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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. The Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT) is pleased to have the opportunity to respond 
to this consultation on Corporate Transparency & Register Report (Powers of the Registrar), 
published December 2020. 

 
1.2. AAT is submitting this response on behalf of our membership and for the wider public benefit of 

achieving sound and effective administration of taxes. 
 

1.3. The comments particularly reflect the potential impact that the proposed changes would have on 
SMEs and micro-entities, many of which employ AAT members or would be represented by 
AAT’s 4,250 licensed accountants. 

 
 
2. Executive summary  

 
2.1. AAT recognises the need for reform in relation to the powers and processes of Companies 

House to improve reliability and usability of information, and to prevent deliberate abuse 
of the registers to facilitate financial wrongdoing and other offences.  

 
2.2. As an anti-money laundering supervisor, AAT is particularly concerned with, and 

supportive of, any measures intended to limit the opportunities for companies to use 
fraudulent information on the register to hide money laundering activity. 

 
 
3. AAT response to the consultation paper  

 
3.1. The following paragraphs set out AAT’s response to the proposals outlined in the consultation 

paper. We have only listed those questions where AAT has a comment to make. 
 
Do you agree that the querying power should be exercised on a risk-based approach? If 
you disagree, please explain your rationale.  
 

3.2. AAT agrees with a risk-based approach. In general, the risk-based approach is a well-established 
methodology in dealing with economic crime and supports proportionality of involvement and 
costs. 
 
Are there specific circumstances under which you consider the querying power should be 
exercised? Please give reasons for your answer.  
 

3.3. AAT has not identified any specific circumstances and recognises that too much concentration on 
specificity may limit flexibility in the Registrar’s powers and undermine the aims of the reforms. 
 
In what circumstances do you think the power should be used in the context of company 
names? Please provide reasons for your answer.  
 

3.4. AAT agrees with the principle of the power to query company names. As suggested in the 
consultation, there is evidence of deliberate abuse of naming processes to suggest illegitimate 
links to established firms, or to misleadingly suggest the company provides services and 
expertise which they do not. AAT also agrees that the power to query should be available to the 
Registrar post-registration as it may not be reasonable for all potential issues to be identified at 
registration stage, given the large number involved. 
 

3.5. We note the potential required changes in the Company Names Adjudicator role and look forward 
to any further consultation on that matter. 
 
Do you agree that this is an appropriate use of the querying power? Please provide 
reasons for your answer.  
 

3.6. AAT agrees that it is appropriate for the Registrar to have the power to both query and, where 
relevant, reject or require changes to company names. The option for firms to have any such 

 



 

 

decision adjudicated upon already exists, although AAT would consider it appropriate for 
decisions to be published to ensure transparency in the use of such powers. 
 
Is it appropriate to place the onus on the company and/or the applicant to demonstrate 
that a name is being registered or was registered in good faith?  
 

3.7. Given the resource implication, and in support of the principle of preventing abuse of the 
company naming system, it would be appropriate to place the onus on the applicant to 
demonstrate good faith. 
 
Q: Do you agree that the “sensitive words and expressions” regulations should be 
amended to capture circumstances such as that described above?  
 

3.8. Yes. AAT agrees that amendments to the regulations should reflect the general principle of the 
reforms which are to prevent abuse and to prevent misleading or offensive naming. The trend 
toward abbreviations and homonyms in company names also suggests a need for increased 
powers in this area. 
 
Do you agree that we should close this gap in the way we propose? Are there any other 
gaps that we should consider?  
 

3.9. AAT agrees that this is the logical conclusion to ensure compliance with decisions and orders. 
 
What sanctions do you consider are most appropriate to incentivise compliance with the 
new requirement to respond to a query raised by the Registrar?  
 

3.10. AAT agrees with the proposal that non-compliance be made an offence. Given there is an 
existing criminal legal framework to deal with the most serious offences such as Money 
Laundering and Terrorist Financing, AAT believes that a civil offence would be a logical 
approach. As with all such proposals, AAT believes that proportionality and fairness must be the 
primary considerations when considering the nature of the offence or offences created. 
 
Do you agree that the removal of most documents which have legal effect by virtue of 
registration at Companies House should be a matter for the courts?  
 

3.11. Yes, AAT considers that in the majority of cases, the removal of a document which gives legal 
effect from the register should remain a matter for the courts.  
 
We propose that the Registrar should be able to remove certain filings which in future, will 
give legal effect such as director appointments. Do you have any views on whether the 
Registrar should have any other role in respect of legal effect filings?  
 

3.12. AAT agrees that straightforward filings such as director appointments and change of registered 
office address should be able to be removed administratively by the Registrar but is not 
immediately aware of any other role in the case of legal effect filings that should be considered. 
 
Do you agree that the evidence provided as a result of the Registrar’s queries should not 
be published unless it comprises information that would normally be published? Please 
give reasons for your answer.  
 

3.13. AAT agrees that evidence provided to satisfy the Registrar’s queries need only be used for that 
purpose and not published as a matter of course. This follows standard practice elsewhere. For 
example, in seeking to prove identity, financial institutions and government agencies etc. will 
often request passport and utility bills and take copies but under no circumstances would such 
evidence ever be published. 
 
The Registrar will provide an explanation about why the query is being made. What other 
information would you expect the query to contain?  
 

3.14. Providing that the explanation about why the query is being made is always sufficiently clear i.e. it 
provides the legal basis for the query, the information required, reasons for that specific 
information e being requested, and details of how the information will be processed and 



 

 

published (if applicable) etc. then there appears to be little additional information that would be 
expected.  
 
What kinds of evidence do you think it would be appropriate for the Registrar to request in 
support of a response to a query?  
 

3.15. It would be perfectly reasonable to ask for lease agreements proving a right to use an address, to 
ask for additional proof of identity if doubts remained and so on. 
 

3.16. In some circumstances simply being able to ask “why” e.g., why has an intention changed, why 
has an application to strike off been withdrawn, why is a particular name being suggested and so 
on, should require the applicant to satisfy Companies House that no abuse is taking place. It 
should not be for Companies House to comprehensively justify why a filing is not acceptable but 
for the applicant to supply sufficient evidence to satisfy the Registrar that it is.  
 

3.17. A wide range of evidence should be acceptable given the diverse range of issues likely to be 
covered, the need for flexibility and the frequently changing nature of likely abuse and evidence 
types. In light of such considerations, giving examples rather than providing a prescriptive list 
may therefore be a more prudent way forward. 

 
What guidance on the Registrar’s use of the querying power would you expect Companies 
House to publish?  
 

3.18.  AAT notes that Companies House regularly publishes guidance on its website, much of which is 
very clear and useful in providing companies with information on how to comply with their legal 
obligations.  
 

3.19. However, AAT agrees with the cautious approach taken with regard to the risk assessment 
criteria, which could undermine the effectiveness of the querying power. As a result, very general 
guidance would appear to be acceptable providing it is sufficient to usefully help those seeking to 
legitimately comply. 

 
Do you agree that complaints should be handled using the same process as the current 
Companies House complaints process? If not, please include reasons for your answer.  
 

3.20. On the understanding that the current complaints handling process is well established and 
effective, as stated in the consultation document, AAT can see no reason not to continue to use 
the same process.  However, whilst noting a 5-day timescale to respond to stage 1 complaints, it 
might be helpful to introduce a timescale for stage 2 (Customer Service Managers) and stage 3 
(Head of Service Delivery) complaints. This both provides users with certainty and enables 
Companies House complaints performance to be more effectively measured.  
 
Do you agree that the Registrar should have greater powers to remove information? Do 
you have suggestions for other approaches we could take?  
 

3.21. AAT very much agrees with the proposal to increase powers to remove information given a 
failure to do so undermines  the integrity and usefulness of the register and powers to remove 
information contained in both The Companies Act 2006 and the Small Business, Enterprise and 
Employment Act 2015 were both far too limited. . The proposed circumstances for doing so 
appear wholly reasonable i.e. where there is no response to a query, or the Registrar is not 
satisfied with the response and/or evidence provided. Furthermore, AAT supports the Registrar 
having the power to annotate the register to make clear that information has been removed, 
otherwise a misleading picture could be created by the simple removal of such information.  
 
Do you agree that the Registrar should close this loophole or are there circumstances 
where remaining at the default address, or moving to the default address more than once, 
is warranted?  
 

3.22. Yes.  AAT agrees that this abuse, whilst far from widespread, should cease, particularly because 
of the impact on those who have done nothing wrong i.e. those based at an incorrect office 
address.  
 



 

 

3.23. In addition, AAT believes it is completely unacceptable that the Registrar has no power to change 
an address to the default address without an application, even when the address supplied by the 
company does not physically exist. 
 

3.24. Simply requiring evidence before a change is made is a small, proportionate change that could 
make a big difference to those who are currently having to make applications to the Registrar. 
 
Do you agree that the amount of time a company (or other entity) can be defaulted to the 
Companies House address be limited to a specified period, e.g. 12 months?  
 

3.25. In line with all other proposals, to improve the usefulness and relevance of information on the 
register, limiting the time period would appear to be a sensible approach, although AAT is unclear 
as to why 12 months is deemed an appropriate timeframe rather than 3,6 or 9 months for 
example A limitation appears to be perfectly acceptable providing  companies may, if there are 
circumstances which may warrant it, apply to retain the default address and such applications 
would be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
 
What action do you consider should be taken if a company remains at the default address 
for longer than 12 months?  
 

3.26. As noted above, assuming there is a mechanism for companies to remain at the default address 
upon application and where a genuine need exists, AAT would support the introduction of 
sanctions for companies in these circumstances. It would not seem unreasonable to strike a 
company off if it is in breach of Companies House requirements although as with the previous 
responses regarding offences, AAT emphasises the need for proportionality and fairness, as well 
as the possibility of appeal mechanisms. 
 
Do you agree that it is appropriate to reduce the 28-day period? If not, what period do you 
consider is appropriate and why?  
 

3.27. Yes. AAT supports proposals for a reduction from 28 to 14 days.  AAT would support a response 
period that ensures queries are dealt with as swiftly as possible. If the proposal to remove names 
or addresses while awaiting a response, then it is even more important that queries are dealt with 
in a timely manner.  

 
3.28. AAT therefore supports the proposal to reduce the time period from 28 to 14 days and given the 

digital nature of such information would probably support an even shorter time period of 7 or 10 
days. 
 
Do you agree that Companies House should have the ability to remove the name or 
address of the affected individual while a response is awaited from the company?  
 

3.29. As stated above, AAT believes that if queries are dealt with in a specific, short period of time then 
this new power would be a responsible adaptation. However, there should not be an assumption 
that queried information is necessarily incorrect and therefore any removal of information should 
ensure that no damage is done to the company involved. 
 
Do you agree that the power to require (or mandate) delivery by electronic means should 
be conferred from the Secretary of State to the Registrar?  
 

3.30. This appears to be a sensible and overdue modernisation. 
 
We intend to remove the requirement for companies to keep and maintain their own 
Register of Directors. Do you have any concerns about this approach?  
 

3.31. No, AAT can see the logic in ensuring that Companies House operates as the definitive source of 
information on company directors, and that constantly adding and deleting to/from that register is 
likely to result in company-held registers becoming out of date and inaccurate on an increasingly  
regular basis. AAT therefore supports the proposal to remove this requirement. 
 

  



 

 

What impact would changes to the requirement to keep any of the registers in the list 
above have?  
 

3.32. AAT is unsure whether or not removing these requirements would have much impact given it is 
unaware of any robust evidence as to the frequency of usage or usefulness of individual 
companies being required to hold such information or make it available on request in such a way.  
We may also consider further changes to the election regime for private limited 
companies which was introduced in 2016. How useful is the election regime for private 
limited companies? 
 

3.33. Intuitively, AAT supports any measures that reduce duplication and administrative burden which 
the election regime appears to do. That said, AAT’s licensed accountants provide tax and 
accountancy services to approximately 400,000 small businesses and yet we are not aware of 
any who have indicated - ether positively or negatively - the usefulness of the election regime 
introduced in 2016. It is therefore difficult to provide a definitive response to this question.  

 
 
4. About AAT 
 

4.1. AAT is a professional accountancy body with approximately 50,000 full and fellow members and 
over 90,000 student and affiliate members worldwide. Of the full and fellow members, there are 
more than 4,250 licensed accountants who provide accountancy and taxation services to over 
400,000 British businesses.  
 

4.2. AAT is a registered charity whose objectives are to advance public education and promote the 
study of the practice, theory and techniques of accountancy and the prevention of crime and 
promotion of the sound administration of the law. 

 
 

5. Further information 
 

5.1. If you have any queries, require any further information or would like to discuss any of the above 
points in more detail, please contact Adam Williamson, AAT Head of Responsible Business & 
Policy: 
 

5.2. E-mail: adam.williamson@aat.org.uk   
 

5.3. Association of Accounting Technicians, 140 Aldersgate Street, London, EC1A 4HY   
            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

            
                  
                                                           

                                                            
                                                    


