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1. Introduction 

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

consultation on the review of the UK’s AML/CFT regulatory and supervisory regime, 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 undertake a full review of the UK’s MLRs, 

their extent and scope, and the structure of the supervisory regime including the 
effectiveness of OPBAS as a regulator. 

2.2. AAT believes that for there to be a true measure of effectiveness and impact there needs 

to be an agreed framework to determine/demonstrate effectiveness. There is not enough 

information yet to determine if the current proposed approach to measuring the 

effectiveness of the MLRs and the wider supervisory regime will be appropriate. Without 

a meaningful “official” effectiveness measure, and in the absence of adequate data to measure 

crime reduction and prevention objectives, it lacks specificity, measurability, or any clear 

statement of the impact of policy interventions.  

3. AAT response to the consultation paper  
 

Recent improvements to the regulatory and supervisory regimes  

Question 1: What do you agree and disagree with in our approach to assessing 

effectiveness? 

3.1. AAT considers that currently there is no official systematic method of measuring effectiveness 

within the UK AML regime. The current “effectiveness” methodology suggested in this 

consultation does not reflect an outcome-oriented framework as it purports. AAT believes that 

there needs to be an agreed framework to determine/demonstrate effectiveness. Without a 

meaningful “official” effectiveness measure, and in the absence of adequate data to measure 

crime reduction and prevention objectives, the current approach to assessing effectiveness 

lacks specificity, measurability, or any clear statement of the impact of policy interventions. In 

essence, the AML/CFT system lacks clear meaningful success metrics to assess its 

effectiveness. 

Question:2 What particular areas, either in industry or supervision, should be focused 

on for this section? 

3.2. The overall goal of these initiatives should be to upgrade and modernise the national AML 

regime, where appropriate. There should be a focus on facilitating the ability of the industry and 

corresponding supervisory authorities to leverage new technologies and risk-management 

techniques, to share information, discard inefficient and unnecessary practices, and to focus 

resources on providing information with a high degree of usefulness to government authorities 

and supervisors, thus increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the nation's AML regime. 

The regime should be more closely aligned to focus on ML/TF behaviours as opposed to 



regulated firms following a predefined set of rules which may not, in and of itself, manage 

ML/TF risk effectively. 

 

3.3. There should also be a greater focus on ensuring that the regulations are clear, straightforward 

and readily adhered to with minimal additional burdens. The more complex the system, the 

greater the risk that firms fail to comply as increased complexity impacts the extent of time lost 

on compliance matters. 

Question 3: Are the objectives set out above the correct ones for the MLRs? 

3.4. AAT believes that whilst the objectives set out are not incorrect, they could go further. AAT 

recommends that objectives are refocused to place greater emphasis on providing information 

with a high degree of usefulness to government authorities and supervisors based on national 

AML priorities. The regime should promote effective outputs over auditable predefined 

processes and rules to ensure clearer standards for measuring effectiveness in evaluating the 

UK AML regime. 

 

3.5. One concern is that the primary objectives read as though it is solely the responsibility of the 

supervisory sector to identify, prevent and report suspicious transactions. AAT considers this 

disproportionate.  

 

Question 4: Do you have any evidence of where the current MLRs have contributed or 

prevented the achievement of these objectives?  
 

3.6. The objective of sharing information within the MLRs has helped AAT as a supervisor to inform 

members of any emerging threats or underlying trends. This has helped to raise levels of 

awareness amongst AAT’s supervised population and an understanding of the criminality 

leading to money laundering, and the role AAT members play in combatting it. Likewise, the 

risk-based approach to supervision prescribed by the MLRs recognises the proportionality of 

our primary responsibilities and has enabled us to capture more in-depth intelligence about our 

supervised population. This intelligence has played an important part in allowing us to be more 

strategic in our engagement with AAT members focusing on areas where compliance needs to 

improve the most. Additionally, in cases where enforcement action is required, the regulations 

are considered adequate in providing AAT with the flexibility to use various enforcement tools 

to address non-compliance with the MLRs when needed. 

 

3.7. AAT considers that the MLRs comprehensively cover the requirements concerning client-take-

on and provides an effective tool to ensure that relevant persons do not do business with 

criminals and money launderers. The strength and effectiveness of these take-on measures 

has contributed to the volume of SARs submitted by the regulated sectors, as effective CDD 

will often lead to a reduced number of suspicious activities occurring within the client base. It is 

observed through our supervisory activity that, generally, AAT members do perform effective 

CDD.  

 

3.8. The MLRs have been an effective tool in fostering greater collaboration and consistency, by 

enabling PBSs to share intelligence and work collaboratively, via forums such as the 

Accountancy AML Supervisors Group (AASG) and Intelligence Sharing Expert Working Groups 

(ISEWG). This has resulted in the development and sharing of best practices to inform 

supervisory frameworks. However, whilst intelligence sharing works effectively between PBSs, 

under the current regulations such information sharing is currently limited by the regulations. 

AAT believes that to be truly effective the MLR’s should go further to enable reciprocal sharing 

between relevant authorities such as law enforcement to supervisors, by expanding the 

gateway. The law enforcement sector does not always understand how infrequently practising 

accountants encounter criminality in their work, so there needs to be an improvement in 

understanding. In the accountancy sector, there is much that could be gained from having 

comprehensive and timely information on emerging threats and risk areas to inform the AML 



work done by the sector and supervisors. An expansion of the information sharing gateway via 

the MRLs will help develop the quality, type and frequency of information they share. 
 

High-impact activity  

Question 5: What activity required by the MLRs should be considered high impact? 

3.9. AAT considers that, whilst there is no system or definition in place within the MLRs identifying 

what constitutes high impact activity, the AML obligations/ activities essential for AAT in fulfilling 

its role as a PBS and to therefore be effective in the prevention and mitigation of the risks and 

threats of ML/TF occurring, within our supervised sector constitute high impact activities. 

 

3.10. AAT considers the following activities as high impact;  

 

• Information & Intelligence sharing 

• AML monitoring activities 

• Risk-based Approach (RBA) to AML supervision 

 

3.11. These activities have aided AAT in supporting and enhancing the supervision of individuals/ 

firms, increasing our knowledge, and understanding of the risks and threats in the supervised 

sector. This has ultimately enabled AAT to effectively contribute to disruption efforts against 

those seeking to exploit professional services. 

 

3.12. With that said PSBs continue to request evidence of where their supervised populations are 

engaged in money laundering. With little to no such evidence forthcoming, it is almost 

impossible to verify what supervisory activity might be considered high impact. 

Question 6: What examples can you share of how those high impact activities have 

contributed to the overarching objectives for the system?  

Information sharing 

 

3.13. As stated above, AAT believes information sharing between relevant authorities to supervisors 

should be considered as a high impact activity. This information gain for exchanges between 

relevant authorities has been 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. Despite considering this to be a high impact activity, AAT contends that 

more can be done to increase information sharing between relevant authorities to supervisors, 

by expanding the gateway to permit such reciprocal sharing. This would allow for confidential 

and protected information and intelligence to be disclosed from relevant authorities, especially 

law enforcement agencies to supervisory authorities. 

 

Monitoring activities and the Risk-Based Approach (RBA) 

 

3.14. The introduction of the risk-based approach to supervision via AAT’s AML monitoring activities 

has significantly contributed to the overarching objectives of the AML remit. Embedding a risk-

based approach within AAT’s supervisory strategy has enabled the capture of more in-depth 

intelligence about our supervised population. As a result, this has allowed us to target 

compliance monitoring activity towards the firms considered to be the highest risk. The RBA to 

AML supervision has enabled AAT to adopt an adaptable set of measures to target resources 

where they are needed most and that the highest risks are mitigated quickly. 

 

Question 7: Are there any high impact activities not currently required by the MLRs that 

should be?  

 



3.15. The impact of activities will vary over time as threats and behaviours change. There has been 

discussion as to whether the MLRs could be more explicit in outlining the potential benefits of 

technological solutions. These are not a panacea, but they do reduce administrative burdens 

and can improve compliance. 

 

3.16. Effective information-sharing arrangements are a crucial element of a well-functioning anti-

money laundering and counter-terrorist financing regime. As such it might be appropriate to 

permit pre-suspicion intelligence sharing. Information sharing of this kind seeks to improve the 

quality and volume of intelligence gathered. Whilst information sharing has improved over the 

years it is still limited and very reactive. By increasing the opportunity for information sharing in 

this manner it will assist each reporter in being more confident in making assessments on 

suspicious activity and to provide more detail on the strength and basis for any relevant 

suspicion. 

 

3.17. Sharing pre-suspicion information is not only about developing more informed suspicions and 

intelligence for law enforcement; it is also about protecting customers from the effect of reports 

which may prove to be unnecessary, and which diverts resources away from areas of real 

money laundering risk. There are undoubtedly circumstances in which the information held by 

another regulated entity would alleviate a concern that might otherwise have later led to a SAR 

being filed by a different regulated sector entity. 

 

3.18. The issue however is devising an appropriate pre-suspicion threshold that would justify such 

sharing. This would need to be carefully considered to ensure such issues reported are 

meaningful and helpful. 

Question 8: What activity required by the MLRs should be considered low impact and 

why? 

3.19. AAT considers the requirement to complete several separate tests such as the fit and the 

proper regime under Regulation 58, and the approvals regime under Regulation 26, as part of 

its role as a gatekeeper as ineffective, making a limited contribution towards impactfulness. 

Whilst not lobbying for the removal of these tests, AAT is of the view that they do require 

significant resource and would be more effective if they were consolidated into a single test. 

Another factor to consider is that, along with many other PBSs, AAT already has additional and 

bespoke tests of appropriateness/fitness for membership that go beyond that considered under 

Regulations 26, already enabling us to effectively perform our function as a gatekeeper.  

 

3.20. Another activity considered low impact is the current requirement under Regulation 54 of 

MLR17. This is where HMRC must maintain a register of all relevant persons who are trust or 

company service providers (TCSPs) that are not already registered with the FCA. We are yet to 

see the impact of this register and activity. AAT questions why the register is not widely and 

publicly available as this would deliver greater impact, however in its current application it is 

considered low impact. 

National Strategic Priorities  

Question 9: Would it improve effectiveness, by helping increase high impact, and reduce 

low impact, activity if the government published Strategic National Priorities AML/CTF 

priorities for the AML/CTF system?  

 

3.21. The introduction of strategic national priorities may bring with it the opportunity to create a 

framework of effectiveness that matches the crime and terrorism prevention policy goals of the 

nation. Any strategic priorities will need to reflect the government’s view of the threat 

landscape, to guide relevant institutions to focus their anti-money laundering (AML) 

programmes and resources on the most relevant threats to the UK financial system and 

national security. 



 

3.22. AAT would expect such a publication to place greater emphasis on institutions providing 

information with a high degree of usefulness to government authorities based on national AML 

priorities. This in turn will potentially promote effective outputs to ensure clearer standards for 

measuring effectiveness in evaluating AML programmes. It may provide an opportunity for 

regulated entities/ supervisors to rethink and influence the focus of their AML programmes and 

that can deliver significant benefits in terms of effectiveness and efficiency. 

 

Question 10: What benefits would Strategic National Priorities offer above and beyond 

the existing National Risk Assessment of ML/TF?  

3.23. Conveying consistent compliance expectations has been problematic in the UK AML/CFT 
space. Whilst various institutions continue to provide threat and risk analysis assessments 
concerning the UK ML/TF regime, such as the NRA. As currently constructed, this does not 
provide a framework to demonstrate effectiveness. One benefit of having strategic national 
priorities may be the ability to set government-wide examination and supervisory expectations, 
priorities can be designed to inform regulated institutions of what the UK government views as 
“the most significant AML/CFT threats facing the United Kingdom” and assist institutions in 
prioritising compliance resources accordingly. Designing, assessing, and measuring AML/CTF 
programmes based on performance against defined outcomes will help to achieve the goal 
of creating a more effective system to combat money laundering and terrorist financing. 
Furthermore, it would be beneficial in providing consistency across the sector regarding 
priorities by placing greater emphasis on providing information with a high degree of 
usefulness. This could allow for the potential creation of uniform compliance guidance centred 
around national priorities within a centralised governance framework. 

 
3.24. AAT does not expect strategic national priorities to capture all AML priorities, nor would they 

be intended to serve as the only priorities informing a risk-assessment process. Rather, it is 
believed it could seek to articulate existing AML priorities, informed by a wide range of 
government and private sector stakeholders, leveraging the broader priorities . 

 
3.25. Such an approach has the potential to increase the overall effectiveness of the national AML 

regime, by better enabling law enforcement and those regulated by the MLRs to address 
priority threats to the UK financial system. 

 
Question 11: What are the potential risks or downsides respondents see to publishing 

national priorities? How might firms and supervisors be required to respond to these 

priorities?  

3.26. As previously mentioned at Q10, within the AML/CFT regime, there are already various other 

forms of risk assessments published by various institutions, such as the Economic Crime plan, 

PPSG, NCA and NRA reports. Whilst all have proven useful there is a sense of fragmentation 

in approach, therefore there is a potential risk that any further guidance published could lead to 

greater fragmentation. As such there must be coordination across government to ensure that 

publications of any potential strategic national priorities do not add to this but creates 

unification of approach to AML/CFT priorities. 

 

3.27. Additionally, there could be a risk that publishing national priorities could provide Organised 

Crime Groups (OCGs) insight into law enforcement’s thinking and hence perhaps drive them to 

exploit areas of weakness they see as not being a priority 

 

3.28. Despite this, we believe if published it could bring greater focus on areas that matter the most 

and streamline the resources of supervisors within the AML/CFT regime. It would require 

supervisors to consider and integrate national AML priorities into their risk-assessment 

processes, as appropriate. In the new regime, supervisors will need to change the focus of their 

reviews to address the new focus on risk-based AML programmes that align to published 

priorities including the associated impact on governance, compliance culture, training, and 

operational controls. 



Enforcement  

Question 15: Are the current powers of enforcement provided by the MLRs sufficient? If 

not, why? 

3.29. The current powers are to be considered adequate, but there can be inconsistencies between 

the various supervisors. AAT, as with most PBS’s, use their powers to enforce non-compliance 

rather than relying on powers under the MLRs. AAT has a range of enforcement tools at its 

disposal to address non-compliance with the MLRs, such as expulsion and fines.   

 

Question 16: Is the current application of enforcement powers proportionate to the 

breaches they are used against? If not, why?  

 

3.30. As mentioned at Q15, the application of enforcement powers is considered adequate but as 

noted there are likely to be inconsistencies between supervisors due to differences in 

application. 

 

3.31. From the information available publicly, it appears that money laundering is increasingly used in 

charges for a variety of criminal activities. In addition, the value of financial penalties regarding 

regulatory failings have increased. Both examples appear proportionate in relation to the 

breaches. 

 

Question 17: Is the current application of enforcement powers sufficiently dissuasive? If 

not, why?  

 

3.32. As noted in the response to Q16, AAT agrees that penalties and prosecutions appear to have 

increased, and that message will no doubt work through the supervised sector. However, we 

also see a consistent increase in the estimated value/cost of money laundering in the UK which 

suggests that the current application of powers is not sufficiently dissuasive, particularly to the 

small number of complex OCGs involved in wide-ranging criminality. 

 

3.33. It is also important to note that majority of transgressions within the sector are administrative 

and are not indicative of facilitating or wilfully neglecting responsibilities. Were there to be more 

substantial transgression within the sector it would be expected that prosecutions would follow. 

Equally, it is important to remember AML supervisors are not empowered for criminal 

prosecutions, therefore the issues that are subject to prosecution are naturally less significant. 

 

Question 18: Are the relatively low number of criminal prosecutions a challenge to an 

effective enforcement regime? What would the impact of more prosecutions be? What 

are the barriers to pursuing criminal prosecutions?  

 

3.34. As mentioned in Q17, increased prosecutions would naturally raise the prominence of the 

offences. It appears logical that low numbers of prosecutions suggest the enforcement regime 

may not be operating as effectively as possible and that greater numbers may raise awareness 

and discourage criminality and regulatory breaches. As for the barriers, that is a question best 

answered by law enforcement and the prosecution services. 

Barriers to the risk-based approach  

Question 19: What are the principal barriers to relevant persons in pursuing a risk-based 

approach?  

3.35. AAT considers the principal barrier are the costs associated with the replacement of legacy 

systems, the availability of quality reported AML/CFT data, and of specialised resources. The 

complexities and costs involved in replacing or updating legacy systems make it challenging to 

exploit the potential of innovative approaches to a risk-based approach to AML/CFT for relevant 

persons. There is also the risk of relevant persons adopting defensive AML/CFT frameworks 

because of their incomplete understanding of the reality of risk, lack of information and data, 



and lack of resources and tools to carry out solid, up-to-date and comprehensive risk 

assessments. 

 

3.36. From a supervision perspective, as previously mentioned, intelligence sharing through the 

supervisor to supervisor gateway is limited due to confidentiality and legal privilege. This 

includes being unable to rely on/disclose information exchanged with the HMRC Agent Team 

as evidence, where AAT is trying to prove disciplinary allegations of providing accountancy or 

other tax services to the public without being registered with a supervisory authority. It is 

recognised the information exchange process can be untimely and ineffective in terms of team 

resources during the application and annual registration process and our regulatory 

investigations. Consequently, this has had an impact on effectiveness and efficiency in 

delivering a risk-based approach.  

Question 20: What activity or reform could HMG undertaken to better facilitate a risk-

based approach? Would National Strategic Priorities (discussed above) support this?  

3.37. One area of reform AAT has been lobbying for is intelligence sharing through the supervisor-to-

supervisor gateway, which is limited due to confidentiality and legal privilege. The creation of a 

central register will provide easy access to information (including existing or previous 

supervisor, key dates, disciplinary history etc) to assist with dealing with cases in a timely and 

proportionate manner.  
 

3.38. Another area in desperate need of transformation is Companies House, with the introduction of 

systems of verification and identification of directors and those putting information on the 

register. In turn, this will provide greater accuracy of data as part of onboarding and customer 

due diligence processes, as well as acting as a deterrent to those providing false information 

and as a route to pursue those who do. AAT acknowledges this will require new obligations on 

those registering companies and new duties at Companies House to enforce this. 

 

3.39. One of the key weaknesses in the current approach to tackling economic crime is there is no 

single view of collective priorities to drive consistent risk-based approaches to supervision. 

Whilst there are resources in the system there is limited oversight of collective capabilities and 

capacity, and no means to effectively use collective resources. The introduction of national 

strategic priorities may help to operationalise national priorities by promoting information-

sharing and coordination between regulators and the private sector on the one hand, and 

among the supervisors themselves, on the other. These measures will help to integrate real-

time information on emerging threats and vulnerabilities into compliance processes and 

practices.  

Question 21: Are there any elements of the MLRs that ought to be prescriptive? 

3.40. AAT believes, given the diverse make-up of the supervisory landscape, that the flexibility 

afforded by the regulations is important in facilitating and promoting a proportionate and 

effective risk-based approach both to supervision and the AML process and procedures within 

regulated entities. A more prescriptive approach to the MLRs risks the risk-based approach 

creeping into the remit of zero tolerance and the traditional, rule-based approach. 

Understanding of risk 

Question 22: Do relevant persons have an adequate understanding of ML/TF risk to 

pursue a risk-based approach? If not, why?  

3.41. Whilst the understanding of ML/TF risks continues to grow amongst AAT licensed accountants 

and bookkeepers, it is evident that there is still a misunderstanding amongst some relevant 

persons in relation to the application of a risk-based approach, particularly those who have 

been in public practice and have known their clients for a considerable amount of time 

[preceding the introduction of the 2007 regulations] and as such consider themselves 

discharged of their obligations. This may be as a result of questions surrounding proportionality 



of duties (are obligations placed on businesses proportionate to the risk faced?) particularly in 

the case of sole practitioners with no employees who often don’t appreciate the need to carry 

out annual monitoring and to complete a whole firm risk assessment. 

 

Question 23: What are the primary barriers to understanding of ML/TF risk?  

 

3.42. As alluded to in Q22, barriers to understanding ML/TF risk could be attributed to the question of 

proportionality of duties/obligations placed on businesses vs the actual risk faced. Given the 

varied make-up of the accountancy sector, there may be small practices that do not have the 

required resources to implement a robust AML process, which can lead to finding it difficult to 

understand ML/TF risk to prioritise high-risk customers for remediation. Another factor 

previously mentioned is legacy systems. Client data may often be held on multiple different 

legacy systems, this hampers the ability to understand the customer's risk and then prioritise 

the work to review them via a risk assessment. 

 

3.43. Additionally, information on ML/TF risks is mainly contained in the NRA and informed by NECC 

threat analysis. However, ML trends rapidly evolve and the speed at which the trends are 

communicated to PBS are not responsive enough to incorporate changes. 

Question 24: What are the most effective actions that the government can take to 

improve understanding of ML/TF risk?  

3.44. When assessing the risk attributed to the accountancy sector AAT believes it would be 

important to understand if there is an analysis of professionals found to be bad 

actors/facilitating ML/TF and whether these professionals are operating without supervision 

(legally due to not falling under the regs, or illegally) or are operating with supervision but 

ineffectively. Year on year the accountancy sector has been considered high risk, without any 

substantial statistical data as to if this comes from those who are supervised or those operating 

without supervision. This clarity would help supervisors in their supervisory strategy in 

establishing if they are capturing or missing those that create the majority of risk as well as 

enabling supervisors to address any misconceptions around the proportionality of the risk-

based approach. 

 

3.45. This may be achieved by producing a robust and detailed National Risk Assessment that 

clearly justifies the risk in each regulated sector using well-researched statistics and data, 

rather than one-off case studies. 

Expectations of supervisors to the risk-based approach  

Question25: How do supervisors allow for businesses to demonstrate their risk-based 

approach and take account of the discretion allowed by the MLRs in this regard?  

3.46. All AAT’s supervised persons/firms are required to complete an AML data collection exercise 

pertaining to their AML policies and controls on an annual basis. Once AAT has collected a full 

AML data set from its supervised firms a full risk assessment is undertaken based on the 

methodology as agreed by the Accountancy Affinity Group, and the associated risk matrix. 

AAT’s assessment methodology targets its compliance monitoring activity towards the firms it 

considers to be the highest risk.  Those selected as part of AAT’s practice assurance review 

process are given the opportunity to evidence and demonstrate their risk-based approach to 

AML. AAT acknowledges during its practice assurance activity that there is no one-size fits all 

method to the application of the risk-based approach and therefore exercises a degree of 

discretion when assessing those selected as part of the review findings and subsequent follow-

up exchanges. 

Question 26: Do you have examples of supervisory authorities not taking account of the 

discretion allowed to relevant persons in the MLRs?  

3.47. AAT has no examples to provide in response to this question. 



 

Question 27: What more could supervisors do to take a more effective risk-based 

approach to their supervisory work?  

 

3.48. AAT believes its risk-based supervisory strategy has enabled the capture of more in-depth 

intelligence about its supervised population. The risk-based approach taken in AAT’s data 

collection and practise assurance exercises have proven to be proportionate and effective in 

meeting the objectives of the MLRs. 

 

3.49. Given the varied approaches to the risk-based approach amongst PBs and the wider regulated 

sector, it may be beneficial to share risk-based approaches across the accountancy sector and 

across the regulated sector which may improve consistency in approaches. AAT considers that 

there may be trends coming from different sectors that are relevant to the accountancy sector. 

Such activity is perhaps a role for OPBAS/HMT to undertake. 

Question 28: Would it improve effectiveness and outcomes for the government and/or 

supervisors to publish a definition of AML/CTF compliance programmeme 

effectiveness? What would the key elements of such a definition include? Specifically, 

should it include the provision of high value intelligence to law enforcement as an 

explicit goal?  

3.50. AAT believes that incorporating an AML/CTF compliance programme with a clear definition of 

“effectiveness” would allow supervisors to more efficiently allocate resources toward higher 

impact activities, consistent with the risk profile of their supervised population, rather than 

toward lower-impact activities. Any definition would need to be supplemented by well-

developed metrics of effectiveness, i.e., what is considered high-value intelligence and how 

would this be captured. This has the potential to result in the reduction in activities that are not 

required by law or regulation and make limited contributions to meeting risk-management 

objectives. This will eliminate the supply of less useful information to government authorities by 

clarifying current requirements and supervisory expectations concerning risk assessments. 

Resources freed from these activities could be reallocated to address areas of risk and national 

AML priorities. Such a programme would impose a minimal additional burden on existing AML 

programmes that already comply with the existing supervisory approach.  

 

3.51. AAT considers elements that would be key to an “effective and reasonably designed” AML 

compliance programme as ones that: 

• Identify, assess, and reasonably mitigate the risks resulting from illicit financial 

activity, including terrorist financing, money laundering, and other related financial 

crimes 

• Assure and monitor compliance with the record-keeping and reporting 

requirements of the MLRs; and 

• Provide information with a high degree of usefulness to government authorities 

consistent with both the institution's risk assessment and the risks communicated 

by relevant government authorities as national AML priorities. 

3.52. Such a programme has the potential to lay the foundation for a more risk-based, innovative and 

outcomes-oriented approach to combat financial crime and safeguard national security in the 

UK. AAT acknowledges there may be some concerns within the supervisor sector that such an 

approach could push the AML regime further towards a tick-box exercise and away from a risk-

based approach with tailored policies and procedures. However, a solution may be to build in 

indications of effectiveness into the sector guidance.   

 

3.53. As such, any definitions of effectiveness would need to be determined with consultation from 

supervisors to get an understanding of what effectiveness looks like and to ensure that 

supervisors are not being held to an unreachable definition. 



 

Question 29: What benefits would a definition of compliance programme effectiveness 

provide in terms of improved outcomes? 

3.54. AAT considers that the collective efforts of supervisors could deliver more than the sum of their 

parts if there was a more consistent and coordinated approach. In essence, the modern anti-

money laundering system lacks meaningful success metrics. The introduction of a clear 

definition of effectiveness will allow for a framework that adequately matches the policy goals of 

the UK AML/CFT regime. This will reduce the likelihood of supervisors undertaking activities 

that potentially detracts focus and resources from, rather than towards, intended policy 

objectives. The creation of adequate success metrics will likely contribute to relatively greater 

awareness and acceptance of policy failures. 

 

3.55. A definition of compliance programme effectiveness will also refocus the national AML regime 

to place greater emphasis on providing information with a high degree of usefulness to 

government authorities based on national AML priorities, to promote effective outputs over 

auditable processes and to ensure clearer standards for measuring effectiveness in evaluating 

AML programmes. 

 

3.56. Having a definition of compliance programme effectiveness in terms of outcomes is essential to 

demonstrate efficacy and impact. However, appropriate measures of inputs, regulatory 

activities, outputs and impact – not just outcomes – are also required to measure effectiveness. 

Furthermore, there should be a periodic review of effectiveness since what is effective today 

may not be effective tomorrow in light of changing domestic and international risks and ML/TF 

activities 

Application of enhanced due diligence simplified due diligence and reliance 

Question 30: Are the requirements for applying enhanced due diligence appropriate and 

proportionate? If not, why?  

3.57. AAT believes that the current requirements for enhanced due diligence are proportionate. While 

the regulations must be applied consistently, they should also reflect the very varied nature of 

the sectors and the types of services and associated relationships generated. The current 

wording acknowledges this. Any further relaxation of requirements runs the risk of entities de-

risking entire categories of the customer rather than performing individual risk assessments. 

Question 31: Are the measures required for enhanced due diligence appropriate and 

sufficient to counter the higher risk of ML/TF? If not, why?  

3.58. It is AAT’s view that the current measures required for enhanced due diligence do not require 

amendment or necessary clarification. It is logical that if one cannot apply enhanced due 

diligence then the relationship should be declined or exited in the same way as considering an 

exit for simplified due diligence, given the AML risk is by definition higher in any enhanced due 

diligence scenario. 

 

Question 32: Are the requirements for choosing to apply simplified due diligence 

appropriate and proportionate? If not, why?  

 

3.59. As part of a risk-based approach to AML/CTF, AAT supports the availability of being able to 

use simplified due diligence (SDD) where appropriate for one-off company formation. Nothing 

has come to AAT’s attention that would cause it to change this view in this review of the draft 

regulations. 

 

  



Question 33: Are relevant persons able to apply simplified due diligence where 

appropriate? If not, why? Can you provide examples?  

 

3.60. Whilst the majority of firms deal with clients where normal due diligence applies, where a firm 

has suitable risk assessment procedures in place, they should be able to determine the 

appropriateness of SDD and then apply it accordingly. Additionally, AAT would expect relevant 

persons to monitor risk factors and be able to identify when a client no longer qualifies for SDD 

upon the completion of an ML risk assessment. 

 

Question 34: Are the requirements for choosing to utilise reliance appropriate and 

proportionate? If not, why?  

 

3.61. Given record keeping and information request requirements within the ML regulations, it is not 

generally possible for relevant individuals to use reliance. The fact information would be 

required to be called on immediately yet stored on another entities’ system makes the reliance 

on other procedures difficult to follow for relevant individuals. As such it makes it exceptionally 

rare to find firms using the reliance provisions. 

 

Question 35: Are relevant persons able to utilise reliance where appropriate? If not, what 

are the principal barriers and what sort of activities or arrangements is this preventing? 

Can you provide examples?   

 

3.62. Whilst the ML Regulations expressly permit a relevant person to rely on another person to 

apply any or all of the required CDD measures, AAT members seldom use reliance for their 

CDD. Due to ongoing requirements to provide/maintain CDD information it is considered easier 

to undertake it themselves rather than use reliance for their CDD. 

Question 36: Are there any changes to the MLRs which could mitigate de-risking 

behaviours?  

3.63. AAT proposes the following changes could be introduced via regulations or guidance to provide 

clarity on the following areas; 

 

• That the application of a risk-based approach does not require regulated institutions to 

refuse, or terminate, business relationships with entire categories of customers that are 

considered to present a higher ML/TF risk. 

• Regulated institutions should put in place appropriate and risk-sensitive policies and 

procedures to ensure that their approach to applying customer due diligence measures 

does not result in unduly denying legitimate customers access to services. Where a 

customer has legitimate reasons for being unable to provide traditional forms of identity 

documentation, institutions should consider mitigating ML/TF risk in other ways, 

including by: 

 

o adjusting the level and intensity of monitoring in a way that is proportionate to 

the ML/TF risk associated with the customer; and 

o offering only certain products and services, which restrict the ability of users to 

abuse these products and services for financial crime purposes. 

 

3.64. The introduction of revised regulations/guidelines will aim to address the concerns of de-risking 

by setting out factors that institutions should consider when assessing the ML/TF risk 

associated with a business relationship and explain the need to carefully balance inclusion with 

the need to mitigate ML/TF risk. De-risking is often caused by the lack of trust in the quality of 

AML/CFT systems and controls implemented by the institutions in that sector, competent 

authorities should consider how the level of control and manage ML/TF risks effectively rather 

avoid risks. 

  



How the regulations affect the uptake of new technologies  

Question 37: As currently drafted, do you believe that the MLRs in any way inhibit the 

adoption of new technologies to tackle economic crime? If yes, what regulations do you 

think need amending and in what way?  

3.65. The MLRs as currently drafted do not inhibit the adoption of technologies to tackle economic 

crime, with the increasing adoption of technology-driven compliance solutions. It is equally clear 

that substantial barriers remain, for instance, the differences in regulations around data 

protection, data security and identity verification as particular areas which make it difficult to 

deliver widespread adoption. Furthermore, clarity is needed from the regulations on what forms 

of technology are acceptable/allowed to meet requirements within the regulations. These are 

factors that may well continue to limit the progress of ongoing innovation in AML compliance. 

Question 38: Do you think the MLRs adequately make provision for the safe and 

effective use of digital identity technology? If not, what regulations need amending and 

in what way?  

3.66. AAT takes the view that further clarity on the position of electronic identification processes 

would be welcome. AAT members often ask whether these systems are suitable to comply with 

AML regulations, as such any changes which would provide surety in this area would 

undoubtedly encourage their usage.  As these processes are likely to change and become 

more sophisticated as technology develops, AAT takes the view that limiting definitions within 

the regulations might result in those definitions becoming rapidly out of date. On that basis, 

detailed guidance would be a more logical approach, incorporating the ability for regular and 

comprehensive updating as required. 

Question 39. More broadly, and potentially beyond the MLRs, what action do you believe 

the government and industry should each be taking to widen the adoption of new 

technologies to tackle economic crime?  

3.67. The use of new technologies for AML/CFT can only truly become effective if systems are based 

on standardised data. Greater focus should be placed on the transformation in the way data 

relating to economic crime is collected. There is a real argument in favour of specialisation, as 

such the government needs to implement a suitable analytics hub within the system. Whether 

that is in the National Economic Crime Centre or not, somewhere needs to oversee what is 

going on, to analyse data and to do something effective with it. Currently, most of the data 

collected from the vast number of government agencies is collected in silos which leads to 

greater fragmentation, resulting in ineffective means to prevent offences from occurring. It could 

be said that those data silos are a blocker and as such, greater emphasis needs to be placed 

on data harmonisation.  

 

3.68. As the adoption of technologies in this space picks up pace, authorities might also consider 

whether innovative AML/CFT technology used by regulated entities and/or by regulatory 

authorities, can be more effectively leveraged by new forms of collaboration. For example, 

public-private partnerships or expanded access for regulated entities to government databases. 

 

3.69. Additional clarity is also needed on the role of third parties as providers of new technologies, as 

regards the issue of accountability and transparency. 

SARs reporting  

Question 40. Do you think the MLRs support efficient engagement by the regulated 

sector in the SARs regime, and effective reporting to law enforcement authorities? If no, 

why? 

3.70. The current approach to the use of Suspicious Activity Reports (SARs) by supervisors, as part 

of an AML/CFT supervisory regime, is varied. PBSs have raised queries that the wording of the 

MLRs is unclear on whether supervisors are also allowed to access and view the content of 



those SARs within their supervisory functions. There are still significant grey areas regarding 

the legality of supervisors having sight of and access to their supervised populations’ SARs 

under the current interpretations of the regulations. This has led to an inconsistent approach 

being taken across AML/CTF supervisors, with each taking their own view on whether they can 

access and view the content of the SARs its supervised population submits as part of their 

approach to monitoring. 

 

3.71. Overall, AAT believes more could be done to improve engagement between law enforcement 

and the supervised sector. A common theme amongst the supervised sector is the perceived 

lack of engagement following the raising of SAR, with some reports never receiving any 

acknowledgement. Such lack of engagement leads those within the sector to question whether 

not it is worthwhile reporting, as result, this issue must be addressed to build confidence within 

the sector. 

Question 41: What impact would there be from enhancing the role of supervisors to 

bring the consideration of SARs and assessment of their quality within the supervisor 

regime?  

3.72. AAT is cautious as to what obligations and expectations would be expected of supervisors if 

their role was enhanced to bring the consideration of SARs and the assessment of their quality 

within the supervisory regime. However, the consideration of SARs would bring an ability for 

supervisors to identify trends and underlying themes from supervised populations which may 

identify any emerging threats or trends in the official supervisor’s sector. These could be then 

shared with the UKFIU, oversight regulators and peers through existing intelligence and 

information sharing forums. 

 

3.73. Additionally, supervisors would be able to 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 42: If you have concerns about enhancing this role, what limitations and 

mitigations should be put in place?  

 

3.74. AAT believes, for this to be implemented effectively, that there needs to be clarity as to what 

obligations and expectations are to be set of supervisors in reviewing the content of SAR’s. If it 

is expected of supervisors to take appropriate action against those members consistently 

submitting poor quality SARs or failing to submit SARs in relevant circumstances, then it is 

unclear what benefit access to the content of SAR’s would bring. The reason for this is that, 

currently, supervisors are not able to use SARs in disciplinary matters. AAT is not proposing 

this changes, given there is no legal requirement to use glossary codes nor complete SARs in a 

prescribed way, supervisors would find it difficult to discipline a firm for a ‘poor’ quality SAR 

unless the information omitted was fundamental to the suspicion or if the firm has deliberately 

omitted information to conceal the identity of the subject. The creation of a gateway to view 

SARs does not confer an obligation to discipline the quality of the SAR’s beyond making best 

practice recommendations to the firms and offering targeted training. Therefore, taking 

disciplinary action against firms for poor quality SARs will be challenging. Additionally, there are 

concerns about proportionality and that a requirement to review all SARs would be far too 

resource-intensive and provide little reward. 

 

3.75. 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 it being mismanaged are too high. Another consideration is 

that relevant entities could be discouraged from completing certain information if they feel 

others can view it. 

 

3.76. One alternative to consider would be allowing supervisors to apply a risk-based approach to 

SARs depending on the risk profile of a supervised individual. Another alternative approach 



would be for the publication of thematic failings concerning SARs submitted to the NCA and 

what areas for improvement.  

 

Question 43: What else could be done to improve the quality of SARs submitted by 

reporters?  

 

3.77. Through AASG and other routes, AAT has consistently asked for a better understanding of 

where the NCA feels SARs reporting is suffering from low quality. Information to help with that 

understanding has not been forthcoming, although AAT acknowledges ongoing attempts at 

SARs reform. Throughout these conversations, the feedback from AAT’s supervised population 

is that without a clear view of how the information is used, it is difficult to report it in the most 

useful way to be effective for law enforcement and its many varying branches. 

 

Question 44: Should the provision of high value intelligence to law enforcement be made 

an explicit objective of the regulatory regime and a requirement on firms that they are 

supervised against? If so, how might this be done in practice?  

 

3.78. While the concept of high value intelligence should be explicit in the aims of the regime, AAT 

would have serious concerns about the suggestion of being ‘a requirement on firms. There is 

the potential for a worrying gap between what law enforcement might consider high value, and 

what firms in the supervised sector can realistically provide. 

Question 45: To what extent should supervisors effectively monitor their supervised 

populations on an ongoing basis for meeting the requirements for continued 

participation in the profession?  

3.79. AAT believes that the current approach of monitoring members on an annual basis is both 

proportionate and effective in fulfilling its supervisory functions. To mandate any further ongoing 

monitoring on a shorter cycle would be disproportionate to the risk profile of our supervised 

population and resource intensive. Likewise, we consider the current obligation placed on 

individuals and entities to inform supervisors of relevant changes in circumstances is sufficient. 

Gatekeeping tests  

Question 46: Is it effective to have both Regulation 26 and Regulation 58 in place to 

support supervisors in their gatekeeper function, or would a single test support more 

effective gatekeeping?  

3.80. Given that these tests have a common intent, and the resources involved in undertaking both 

tests, it would be considered more proportionate and effective to have a single consolidated 

test. AAT already has bespoke tests for appropriateness/fitness for membership and renewal 

for supervised firms in place. These tests go beyond those considered under Regulation 26 and 

58 likewise, AAT has committed significant resources to ensure that all supervised members 

undertake these checks.  

Question 47: Are the current requirements for information an effective basis from which 

to draw gatekeeper judgment, or should different or additional requirements, for all or 

some sectors, be considered?  

3.81. As mentioned previously at Q46, AAT believes it’s able to effectively perform its function as a 

gatekeeper. Realistically, such checks will need to be done on a reasonably regular basis, but it 

would be preferable for that basis and associated timescales to be agreed upon among the 

relevant supervisors on a risk-based approach rather than laid down in regulations.  

 

Question 48: Do the current obligations and powers, for supervisors, and the current set 

of penalties for non-compliance support an effective gatekeeping system? If no, why?  

  



Guidance  

Question 49: In your view does the current guidance regime support relevant persons in 

meeting their obligations under the MLRs? If not, why?  

 

3.82. AAT believes that guidance offered particularly in relation to the CCAB guidance issued to the 

accountancy sector is effective in supporting members in meeting their obligations under the 

MLRs. Whilst extensive in its application, AAT would not be in favour of reverting to individual 

PBS guidance, there is a huge amount of work involved in putting it together and smaller 

supervisors would potentially be dependent on the larger PBSs for the resource to do it.  

Question 50: What barriers are there to guidance being an effective tool for relevant 

persons?  

3.83. Given the makeup of AAT’s supervised population, there is a question regarding the 

proportionality of duties and obligations placed on businesses and whether they are 

proportionate to risk. Given the wide scope of guidance offered, questions remain of how 

effective this approach is in providing clarity to regulated individuals and entities, particularly 

sole practitioners. One solution could be reducing the overall size of guidance making it more 

strategic/impactful.  

 

3.84. Whilst AAT is aware that work has been undertaken to update the CCAB guidance, another 

significant barrier is the continued delay in finalising the draft guidance and getting HMT 

approval. The final guidance has not been finalised since the draft was publicly available in 

September 2020, such delays undoubtedly have an impact on all the accountancy sector and 

the ability of supervisors to provide certainty to our members. This guidance is an important tool 

for firms to develop and update their risk assessments, policies, procedures, internal controls, 

systems and so on and therefore needs to be approved within a reasonable timeframe. 

 

Question 51: What alternatives or ideas would you suggest to improve the guidance 

drafting and approval processes?  

 

3.85. As noted in response to Q50, PBSs are experts in guiding their members on a wide-ranging of 

issues, incorporating the differing needs and expectations of those members. It would therefore 

be beneficial for law enforcement and government agencies, including OPBAS, to take greater 

levels of advice from those bodies. There is still a tendency for guidance to be developed in a 

top-down manner with an expectation that PBSs should disseminate it even where they have 

concerns about accuracy or efficacy. That is not to say that there should be any suggestion that 

the onus be placed upon PBSs to be required to take responsibility for producing all guidance 

in the first instance. Proper collaboration is key in improving drafting and approval. 

Structure of the supervisory regime  

Question 52: What are the strengths and weaknesses of the UK supervisory regime, in 

particular those offered by the structure of statutory and professional body supervisors?  

3.86. AAT believes there are benefits to a range of supervisors for the UK’s AML regime. The real 

strength of the system in the UK is that the sectors are supervised by those with expertise in 

that sector, which enables a good understanding of risk. Furthermore, all supervisors have put 

in a great deal of effort into effective and consistent supervision, and it would not make sense 

to change that. Momentum would be lost. It also enables AML supervision to be integrated into 

wider oversight of business activities, reducing regulatory burdens and improving 

competitiveness. Whilst there remain vulnerabilities arising from such a diffuse model of 

supervision, significant work has been undertaken via various engagement groups and forums 

to create a high level of consistency and effectiveness in the approach to supervisory activity.  

  



Question 53: Are there any sectors or business areas that are subject to lower standards 

of supervision for equivalent risk?  

3.87. Considering the identification of the housing market (particularly in London) as being high risk 

for money laundering, AAT is of the view that to effectively combat money laundering in this 

sector, all estate agents and letting agents covered by the regulations should be subject to 

higher standards of supervision. In general Estate Agencies have been suggested to not be as 

well engaged with the AML requirements, as seen with the enforcement action taken against 

Purple Bricks and Countrywide, there may be the need for greater standards of supervision.  

 

Question 54: Which of the models highlighted, including maintaining the status quo, 

should the UK consider or discount?  

 

3.88. AAT believes that the current model as structured works sufficiently well. The close cooperation 

between supervisors helps improve consistency and addresses risks within and across sectors. 

Participation in strategic meetings, including AMLSF and the Affinity Groups, provides useful 

opportunities for supervisors to work together to develop and share best practices. A single 

supervisor would need to be large to be effective, with different departments for different 

sectors, and it would lose the benefits of working within a wider supervisory framework. 

 

Question 55: What in your view would be the arguments for and against the 

consolidation of supervision into fewer supervisor bodies? What factors should be 

considered in analysing the optimum number of bodies?  

 

3.89. Whilst there has been a longstanding debate that multiple regulators operating in the same 

area contributes to duplication, contradiction and inefficiency, AAT believes there are strong 

advantages of having a range of AML supervisors in helping ensure that a diverse range of 

innovative services and support resources are available and that the risks for the supervised 

population are therefore minimised. 

 

3.90. The regime would lose many of the benefits of the current holistic approach to supervision by 

professional bodies. The current regime has developed over the past 15 years, with all the 

supervisory authorities investing significant resources into developing the model to the standard 

we currently have. There is also a significant amount of skills, knowledge and experience 

across government agencies, law enforcement and supervisory authorities that would be lost if 

the model were to change.  The creation of a single supervisory model would be expensive and 

take several years to operate efficiently, creating potential risks of exploitation in the system by 

illicit actors while such a model is established.  

 

3.91. As mentioned in Q54 a single supervisor would need to be large to be effective, with different 

departments for different sectors, and it would lose the benefits of working within a wider 

supervisory framework. Such a model would result in duplication of processes and increased 

costs with the capabilities of a single supervisor stretched across several areas and functions, 

such as disciplinary, investigations, intelligence gathering and risk assessments of all the 

entities within the AML regulated sector. It is important to highlight the practical challenges to 

pooling of resources, including incompatibility between professional body by-laws and across 

devolved administrations, as well as the risk that larger organisations could erode the benefits 

of niche expertise their smaller counterparts contributed to the regime. 

 
3.92. Creating this organisation would be costly and would push an additional financial burden onto 

the regulated sector, resulting in an increased cost base when the UK is trying to reduce the 

regulatory burden. 

 

3.93. The focus should be on the effectiveness of supervision, not the number of supervisors. To 

ensure supervisors provide consistently high standards of supervision, this should rest with the 



government setting clear standards for effective supervision with detailed guidance and greater 

oversight to help supervisors comply effectively. 

Effectiveness of OPBAS  

Question 56: What are the key factors that should be considered in assessing the extent 

to which OPBAS has met its objective of ensuring consistently high standards of AML 

supervision by the PBSs?  

3.94. This was always an area that AAT had some concerns about in that there was not a clear set of 

success measures or objectives established at the outset of the creation of OPBAS. AAT’s 

argument at the time was that there was emerging evidence of the way that supervisors were 

stepping up to address the challenges presented by the AML/CFT regime, so how would it be 

possible to establish what improvements were down to that rather than being down to OPBAS’s 

intervention. 

 

3.95. Now that OPBAS is more eatablished, looking forward, one measurable would be a 

demonstrable drop in money laundering activity amongst supervised populations (but that also 

requires demonstrable evidence of the level of money laundering activity prior to the creation of 

OPBAS). Additionally, evidence of success would be shown by a greater level of consistency 

across the way that the bodies supervised by OPBAS are approaching their responsibilities. 

Finally, measurable factors potentially concerning increased levels of awareness and 

understanding of the challenges and measures in place to address them. 

Question 57: What are the key factors that should be considered in assessing the extent 

to which OPBAS has met its objective of facilitating collaboration and information and 

intelligence sharing?  

3.96. AAT is of the opinion that to facilitate greater collaboration there needs to be demonstrable 

collaborative outputs. For instance, the introduction of a number of new fora and information 

exchange systems set up by OPBAS. In addition, feedback from supervisors as to whether 

these systems have improved levels of collaboration and the effectiveness of 

information/intelligence sharing, and therefore whether the process/system OPBAS has created 

has allowed them to improve their processes and outcomes.  

Remit of OPBAS  

Question 58: What if any further powers would assist OPBAS in meeting its objectives?  

3.97. AAT sees value in the Office for Professional Body AML Supervision (OPBAS) being an 

overarching observer that maintains a strategic view of the entire AML/CFT landscape and 

assesses the inherent ML/TF risks as they affect the professions. The granting of more 

extensive powers to OPBAS than those set out could lead to a situation where a second line of 

supervision is created – unjustifiably increasing the regulatory burden upon the professions. 

The regulations should seek to ensure carefully circumscribed powers will help to ensure that 

oversight of the supervisors remains the target of OPBAS’s activity. Powers to monitor, call for 

information, inspect and require an explanation for steps taken by a supervisor, if 

proportionately exercised, give OPBAS the remit required to undertake its role without being 

too intrusive. Coupled with the sanctions of censure and a recommendation of removal, those 

powers strike the right balance between OPBAS being an effective oversight body and not 

becoming a second AML/CTF supervisor. 

  



Question 59: Would extending OPBAS’s remit to include driving consistency across the 

boundary between PBSs and statutory supervisors (in addition to between PBSs) be 

proportionate or beneficial to the supervisory regime? Supervisory gaps  

3.98. As noted in the response to Q58, AAT would not support any extension of OPBAS’s remit 

without strong evidence of effectiveness to date. In the absence of that evidence to date, AAT 

does not consider that such a change would be proportionate or beneficial. 

Question 62. How should the government best ensure businesses cannot conduct 

regulated activity without supervision? 

3.99. AAT responded to the HMRC consultation Raising Standards in the Tax Advice Market arguing 

that the most effective, simple and fair means of addressing the problem of unregulated 

advisors is to oblige anyone giving paid for tax or accountancy advice to be a member of a 

relevant professional body.  

 

3.100. According to HMRC, approximately two thirds of complaints they receive about agents relate to 

the one third who are unregulated. It is AAT’s contention that, not only does membership of a 

recognised professional body ensure that appropriate qualifications are attained and that 

standards of professionalism are maintained, but the self-regulatory approach of professional 

bodies also ensures its supervised population are subject to a code of ethics and disciplinary 

procedures where necessary. Mandation of professional body membership would further 

ensure that businesses within the accountancy profession will not be able to conduct regulated 

activity without supervision.  

 

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   

 




