would be a taxable disposition of the 
security being loaned.42 Outside of certain abusive transac-
tions, there seems to be very little policy justification for 
this result, and purposely “defective” securities loans have 
been used by taxpayers to trigger gains or losses without 
divesting the economics of an underlying position.

The capital markets have changed significantly from 
when Code Sec. 1058 was enacted in 1978 and the 
proposed regulations were published in 1983. Since 
that time, the variety of assets and the volume of trad-
ing in such assets that are not clearly subject to Code 
Sec. 1058 have both increased greatly. For example, 
taxpayers seeking to increase yields will frequently lend 
digital assets or publicly traded partnership interests in 
transactions that look similar to customary securities 
lending transactions. These transactions are not within 
the scope of Code Sec. 1058 because digital assets and 
partnership interests are not “securities” as defined by 
Code Sec. 1236(c).43 Although it could be argued that 
Code Sec. 1058 is a safe harbor provision rather than the 
sole means of achieving nonrecognition,44 the proposed 
regulations could be read to suggest otherwise.45 For a 
detailed discussion of the arguments for and against 
recognition in the context of digital asset loans, see 

Cryptocurrency Loans—Taxable or Not?, J. Tax’n Fin. 
Prods., Vol. 17, No. 1 (2020).46

Another area of uncertainty with securities lending 
arrangements is the treatment of in lieu payments. If a 
taxpayer holds a bond issued at a discount, the taxpayer 
is generally required to accrue the discount over the term 
of the debt using a constant yield to maturity. In several 
tax-motivated transactions, taxpayers took the position 
that accrual of discount on a debt instrument was not 
required when the debt instrument was loaned. If these 
transactions had worked as intended, the taxpayer would 
have been able to defer income and convert the income 
from ordinary interest accruals to capital gain. The taxpay-
ers lost, but the underlying issue of accrual methodology 
is also relevant to non-abusive transactions and is an 
area of significant uncertainty. On the other hand, not 
every payment on a bond or stock is taxable. Should in 
lieu payments in respect of principal payments or non-
dividend distributions be taxed when they would not be 
if the underlying instrument were held directly? The law 
is not entirely clear.47

The Green Book proposal would expand the securities 
loan nonrecognition rules to include loans of actively 
traded digital assets recorded on cryptographically secured 
distributed ledgers, if such loans have terms similar to 
those currently required for loans of securities. For exam-
ple, if during the term of a loan the owner of the digital 
asset would have received other digital assets or other 
amounts if the loan had not taken place, the terms of the 
loan agreement should provide that those amounts will be 
transferred by the borrower to the lender. Additionally, the 
proposal would require that income that would be taken 
into account by the lender if the lender had continued 
to hold the loaned asset must be taken into account by 
the lender in a manner that clearly reflects income. The 
proposal would provide for appropriate basis adjustments 
to the loan contract and when the loaned asset is returned. 
The proposal would also clarify that fixed-term loans are 
subject to the securities loan nonrecognition rules if they 
would otherwise qualify. The proposal provides that no 
inference is intended regarding the treatment of digital 
asset loans, publicly traded partnership interest loans, and 
fixed-term securities loans under current law.

The various elements of this proposal would go a long 
way toward easing some of the uncertainty in this complex 
area and provide a much-needed overhaul of an antiquated 
statute. But the devil will be in the details. For example, 
the barriers to a given individual or entity creating a new 
digital asset through a hard fork are almost non-existent, 
but most new digital assets never achieve market acceptance. 
In recognition of this fact, most digital asset loans provide 
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for in kind in lieu payments of hard fork currencies only in 
situations where the new digital asset is economically mean-
ingful. These arrangements are certainly within the “spirit” 
of Code Sec. 1058 and ought to be given nonrecognition 
treatment. However, drawing definitive lines as to what 
does and does not qualify is always difficult. In this regard, 
prevailing market practice might serve as the best guide.

Publicly traded partnership interests also pose their own 
special issues. In the case of a partnership, income is taxed 
at the partner level on an annual basis, and distributions 
are generally not subject to tax. Should the lender be put 
back in a similar position as if they owned the partnership 
directly? If so, how would the lender obtain the necessary 
information to determine its income?

Notwithstanding the technical issues that must be 
worked through, the proposal sets forth a framework that 
most practitioners would agree with.

Expansion of Code Sec. 475 to Digital 
Asset Dealers and Traders

Code Sec. 475 requires dealers in securities to use the 
mark-to-market method of accounting for inventory and 
non-inventory securities held at year end.48 Gain or loss 
recognized under this mark-to-market method of account-
ing is generally characterized as ordinary gain or loss.49 For 
purposes of Code Sec. 475, a “security” includes corporate 
stock, interests in widely held or publicly traded partner-
ships and trusts, debt instruments, and certain derivative 
financial instruments.50 Although the IRS has taken the 
position that digital assets are property for federal income 
tax purposes,51 as of yet no guidance has been issued on 
the question of whether any particular digital asset is a 
“security” for purposes of Code Sec. 475. Nevertheless, 
many practitioners take the position that digital assets are 
not securities, as defined by Code Sec. 475(c)(2).52

Dealers in commodities and traders in securities or com-
modities may elect to use the mark-to-market method of 
accounting.53 For this purpose, Code Sec. 475(e)(2)(A) 
defines the term “commodity” to include “any commodity 
which is actively traded.”54 Thus, there are two require-
ments—an asset must be (i) a commodity and (ii) actively 
traded. Under current law, it is not entirely clear whether 
digital assets meet this definition.55

With respect to the first requirement, Code Sec. 475(e)(2)(A)  
does not attempt to define the term “commodity” in gen-
eral. In similar self-referential situations where the term 
being defined is used in the definition, the courts have 
generally held that an item must fit within the common 
understanding of the term to fall within the definition.56 

In common parlance, the term “commodity” generally 
connotes fungibility with other assets of a similar class 
and grade. Many digital assets satisfy this requirement.57 
However, the term commodity might also impart a tan-
gible asset connotation, which arguably would not be 
satisfied by digital assets.58

With respect to the requirement that the commodity 
must be actively traded, the statute cross-references Code 
Sec. 1092(d)(1). Futures on ether and bitcoin are traded on 
the Chicago Mercantile Exchange (a Commodities Futures 
Trading Commission-regulated commodities exchange), 
but other digital assets are not similarly traded. Although 
not entirely clear, most practitioners believe mainstream 
digital assets are actively traded because the exchange on 
which they trade operates similar to a traditional com-
modities exchange.59

The Green Book proposal would add a third category of 
assets—“actively traded” digital assets and derivatives on, 
or hedges of, those digital assets—that may be marked to 
market at the election of a dealer or trader in those assets. 
The IRS would have authority to determine which digital 
assets are treated as actively traded. The determination of 
whether a digital asset is actively traded would take into 
account relevant facts and circumstances, which may 
include whether the asset is regularly bought and sold for 
U.S. dollars or other fiat currencies, the volume of trading 
of the asset on exchanges that have reliable valuations, and 
the availability of reliable price quotations.

A digital asset would not be treated as a security or 
commodity for purposes of the mark-to-market rules and 
would therefore be eligible for mark-to-market treatment 
only under the rules applicable to this new category of 
assets. This would allow taxpayers a greater degree of 
flexibility in determining whether to apply the mark-to-
market method of accounting. More specifically, a taxpayer 
that trades in both digital assets and commodities could 
elect mark-to-market accounting for digital assets but not 
commodities, or vice versa.

The potential availability of a mark-to-market method of 
accounting for digital assets would be useful for a variety 
of reasons. Mark-to-market accounting generally provides 
a clear reflection of income with respect to assets that are 
traded in established markets, and for financial accounting 
purposes, taxpayers may be required to mark inventory 
or trading positions to market. Allowing taxpayers to use 
their financial accounting valuations for tax purposes may 
reduce tax compliance costs. Also, if a digital asset wash 
sale or constructive sale provision is enacted in the future, 
the mark-to-market method of accounting would mitigate 
the impact of those provisions (it would also be helpful for 
digital asset straddle positions, which are arguably already 
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subject to the loss deferral, capitalization, and special 
holding period rules under Code Secs. 263(g) and 1092).

Conclusion
The Green Book would make several novel changes to 
the taxation of financial products but would fall short 

of a widespread overhaul. The Green Book proposals 
showed thoughtful improvements over previous propos-
als, and certain proposals would go a long way toward 
clarifying uncertainties under current law. Although the 
Green Book proposals are unlikely to become law any 
time soon, it is likely we will see similar proposals again 
in the future.

Increase The Excise Tax Rate on Repurchase of 
Corporate Stock And Close Loopholes

Current Law
The stock repurchase excise tax applies at a rate of one per-
cent of the fair market value (FMV) of any stock of a covered 
corporation that is repurchased by the corporation during its 
taxable year. The statute generally defines a “covered cor-
poration” as a domestic corporation whose stock is publicly 
traded on an established securities market. An established 
securities market for this purpose includes U.S. national 
securities exchanges, certain foreign securities exchanges, 
regional or local exchanges, and certain interdealer quota-
tion systems. “Repurchases” include a corporation’s acqui-
sition of any of its stock from a shareholder for property 
that qualifies as a redemption of the stock as defined in 
the Internal Revenue Code (Code). The statute also provides 
that a repurchase includes any other transaction that the 
Secretary determines in regulations or other guidance to be 
“economically similar” to a redemption of stock. A repurchase 
also may include acquisitions of the corporation’s stock by 
certain specified affiliates.

The stock repurchase excise tax applies to the acquisition 
of stock of a foreign corporation, the stock of which is traded 
on an established securities market (an “applicable foreign 
corporation”) by a specified affiliate of such corporation. In 
this case, the stock repurchase excise tax only applies to 
the extent the specified affiliate is not a foreign corpora-
tion or a foreign partnership (unless such partnership has 
a domestic entity as a direct or indirect partner). The excise 
tax also applies to the acquisition of stock of certain foreign 
corporations subject to the inversion rules.

The annual FMV of a covered corporation’s repurchased 
stock is reduced by certain exceptions and reductions, includ-
ing the FMV of the covered corporation’s stock that is issued 
or provided to employees during the taxable year.

Reasons for Change

Stock repurchases are tax-favored relative to dividends 
as a means of distributing corporate profits to sharehold-
ers. Increasing the excise tax rate on stock repurchases 
would reduce this disparity. Moreover, raising the tax rate 
is an administratively simple and progressive way to raise 
revenue to pay for the Administration’s fiscal priorities. In 
addition, the tax should apply to specified affiliates of an 
applicable foreign corporation that are controlled foreign 
corporations (CFCs), generally corporations whose stock is 
majority owned by U.S. shareholders (taking into account 
stock attribution rules), in the same manner that it applies 
to specified affiliates of an applicable foreign corporation 
that are U.S. corporations.

Proposal
The proposal would increase the tax rate on corporate stock 
repurchases to 4 percent. The proposal also would extend 
the stock repurchase excise tax to the acquisition of stock of 
an applicable foreign corporation by a specified affiliate of 
the applicable foreign corporation that is a CFC.

The proposal would apply to repurchases of stock after 
December 31, 2023.

Conform Scope of Portfolio Interest Exclusion for 
10-Percent Shareholders to Other Tax Rules

Current Law

No tax is generally imposed on portfolio interest received by 
a foreign person. Portfolio interest is any U.S.-source, non-
effectively connected interest paid on an obligation that is 
in registered form and that would otherwise be taxable to a 
foreign owner of the obligation.

Interest does not qualify as portfolio interest if an exclu-
sion applies. One particular exclusion applies if the holder 
of the obligation is a “10-percent shareholder” of the issuer 
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at the time the interest is received. For an obligation issued 
by a corporation, a 10-percent shareholder is any person 
who owns 10 percent or more of the total combined voting 
power of all classes of stock of such corporation entitled 
to vote. In the case of an obligation issued by a partner-
ship, a 10-percent shareholder is any person who owns 10 
percent or more of the capital or profits interest in such 
partnership.

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 modified the definition of 
“United States shareholder” for income tax purposes to mean 
a U.S. person who owns or is considered to own 10 percent 
or more of the total combined voting power of all classes of 
stock of a foreign corporation or 10 percent or more of the 
total value of shares of all classes of stock of such corpora-
tion. Prior to the enactment of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 
2017, the definition of “United States shareholder” looked 
only to the voting power of the shareholder.

Reasons for Change
Taxpayers are often able to avoid (or attempt to avoid) being 
classified as a 10-percent shareholder by limiting their tech-
nical voting power in the corporation to under 10 percent, 
while retaining a substantial interest in the total value of 
shares of all classes of stock in the corporation. Modifying 
the definition of 10-percent shareholder to take into account 
the value of stock owned would prevent gaming of this 
definition. Moreover, it would promote uniformity by aligning 
the 10-percent shareholder definition for portfolio interest 
purposes with the definition of United States shareholder.

Proposal
The proposal would modify the definition of a 10-percent 
shareholder, in the case of interest paid on an obligation issued 
by a corporation, to mean any person who owns 10 percent 
or more of the total combined voting power of all classes of 
stock of such corporation entitled to vote or 10 percent of the 
total value of shares of all classes of stock of such corporation.

The proposal would apply to payments of U.S.-source inter-
est made on debt instruments issued (including a deemed 
issuance) on or after the date that is 60 days after enactment.

Treat Payments Substituting for Partnership 
Effectively Connected Income as U.S. Source 
Dividends

Current Law

A foreign taxpayer that invests in a U.S. partnership with 
income effectively connected to the conduct of a trade or 

business (ECI) is required to file a U.S. tax return to report 
that income and pay tax on it. Some or all of the gain on the 
sale of an interest in a partnership that is engaged in the 
conduct of a U.S. trade or business may be treated as ECI by 
reference to a deemed sale of the partnership’s assets, and 
tax is required to be withheld on that gain.

For certain purposes, including the U.S. withholding tax 
rules applicable to foreign persons, a dividend equivalent 
is treated as a dividend from U.S. sources. A dividend 
equivalent is any substitute dividend made pursuant to 
a securities lending or a sale-repurchase transaction that 
(directly or indirectly) is contingent upon, or determined 
by reference to, the payment of a dividend from sources 
within the United States. Any payment made under a 
specified notional principal contract, or made under an 
equity-linked instrument that meets certain criteria, that 
directly or indirectly is contingent upon, or determined 
by reference to, the payment of a dividend from sources 
within the United States also is treated as a dividend 
equivalent.

In the case of a dividend equivalent payment made by a 
foreign person to a foreign person, the jurisdiction of the 
foreign person making the payment may not treat the pay-
ment as a U.S. source dividend subject to U.S. taxation. As a 
result, the foreign person making the payment may be subject 
to different and potentially conflicting obligations under U.S. 
law and foreign law.

Reasons for Change
Foreign taxpayers may take the position that the rules requir-
ing reporting and payment of tax on investments in U.S. 
partnerships do not apply if the foreign taxpayer acquires 
an economic interest in a publicly traded partnership with 
ECI through a derivative financial instrument, such as a 
total return swap, and that the payments on the financial 
instrument that are received by the foreign taxpayer are 
foreign source payments. Foreign taxpayers may also take 
the position that the rules requiring withholding on divi-
dend equivalent payments do not apply to payments on the 
financial instrument or apply only to a small portion of those 
payments. As a result, taxpayers can readily avoid the imposi-
tion of U.S. tax on ECI from an investment in a partnership 
with a U.S. trade or business.

Proposal
The proposal would treat the portion of a payment on a 
derivative financial instrument (including a securities loan 
or sale-and-repurchase agreement) that is contingent on 
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income or gain from a publicly traded partnership or other 
partnership specified by the Secretary as a dividend equiva-
lent, to the extent that the related income or gain would 
have been treated as ECI if the taxpayer held the underlying 
partnership interest.

The Secretary would have authority to prescribe such regu-
lations or other guidance as may be necessary or appropri-
ate to carry out the purposes of, and prevent the avoidance 
of, this section, including with respect to payments made 
between foreign persons.

No inference is intended as to the application of current 
law to derivative transactions on interests in partnerships 
with ECI.

The proposal would be effective for taxable years starting 
December 31, 2024.

Impose Digital Asset Mining Energy Excise Tax

Current Law

Current law does not provide tax rules specifically addressing 
digital assets, with the exception of certain rules relating to 
broker reporting and reporting of cash transactions.

Reasons for Change
Digital asset mining is a process for validating transactions 
among holders of digital assets to record and transfer cryp-
tographically secured assets on a distributed ledger by, for 
example, using high-powered computers to perform calcula-
tions to select the validator.

The computational effort involved in mining can be sub-
stantial and can therefore require a correspondingly large 
amount of energy. The increase in energy consumption 
attributable to the growth of digital asset mining has negative 
environmental effects and can have environmental justice 
implications as well as increase energy prices for those that 
share an electricity grid with digital asset miners. Digital asset 
mining also creates uncertainty and risks to local utilities 
and communities, as mining activity is highly variable and 
highly mobile.

An excise tax on electricity usage by digital asset miners 
could reduce mining activity along with its associated envi-
ronmental impacts and other harms.

Proposal
Any firm using computing resources, whether owned by the 
firm or leased from others, to mine digital assets would be 
subject to an excise tax equal to 30 percent of the costs of 
electricity used in digital asset mining.

Firms engaged in digital asset mining would be required to 
report the amount and type of electricity used as well as the 
value of that electricity, if purchased externally. Firms that 
lease computational capacity would be required to report the 
value of the electricity used by the lessor firm attributable to 
the leased capacity, which would serve as the tax base. Firms 
that produce or acquire power off-grid, for example by using 
the output of a particular electricity generating plant, would 
be subject to an excise tax equal to 30 percent of estimated 
electricity costs.

Except as otherwise provided by the Secretary, the term 
“digital asset” means any digital representation of value 
which is recorded on a cryptographically secured distrib-
uted ledger or any similar technology as specified by the 
Secretary.

The proposal would be effective for taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2024. The excise tax would be phased in 
over three years at a rate of 10 percent in the first year, 20 
percent in the second, and 30 percent thereafter.

Apply the Wash Sale Rules to Digital Assets and 
Address Related Party Transactions

Current Law

Section 1091 of the Internal Revenue Code (Code) disallows 
a loss from a sale of stock or securities if the same or sub-
stantially identical stock or securities are purchased within 
30 days before or after the sale (a “wash sale”) unless the 
taxpayer is a dealer in stock or securities and the loss is 
sustained in the ordinary course of its dealer business. If 
the stock or securities are purchased at a price that differs 
from the sale price of the stock or securities sold, appropriate 
adjustments are made to the basis of the purchased stock 
or securities. The holding period for the purchased stock or 
securities takes into account the holding period for the sold 
stock or securities. As a result, the effect of the wash sale 
rules ordinarily is to defer the recognition of a loss until the 
taxpayer finally disposes of the stock or securities. The wash 
sale rules also apply to sales of stock or securities where the 
taxpayer enters into a contract or option to buy the same or 
substantially identical stock or securities within the 30-day 
window, and to certain short sales of stock or securities. The 
wash sales are intended to ensure that taxpayers cannot 
recognize losses without exiting their position in a loss asset 
for a meaningful period of time.

The Internal Revenue Service treats a loss from a sale of 
stock or securities by a taxpayer that causes its individual 
retirement account or Roth IRA to purchase substantially 
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identical stock or securities within 30 days of the sale as 
subject to the wash sale rule.60

Except as otherwise provided by the Secretary, brokers 
who report gross proceeds and basis from the sale of stock 
or securities determine a customer’s adjusted basis without 
regard to the wash sale rules, unless the transaction occurs 
in the same account with respect to identical securities.

Reasons for Change
Taxpayers with loss positions in digital assets are engaging in 
transactions that would be subject to the wash sale rules if 
the digital assets were subject to section 1091. For example, 
a taxpayer may sell a digital asset that is not considered a 
stock or security for wash sale purposes at a loss on one 
day and repurchase the same digital asset the next day. The 
same loss recognition rules should apply to digital assets 
held as investments or for trading as would apply for stocks 
and securities.

The wash sale rules should also be updated to provide 
statutory rules addressing related party transactions, and 
to reflect new types of financial instruments that have 
developed since the last amendments made to those rules. 
A de minimis rule for wash sales also may be appropriate, 
particularly in light of the expansion of the wash sale rules to 
digital assets, as the use of digital assets to make payments 
for goods and services may result in multiple small disposi-
tions of digital assets that may give rise to losses (or gains) 
within 30 days of an independent decision to purchase the 
same digital asset.

Broker reporting rules should be amended to reflect these 
changes to the wash sale rules.

Proposal
The wash sales rules would be amended to add digital 
assets to the list of assets subject to the wash sale rules. 
Except as otherwise provided by the Secretary, the term 
“digital asset” means any digital representation of value 
which is recorded on a cryptographically secured dis-
tributed ledger or any similar technology as specified by 
the Secretary.61 Regulatory authority would be granted to 
the Secretary to treat any security as defined by section 
475(c)(2), or any commodity as defined by section 475(e)
(2), or other assets traded on an established market as 
subject to the wash sale rules as necessary to prevent 
abuse. The basis and holding period rules applicable 
to purchased assets would be revised to reflect the 
expanded scope of the wash sale rules. These expanded 

rules are not intended to apply to ordinary course busi-
ness transactions. The Secretary would have authority 
to prescribe regulations defining the term “substantially 
identical” to provide an exception to the application of 
the wash sale rules for de minimis losses for assets sub-
ject to the wash sale rule, and to provide an exception to 
the application of the wash sale rules for ordinary course 
business transactions (not including trading) involving 
digital assets.

The wash sale rules, as they apply to all assets and not 
only digital assets, would be modified with respect to 
transactions involving related persons, except as other-
wise provided in regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 
In the case of any loss from a sale of assets subject to the 
wash sale rules and a purchase by a related party of the 
same or substantially identical assets within 30 days of the 
sale, the loss would be deferred until (a) the related party 
sells or otherwise disposes of the asset or such other time 
as specified by the Secretary, provided that the taxpayer 
and a related party do not reacquire the asset within 30 
days before or after that sale or disposition, or (b) the 
parties cease to be related. A related party would include 
members of a taxpayer’s family and tax-favored accounts 
such as individual retirement accounts controlled by the 
taxpayer or the taxpayer’s spouse. Two entities would be 
related to each other if one controlled the other, directly 
or indirectly, or both were under the common control 
of either a third entity or the taxpayer and one or more 
family members. An individual would be related to an 
entity if the entity is controlled, directly or indirectly, 
by the individual and the individual’s family members. 
The Secretary would have authority to issue regulations 
expanding this definition as necessary to prevent abuse, 
to provide rules for transactions where a taxpayer sold 
assets at a loss and both the taxpayer and a related party 
acquired the same or substantially similar assets, and to 
coordinate the operation of the wash sale rules with other 
rules dealing with sales of loss property between related 
parties (sections 267 and 707).

The wash sale rules also would be amended to address 
derivative financial instruments more comprehensively, 
including modifications to the basis rules to prevent abuse.

The Secretary would have authority to require brokers to 
report such information as may be necessary or appropri-
ate to implement the wash sale rules. Except as otherwise 
provided by the Secretary, brokers reporting a customer’s 
adjusted basis on a disposition of a digital asset or other 
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asset subject to the wash sale rules would report the basis 
of the asset without regard to the wash sale rules unless the 
sale of the loss asset and the transaction causing the wash 
sale rules to apply occur in the same account with respect 
to identical assets.

No inference is intended as to whether the losses claimed 
by taxpayers from wash sales of digital assets may be 
deducted under current law, or as to the proper treatment 
of transactions involving related parties under the wash sale 
rules under current law.

The proposal would be effective for taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2024.

Modernize Rules Treating Loans of Securities 
as Tax-Free to Include Other Asset Classes and 
Address Income Inclusion

Current Law

A common transaction in the securities market is a loan of 
securities. Owners of securities such as pension plans, mutual 
funds, insurance companies and other institutional investors 
lend their securities because they receive compensation for 
doing so. Persons wishing to take a trading position in the 
security (for example, to short the security as a hedge of 
another position or in order to benefit from an anticipated 
fall in price) will borrow the security in order to affect their 
transaction.

Loans of securities of this kind ordinarily are treated as 
transactions in which no gain or loss is recognized (nonrec-
ognition treatment) if the transfer of a security is pursuant 
to an agreement that meets certain requirements. Gain or 
loss also is not recognized on the return of that security in 
exchange for rights under the agreement. The agreement 
must (a) provide for the return to the transferor of securi-
ties identical to the securities transferred; (b) require that 
payments be made to the transferor of amounts equal to all 
interest, dividends and distributions on the security during 
the term of the securities loan; (c) not reduce the risk of loss 
or opportunity for gain of the transferor in the transferred 
securities; and (d) meet such other requirements as the 
Secretary or her delegates (Secretary) may prescribe. These 
rules are intended to ensure that the taxpayer making the 
loan of securities remains in an economic and tax position 
similar to the position it would have been in absent the 
loan. For this purpose, the term “securities” means corpo-
rate stock, notes, bonds, debentures and other evidence of 
indebtedness, and any evidence of an interest in or right to 

purchase any of the foregoing. The basis of property acquired 
by a taxpayer in a securities loan when the securities are 
returned to the taxpayer is the same as the basis of the 
property loaned by the taxpayer.

Several court cases have ruled that these securities loan 
nonrecognition rules do not apply to a number of tax-
motivated transactions denominated as securities loans 
with non-market-standard terms, and that the transac-
tions gave rise to taxable gain or loss on the transfer of 
the security.62 While it is common in the securities lending 
market for a loan of securities to have a fixed term, in these 
cases, the security was loaned for a fixed or quasi-fixed 
term of unusually long duration, among other non-market-
standard terms. In one case, the loaned security was a 
debt instrument that did not have coupons but was issued 
with significant original issue discount. The taxpayer did 
not take any amounts in respect of the accruing original 
issue discount into account during the term of the securi-
ties loan.63

Reasons for Change
The market for lending of financial and other assets has 
expanded over time to include digital assets and interests 
in publicly traded partnerships. The securities loan nonrec-
ognition rules should be amended to take this expansion 
into account.

Since these rules are intended to ensure that the taxpayer 
making the loan of securities remains in an economic and 
tax position similar to the position it would have been in 
absent the loan, the rules should be further amended to 
ensure that taxpayers take income from a loan of an asset 
into account in a manner comparable to the income the 
taxpayer would have had if it had continued to hold the 
asset. First, taxpayers should be required to take income 
accruing on the asset into account as they would do absent 
the loan. Second, taxpayers should not be able to use secu-
rities loans to accelerate gains simply because the term of 
the loan is fixed.

Expansion of Asset Classes
In recent years, a market for the lending of digital assets 
recorded on cryptographically secured distributed ledgers 
has developed, and it is now growing rapidly. Similar to the 
securities lending market, owners of these digital assets may 
lend them in order to receive compensation for doing so. 
These loans’ yields, as a share of the underlying value of the 
loaned assets, may be substantially higher than the interest 
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received on loans of cash. Other taxpayers borrow these 
digital assets in order to carry out various trading strategies, 
to take speculative positions in those assets, or to use those 
assets as collateral for other transactions. The borrower of a 
digital asset may therefore dispose of it in order to carry out 
its trade, at which point neither the lender nor the borrower 
holds the digital asset.

Except in the case of digital assets that may also be treated 
as securities within the meaning of the definition described 
above, the securities loan nonrecognition rules do not 
apply to loans of digital assets. No other authority expressly 
addresses whether loans of assets other than securities give 
rise to taxable gain or loss. In light of the growing volume of 
loans of digital assets, rules addressing those transactions 
should be provided. Those rules should take into account dif-
ferences between digital assets and securities. One example 
of those differences is that digital assets typically do not pay 
dividends or interest, but ownership of digital assets may 
result in other types of transfers of property to the owner 
such as hard forks64 and airdrops.65

Another type of financial asset that taxpayers may lend, 
including pursuant to the terms of brokerage agreements, 
are equity interests in publicly traded partnerships. Although 
these equity interests function like securities for non-tax pur-
poses, they are not securities for purposes of the securities 
loan nonrecognition rules. No rules address how such loans 
are treated, or how the partnership income that would be 
taken into account by the partner absent the loan is treated. 
The Secretary should have authority to treat such loans as 
tax-free if the resulting treatment of partnership income is 
appropriate.

Inclusion of Income from Loans of Assets
The securities loan nonrecognition rules do not address how 
the lender of a security that accrues interest or other income 
during the term of the loan should take that interest or other 
income into account. If the lender of the security is an accrual 
method taxpayer but that lender does not take income on 
the securities loan into account in respect of the interest or 
other income accruing on the underlying security, income 
to the lender would be deferred compared to the timing of 
income if the lender had not loaned the security. Lenders of 
assets should be required to include income during the term 
of the loan in a manner comparable to the income inclusions 
they would have absent the loan.

Some taxpayers treat fixed-term securities loans as within 
the scope of the securities loan nonrecognition rules. Based 

on the cases described above, other taxpayers are engaging 
in short-term fixed-term securities loans for the purpose 
of generating gains that are used to refresh expiring net 
operating losses or to give rise to future ordinary deduc-
tions. The borrowers in these transactions may have no 
business reason to borrow these securities other than to 
accommodate the lender. While a fixed term may indicate 
that a loan of an asset is a tax-motivated transaction, a 
fixed term of a duration customary in the market does not 
by itself substantially change a taxpayer’s economic posi-
tion. Taxpayers should not be able to use such transactions 
to accelerate gains.

Proposal
The proposal would amend the securities loan nonrecog-
nition rules to provide that they apply to loans of actively 
traded digital assets recorded on cryptographically secured 
distributed ledgers, provided that the loan has terms 
similar to those currently required for loans of securities. 
For example, if during the term of a loan the owner of the 
digital asset would have received other digital assets or 
other amounts if the loan had not taken place, the terms 
of the loan agreement should provide that those amounts 
will be transferred by the borrower to the lender, except as 
provided by the Secretary. The Secretary would have author-
ity to determine when a digital asset is actively traded, and 
the authority to extend the rules to non-actively traded 
digital assets. The proposal also would provide authority to 
the Secretary to extend the securities loan nonrecognition 
rules to other assets such as interests in publicly traded 
partnerships.

The proposal would require that income that would be 
taken into account by the lender if the lender had continued 
to hold the loaned asset must be taken into account by the 
lender in a manner that clearly reflects income. The proposal 
would provide for appropriate basis adjustments to the loan 
contract and when the loaned asset is returned.

The proposal would clarify that fixed-term loans are sub-
ject to the securities loan nonrecognition rules if they would 
otherwise qualify, except as provided by the Secretary. For 
example, fixed-term loans entered into in the normal course 
of a securities lending business or the ordinary management 
of an investment portfolio ordinarily should be treated as 
nonrecognition transactions, while a loan of a security for 
all or virtually all of its remaining term or an accommoda-
tion loan entered into to generate tax benefits should not be 
treated as a qualifying loan.
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No inference would be intended regarding the treatment 
of loans of digital assets or equity interests in publicly traded 
partnerships under current law, or the treatment of income 
on loaned securities or fixed-term securities loans under 
current law.

The proposal would be effective for taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2024.

Amend the Mark-To-Market Rules to Include 
Digital Assets

Current Law

Section 475 of the Internal Revenue Code requires deal-
ers in securities to use the mark-to-market method of 
accounting for inventory and non-inventory securities held 
at year end. For this purpose, a security includes corporate 
stock, interests in widely held or publicly traded partner-
ships and trusts, debt instruments, and certain derivative 
financial instruments. Dealers in commodities and traders 
in securities or commodities may elect to use the mark-
to-market method. A commodity means any commodity 
which is actively traded, any notional principal contract 
with respect to any such commodity, and certain other 
derivative financial instruments and hedges with respect 
to such commodities.

Gain or loss on dealer securities is generally treated as 
ordinary income or loss, unless the security is (a) a security 
held for investment or not held for sale or a hedge of a non-
security, if properly identified as such, or (b) is held other 
than in connection with securities dealer activities. Gain or 
loss on other assets that are marked to market pursuant to an 
election also generally is treated as ordinary income or loss. 
Limitations on the deductibility of capital losses therefore 
generally do not apply to losses on assets marked to market 
under these rules. Several anti-abuse rules addressed to tim-
ing and character arbitrage do not apply to securities that 
are marked to market under these rules.

Reasons for Change
Mark-to-market accounting generally provides a clear 
reflection of income with respect to assets that are traded 
in established markets. For market-valued assets, mark-
to-market accounting imposes few burdens and offers few 

opportunities for manipulation. Exchange-traded assets typi-
cally have reliably determinable values if they are actively 
traded. For financial accounting purposes, taxpayers may be 
required to mark inventory or trading positions to market, 
including at year-end. To the extent that financial account-
ing valuation is consistent with the determination of fair 
market value for tax purposes, allowing taxpayers to use 
their financial accounting valuations for tax purposes may 
reduce tax compliance costs.

Thousands of different digital assets are currently in 
existence. While many of them are illiquid, some of them 
are traded in high volumes and may have reliable valuations.

Allowing taxpayers to mark actively traded digital assets 
to market would clearly reflect income and could reduce tax 
compliance burdens, just as current law does for other assets of 
commodities dealers and securities traders. Notably, for finan-
cial accounting purposes, taxpayers may be required to mark 
inventory or trading positions to market, including at year-end.

Proposal
The proposal would add a third category of assets that may 
be marked-to-market at the election of a dealer or trader in 
those assets. Assets in the third category would be actively 
traded digital assets and derivatives on, or hedges of, those 
digital assets, under rules similar to those that apply to 
actively traded commodities. The Secretary would have 
authority to determine which digital assets are treated as 
actively traded. The determination of whether a digital asset 
is actively traded would take into account relevant facts 
and circumstances, which may include whether the asset 
is regularly bought and sold for U.S. dollars or other fiat 
currencies, the volume of trading of the asset on exchanges 
that have reliable valuations, and the availability of reliable 
price quotations.

A digital asset would not be treated as a security or 
commodity for purposes of the mark-to-market rules and 
would therefore be eligible for mark-to-market treatment 
only under the rules applicable to the new third category of 
assets. No inference is intended as to the extent to which a 
digital asset may be eligible for mark-to-market treatment 
under current law.

The proposal would be effective for taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2024.

APPENDIX. GREEN BOOK PROPOSALS (Cont'd)
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ENDNOTES

*	 The information in this article is not intended 
to be “written advice concerning one or more 
Federal tax matters” subject to the requirements 
of section 10.37(a)(2) of Treasury Department 
Circular 230. The information contained herein 
is of a general nature and based on authorities 
that are subject to change. Applicability of the 
information to specific situations should be 
determined through consultation with your tax 
adviser. This article represents the views of the 
authors only, and does not necessarily represent 
the views or professional advice of KPMG LLP.

© 2024 KPMG LLP, a Delaware limited liability 
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a private English company limited by guarantee. 
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proposed requirement of reporting by certain 
taxpayers of foreign digital asset accounts, or (iii) 
various insurance tax provisions.

2	 There is a “Netting Rule” that states the value of 
stock treated as repurchased during the taxable 
year for purposes of computing the excise tax is 
reduced by the value of any new issuances of 
stock by the corporation during the same tax-
able year. There are also six exceptions to the 
excise tax under the statute: (i) to the extent a 
repurchase is part of a reorganization under Code 
Sec. 368(a) and no gain or loss is recognized by 
the shareholder; (ii) if the stock repurchased or 
an amount of stock equal to the value of such 
stock is contributed to an employer-sponsored 
retirement plan, an employee stock ownership 
plan, or similar plan; (iii) if the total value of the 
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investments trusts (“REITs”); and (vi) repurchases 
treated as dividends.
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10	 Code Sec. 861(a)(2).
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14	 See Sec. 138146 of the Build Back Better Act.
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Investors, 19 J. Tax’n Fin. Prods. 3 (2022).
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fraction of Bitcoin mining power could success-
fully employ a 51 percent attack. See www.crypto51.
app/ for an indication of the theoretical cost of 51 
percent attack on various blockchain networks.
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33	 The potential for wash sale avoidance can be 

illustrated by the following example:
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specified asset X with a basis of $100 for 
$25, its fair market value. On October 
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