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1. Introduction 

 
1.1. The Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT) is pleased to respond to the HM Treasury 

consultation on Amendments to the Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of 
Funds (Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017 Statutory Instrument 2022, published on 22 
July 2021. 

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

 
2.1. AAT understands and supports the desire to expand intelligence sharing through the 

supervisor-to-supervisor gateway, which is currently limited. This will help support AAT’s 
AML/CTF supervisory activities by allowing for confidential and protected information and 
intelligence to be disclosed from relevant authorities, especially law enforcement agencies to 
supervisory authorities. This can be used to support and enhance the supervision of 
individuals/ firms, increase knowledge and understanding of risks and threats within AAT’s 
supervised sectors 
 

2.2. Whilst providing supervisors with the ability to collect and view the content of SARs is 
considered useful as part of the monitoring approach, there is not enough information 
on what specific legal obligations will be placed on AML/CTF supervisors when 
reviewing any SARs obtained from their supervised population. Without clarity as to what 
expectations and obligations are to be set for supervisors in reviewing the content of SAR’s, it 
may lead to an inconsistent approach being taken across AML/CTF supervisors. 

 
2.3. AAT welcomes the expansion of Regulation 30A and the proposed aligning of beneficial 

ownership discrepancy reporting obligations, to the ongoing obligation on relevant 
persons to carry out customer due diligence (CDD) on the beneficial ownership of their 
clients. The proposed reforms and the additional checks that are to be carried out on 
information before and after registration at Companies House means supervisors, as well as 
businesses of all sizes, will benefit from being able to take greater assurance from the register. 
This further enhances the accuracy and reliability of the companies register, establishing values 
and procedures that promote constant vigilance and respect for regulatory obligations, creating 
greater transparency and good governance 

 

 
3. AAT response to the consultation paper  
 

SARs  
 
Question 13: In your view, is access by AML/CTF supervisors to the content of the SARs 
of their supervised population necessary for the performance of their supervisory 
functions? If so, which functions and why? 

3.1. AAT believes that the reviewing of SARs should only be necessary where a PBS is seeking to 
ascertain any thematic issues relating to consistency within their supervised population as part 
of the overall supervisory activities. Access to SARs allows AAT to assess how quickly the 
MLRO makes reports after receiving an internal report and the quality i.e., it clearly articulates 
the suspicion to law enforcement, relevant glossary codes have been used, the involved parties 
are all included etc. It could allow insight to be gained into whether reports have been made 
promptly to the NCA. It might serve to highlight areas for improvement and draw underlying 
themes, which may identify any emerging threats or trends in the supervisor’s sector.  
 

3.2. The sector is regularly criticised for a perceived low-level reporting when compared against 
banks. What is currently lacking in this criticism (despite many requests from the sector for this 
from law enforcement) is any meaningful evidence or feedback on the quality of SARs in the 
sector. By checking ourselves AAT can take control and understand what the quality is and 
assess what issues may or may not be present. Such findings can then be shared with the 



UKFIU, oversight regulators and peers through existing intelligence and information sharing 
forums. 

 
3.3. It is important to note that while AAT supports access to SARs, any changes should not impose 

an additional expectation or obligation that would require PBSs to check SARs even where they 
do not consider such activity to be necessary for their supervisory activity to be effective. PBSs 
are concerned about regulation-creep based upon ongoing claims of bad actors in the sector, 
while evidence to support these assertions remains unavailable to PBSs. 
 
Question 14: In your view, is Regulation 66 sufficient to allow supervisors to access the 
contents of SARs to the extent they find useful for the performance of their functions? 
 

3.4. The current approach to the use of SARs by supervisors, as part of the AML/CTF supervisory 
regime, is varied. Regulation 66 provides the generic right of a supervisor to require a 
supervised person to provide information and documentation on request as part of the 
supervisory process.  PBS’s have raised concerns that the wording of the MLRs is unclear on 
the legal position on whether supervisors are also allowed to access and view the content of 
SARs within their supervisory functions. If the expectation and intention is for supervisors to be 
permitted to request SARs, then the Regulation should be explicit on that point. 
Question 15: In your view, would allowing AML/CTF supervisors access to the content of 
SARs help support their supervisory functions? If so, which functions and why? 

3.5. As mentioned in response to question 13, allowing AML/CFT supervisors access to the content 
of SARs may allow the opportunity for supervisors to undertake occasional thematic reviews on 
the SARs submitted by their supervised population, and to consider the underlying reasons for 
suspicion. It has the potential to allow supervisors to establish overarching themes, leading to 
the identification of any emerging threats or trends in our supervised sector. From an AAT 
perspective, it may enable the assessment of the end-to-end process within our supervised 
firms to ensure that they are reporting suspicions in a clear manner to the relevant authorities. 
 

3.6. In addition to this, supervisors can use anonymised case studies from reviewing SARs in 
training events or to produce targeted communications to their supervised population, 
highlighting common pitfalls or areas for improvement. 
 
Question 16: Do you agree with the proposed approach of introducing an explicit legal 
requirement in the MLRs to allow supervisors to access and view the content of the 
SARs submitted by their supervised population where it supports the performance of 
their supervisory functions under the MLRs? 

 
3.7. Clarifying the right of access to view the content of a SAR, where this access may support or 

be necessary for the performance of supervisory functions, could aid AML/CTF supervisors in 
delivering their supervisory obligations under the MLRs more effectively. While AAT would be 
supportive of a change in legislation to grant us the option to the right to access and view 
SARs, AAT would not be supportive of this being an obligation. 
 

3.8. AAT believes that supervisors must retain the ability to exercise discretion and flexibility on how 
to incorporate this access into their AML/CTF supervisory approach. 

 
3.9. Therefore, it is paramount that the requirements in the MLRs be clearly written and reflect 

exactly what is intended and required to avoid any unintended consequences or 
misinterpretation. 

 
  



Question 17: In your view, what impacts would the proposed change present for both 
supervisors and their supervised populations, in terms of costs and wider impacts? 
Please provide evidence where possible. 

 
3.10. Any potential resources and overall costs to undertake such an exercise can only be assessed 

based on detailed proposals with fully mapped processes. However, AAT believes that the 
burden of the administrative systems and cost burden required to review SARs has the 
potential to be resource intensive. AAT will need to factor the review of SARs into its 
supervised methodology, as well as assess the mechanism for how SARs are retrieved and in 
what types of review will be requested. Therefore, supervisors must be given the flexibility on 
how to incorporate this access to SARs.  
 

3.11. Another consideration is the wider impact on data retention – will supervisors be expected to 
retain copies of what they check if they are to take disciplinary / remediation action for a poor-
quality SAR, so they have evidence – how does this fit with confidentiality? Given the 
confidential information provided in SARs, relevant entities could be discouraged from 
completing certain information if they feel others can view it due to fear of being reprimanded. 

 
Question 18: Are there any concerns you have regarding AML/CTF supervisors 
accessing and viewing the content of their supervised populations SARs? If so, what 
mitigations can be put in place to address these? Please provide suggestions of 
potential mitigations if applicable. 

 
3.12. If the above was implemented, this would also raise concerns around confidentiality of sharing 

information on SAR’s, given the data risk and potential uncertainty regarding liability in cases of 
tipping off. The consequences of SAR’s information being mismanaged are potentially high.  
 

3.13. Another concern would be what would happen where a member has submitted a SAR and not 
retained a full copy (as per current limitations of SARs Online system), AAT would not be able 
to review any submission. How will this be resolved and what would the expectation be of the 
supervisor in these cases? 

 
3.14. As mentioned previously, what are the expectations on the supervisors – is this requirement 

going to develop into an expectation that supervisors should review every SAR one of its firms 
submit? There are also concerns around consistency in approach as the current guidance 
available does not provide a level of detail that lets supervisors understand the parameters the 
UKFIU use to judge quality. Therefore, there may be a case for training and guidance to be 
provided to ensure supervisors are all checking to the same standard and have a consistent 
approach for any findings and actions we take.  
 
Formation of Limited Partnerships 
Extension of the application of the term TCSP to cover all forms of business arrangement (that 
are registered with Companies House)  
 
Question 31: Do you agree that Regulation 12(2)(a) should be amended to include all 
forms of business arrangement which are required to register with Companies House, 
including LPs which are registered in England and Wales or Northern Ireland??  
 

3.15. AAT is of the opinion that the expansion to include all forms of business arrangements is 
warranted and the move from ‘legal person’ to ‘firm’ within the regulations broadens the scope 
so that it captures these varied business relationships. 
 

3.16. As part of (BEIS) proposals to reform limited partnership legislation, it was widely accepted that 
business arrangements such as limited partnerships may be linked to their misuse in the 
furtherance of money laundering activities (owing to their separate legal personality). Since LPs 
continue to perform an important role in private fund structures used by private equity, real 
estate and infrastructure managers, the amendment to regulation 12(2) should have the 
intended purpose to mitigate this risk in the future.  

 



3.17. It also reflects the desire to bring the law in this area more in line with the law governing limited 
companies. Requiring TCSP’s to undertake CCD to all types of business arrangements despite 
the nature of the business relationship is important and demonstrates a robust approach to 
mitigate against the potential use of TCSP agents to unwillingly be complicit in illicit activity. It is 
recognised that the likelihood of illicit activity is not prescriptive to the nature of business 
relations, or the expectations of duration otherwise required for a business relationship under 
the current interpretation of the regulations. 
 

3.18. AAT believes that such a change will create greater transparency which means businesses of 
all sizes will benefit from being able to take greater assurance from the register. 

 
Question 32: Do you consider there to be any unintended consequences of making this 
change in the way described? Please explain your reasons 
 

3.19. No immediate unintended consequences have been identified by AAT. 
 

Question 33: In your view, what impact would this amendment have on TCSPs, both in 
terms of costs and wider impacts? Please provide evidence where possible.  

 
3.20. AAT’s initial view is this should have minimal impact on its supervised population given the 

systems and procedures for AML compliance should already be in place for all other business 
entities dealt with and changes will simply extend controls. 
 

3.21. Question 34: In your view, what impact would this amendment have on business 
arrangements, including LPs which are registered in England and Wales or Northern 
Ireland, both in terms of costs and wider impacts? Please provide evidence where 
possible. 

 
3.22. Given the make-up of AAT’s supervised population, this is unlikely to have a significant impact. 

However, AATs position is that any amendments should not seek to place unnecessary 
financial or administrative burdens onto firms. 
 
Question 35: Do you agree that Regulation 4(2) should be amended so that the term 
“business relationship” includes a relationship where a TCSP is asked to form any form 
of business arrangement which is required to register with Companies House? 
 

3.23. AAT agrees with the proposed amendment, taking the view that the nature of a business 
relationship should not negate the impact nor the likelihood of TCSP services being used for 
illicit activities. 
 
Question 36: Do you agree that Regulation 4(2) should be amended so that the term 
“business relationship” includes a relationship where a TCSP is acting or arranging for 
another person to act as those listed in Regulation 12(2)(b) and (d)? 

 
3.24. AAT agrees with the suggested amendment and believes such an approach will create greater 

consistency and transparency.  
 
Question 37: Do you agree that the one-off appointment of a limited partner should not 
constitute a business relationship? 

 
3.25. AAT believes if the aim is to try to promote consistency and transparency of approach within 

the AML/CFT regime then the one-off appointments of limited partners should still constitute a 
business relationship for the MLRs, particularly given that limited partners can still use their 
position to potentially invest funds gained through illicit activity, thereby using the company as a 
vehicle to launder their proceeds of crime. As such the definition of a business relationship 
should not be constrained to just general partners, despite the lack of control over business 
decisions by limited partners TCSPs should be obliged to conduct CDD checks.   
 



3.26. AAT thinks that all potential loopholes should be mitigated unless the government can provide 
information that shows the use of one-off appointments for the furtherance of illicit activity is 
non-existent. 
 
Question 38: Do you consider there to be any unintended consequences of making 
these changes? Please explain your reasons. 

 
3.27. AAT is in support of the drive for greater transparency and as such sees no immediate 

unintended consequences. 
 

Question 39: In your view, what impact would this amendment have on TCSPs, both in 
terms of costs and wider impacts? Please provide evidence where possible. 

 
3.28. Please refer to Q34. 

 
Reporting of Discrepancies 
 
Do you agree that the obligation to report discrepancies in beneficial ownership should 
be ongoing, so that there is a duty to report any discrepancy of which the relevant 
person becomes aware, or should reasonably have become aware of? Please provide 
views and reasons for your answer. 
 

3.29. AAT sees the benefits in creating an ongoing duty to report discrepancies as an important 
prerequisite for detecting inaccurate information and will create greater assurance of the 
Companies House register, thereby creating greater transparency and good governance. AAT 
also acknowledges the unintended consequences that may result from such an approach. 
There is a risk that the administrative burden is onerous, and the costs placed on the 
supervised population may be disproportionate. The consultation states 1/3 of the 35,000 
reports proved not to be valid. This is a significant number that takes substantial resources to 
work through and widening the scope will result in more referrals.  
 

3.30. As such AAT would be interested to understand the impact of the current reports and what 
action the reports lead to and whether feedback was provided to the submitter to ensure they 
do not report them again. The requirements of such an approach need to be clearly defined to 
avoid any unintended consequences. This proposal could otherwise create increased volumes 
for both Companies House and firms alike, when the issue may be one of education and a lack 
of clarity around the requirements. 
 

3.31. Therefore, whilst the creation of the reporting of ongoing discrepancies will align obligations 
with other AML/CFT ongoing processes and procedures currently prescribed under the MLRs, 
further consideration must be given to those companies supplying incorrect information and 
what suitable deterrents can be put in place to mitigate against this. The relevant persons can 
only rely on the information provided to them by their clients, without any meaningful deterrent 
against potential abuse of this system by companies, the obligation could shift away from those 
supplying initial information, and onto those unlucky enough to identify discrepancies. 
 

3.32. AAT considers that it would benefit from wider discussion as it is clear as to why this makes 
sense and what is trying to be achieved. 
 

  



Question 42: Do you consider there to be any unintended consequences of making this 
change? Please explain your reasons. 

 
3.33. This requirement could lead to a significant burden for firms where clients have been slow to 

update records. This will have an impact on the supervised population and has the potential to 
add a huge administrative burden on them (as well as the cost). If the requirement is for AAT’s 
supervised members to undertake periodic checks on all clients, this will increase the 
administrative burden on them, as such understanding the impact that this reporting has is vital 
to establish its proportionality. 
 

3.34. Widening the scope is likely to also result in an increased administrative burden for Companies 
House due to referrals as well as questions on if Companies House can handle the volume of 
reports that this could generate. 
 
Question 43: Do you have any other suggestions for how such discrepancies can 
otherwise be identified and resolved? 
 

3.35. As stated above, further discussion should be held in this area to understand what the current 
impact has been of the reports and to therefore better understand the impact increasing the 
scope will have. AAT believes that an extension in obligations must lead to an impact on 
criminal activity and preventing money laundering and cannot just be an administrative exercise 
with no impact.   
 
Question 44: In your view, given this change would affect all relevant persons under the 
MLRs, what impact would this change have, both in terms of costs and benefits to 
businesses and wider impacts? 
 

3.36. It is accepted that the introduction of further regulated obligations will undoubtedly create an 
additional burden on resources for relevant individuals required to review discrepancies on an 
ongoing basis. However, it is difficult to assess the additional time and costs impact of this 
proposed change as we do not have statistical information that would help us determine the 
extent to which clients have incorrect data held on Companies House and the impact of reports. 
 
Disclosure and Sharing  
 
Question 45: Would it be appropriate to add BEIS to the list of relevant authorities for the 
purposes of Regulation 52?  
 

3.37. AAT is of the opinion that including BEIS to the list of relevant authorities for the purposes of 
Regulation 52 is appropriate. BEIS plays an important role in the area of corporate 
transparency through its work to enhance the role of Companies House and increase the 
transparency of UK corporate entities. Such reform will aid the UK AML/CFT regime and will 
create legislative gateways to permit cross-referencing of Companies House data against other 
data sets. This will further improve the accuracy of the information and help deliver the full 
benefit of the other reforms listed above. Therefore, it is considered that the list should be 
expanded to include BEIS. 
 

3.38. However further clarity will be needed on what agencies of BEIS will be listed.  BEIS is a large 
department and has various arms and while it has responsibilities for Companies House there 
should be a clear definition of which parts of BEIS supervisors can share with and what BEIS 
will share with supervisors. 
 

  



Question 46: Are there any other authorities which would benefit from the information 
sharing gateway provided by Regulation 52? Please explain your reasons. 
 

3.39. Given the ever-growing scope and requirements of the MLRs, the introduction of Companies 
House within the information sharing gateway provided by Regulation 52 would be beneficial. 
Considering the pending reforms on the extension of powers and role of Companies House, 
transitioning beyond that of simply a register to that of a partner in enforcement action on 
economic crime, Companies House inclusion on the information sharing gateway could prove 
useful. Data is crucial for AML controls and the extensive data held by Companies House is 
critical in the fight against economic crime. 
 
Question 47: In your view, should the Regulation 52 gateway be expanded to allow for 
reciprocal protected sharing from other relevant authorities to supervisors, where it 
supports their functions under the MLRs?  
 

3.40. AAT has been lobbying for the expansion of intelligence sharing through the supervisor-to-
supervisor gateway, which is limited due to confidentiality and legal privilege. Its limited 
approach currently creates barriers in using AAT’s powers effectively to support its AML/CTF 
supervisory strategy.  
 

3.41. The accountancy supervisors all have individuals that have been vetted by the NCA and set up 
secure CJSM accounts so there should be no barrier to sharing intelligence with us. The more 
relevant parties that are actively sharing intelligence the better the response to combatting 
economic crime will be. The more transparent sectors are in sharing what they have and know 
this will improve the framework we all have to combat ML/TF. 
 

3.42. Thus, AAT believes to perform its role most efficiently and effectively, as a supervisor in 
support of its function, the gateway must be expanded to allow for reciprocal protected sharing 
from other relevant authorities to supervisors.  
 
Question 48: In your view, what (if any) impact would the expansion of Regulation 52 
have on relevant persons, both in terms of costs and wider impacts? Please provide 
evidence where possible.  
 

3.43. AAT’s initial view is that any expansion of Regulation 52 would have minimal impact on firms, 
rather it will bring greater transparency. The more relevant parties that are actively sharing 
intelligence the better the response to combatting economic crime will be. The more 
transparent sectors are in sharing what they have and know  will improve the framework we all 
have to combat ML/TF. 
 
Question 49: In your view, what (if any) impact would the expansion of Regulation 52 
have on supervisors, both in terms of the costs and wider impacts of widening their 
supervisory powers? Please provide evidence where possible. 
 

3.44. Expanding the gateway to permit such reciprocal sharing would allow for confidential and 
protected information and intelligence to be disclosed from relevant authorities, especially law 
enforcement agencies to supervisory authorities. This can be used to support and enhance the 
supervision of individuals/ firms, increase knowledge and understanding of risks and threats in 
supervised sectors, and may also allow regulators to contribute to disruption efforts against 
those seeking to exploit professional services. There need not necessarily be any significant 
cost impacts as long as PBSs are allowed to use the powers of supervisors as they see fitting 
their activities, and not have additional mandatory obligations placed upon them. 
 

  



Question 50: Is the sharing power under regulation 52A (6) currently used and for what 
purpose? Is it felt to be helpful or necessary for the purpose of fulfilling functions under 
the MLRs or otherwise and why?  

 
3.45. The sharing powers currently proscribed under regulation 52a (6) is currently used to cooperate 

with other supervisory authorities, as well as the Treasury and law enforcement. The 
information gained via the ability to share helps to foster close cooperation between 
supervisors and helps improve consistency and addresses risks within and across sectors. AAT 
is a highly engaged member of both the AASG and Anti-Money Laundering Supervisory Forum 
(AMLSF). Such powers have enabled AAT to maintain excellent working relationships with 
these groups and has enabled collaboration with other supervisors both within the accountancy 
sector and the wider private sector. 
 
 

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 5,000 licensed accountants who provide accountancy and taxation services to 
over 500,000 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 and Policy: 
 

5.2. E-mail: Adam.Williamson@aat.org.uk  Telephone: 02073671360  
 

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

 
 


