
Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT) response to 
the HM Revenue & Customs consultation on reporting 
rules for digital platforms  

AAT (Association of Accounting Technicians) supports proposed requirements for UK platforms to 
report accurate information to HMRC, and to provide a copy to sellers, as this will both help sellers to get 
their tax right and the authorities to identify and tackle evasion and non-compliance.   

The Government’s proposals to exclude platform operators with total payments below 1 million Euros is a 
sensible provision to ensure the smallest are not subject to overly burdensome reporting requirements and AAT 
notes the opportunity for such platforms to comply if they wish to.   

AAT believes that the definitions on the scope of the model rules are sufficiently clear; that no additional guidance 
is needed in light of the Government’s plans to adopt the extension of scope in its implementation of the model 
rules; and has no comments on how the interactions of the model rules and DAC 7 should operate in practice.  

With regard to the usage of a Tax Identification Number (TIN), AAT agrees that the CRN is the obvious choice for 
entities. Recognising that this is not applicable to individuals or for a handful of companies, it is right that other 
options are considered in addition to the CRN. However, AAT does not support the use of VAT registration 
numbers given a very large number of sellers utilising online platforms e.g.  those renting rooms via Airbnb or 
selling as a hobby on platforms such as eBay are unlikely to be VAT registered.   

The introduction of a new ‘verification’ service for the purposes of the model rules which sellers could use to 
generate a bespoke code or reference number that could be used as a TIN appears to be an 
unnecessary, complex and costly option, which as the consultation notes, is also unlikely to be ready by the time 
the new rules come into force in January 2023. AAT therefore does not favour such an option. Instead, utilising the 
Unique Taxpayer Reference (UTR) would appear to be the best way forward for anyone who is self-employed and 
for the National Insurance Number (NINO) to be utilised for all others. In essence a combination of options needs 
to be available, and which is applicable should be determined by the status of the seller.  

In relation to a Government Verification Service (GVS), this may well be useful for both sellers and platforms 
but given the complexities and timescales involved, and the lack of any significant demand, it’s pursual should be 
considered as a long- term ambition rather than as something necessary for the successful operation of these new 
reporting rules for digital platforms.   

AAT supports the proposal to only allow records to be submitted directly in an XML file format and for there to be 
no manual reporting option. This situation is reminiscent of Making Tax Digital where Government regrettably 
permitted the use of excel spreadsheets as an alternative to a fully digital solution. Businesses and accountancy 
firms making use of this exemption fail to benefit from many of the benefits of digitisation as a result. It appears that 
HMRC has learnt from this mistake by recommending there be no manual reporting option and AAT supports this.   

Like the Government, AAT is keen to see information about income made as useful as possible for sellers and in 
keeping with the philosophy behind Making Tax Digital, and would therefore like to see platforms making such 
information available on a quarterly basis rather than on an annual basis. As noted in the consultation document, 
they already hold such information and are required to report it to HMRC on a quarterly basis so extending this to 
the seller would be relatively straightforward. If platforms wanted to go further and make such information 
available on a monthly basis, then they should be encouraged rather than compelled to do so.   

In response to the consultation query around the provision of appropriate information to sellers - to help them 
understand and comply with their tax obligations - it would make sense if all such information provided to sellers 
included something along the lines of, “We encourage you to consult an accountant or tax professional if you need 
advice on reporting your income.” As is already the case in relation to Airbnb when providing sellers in the US with 
such information1. Given the fact almost a third of those providing tax and accountancy services in the UK are 
unregulated and do not belong to a recognised professional body (and are therefore unlikely to be appropriately 
qualified, insured, undertake CPD or subject to any form of monitoring, review or complaints process) consumer 
harm could be reduced by inserting the words “who belongs to a reputable professional body” i.e. “We encourage 
you to consult an accountant or tax professional, who belongs to a reputable professional body, if you need advice 
on reporting your income.”  

1 Why is Airbnb requesting my taxpayer information?

https://www.airbnb.co.uk/help/article/122/why-is-airbnb-requesting-my-taxpayer-information

https://www.airbnb.co.uk/help/article/122/why-is-airbnb-requesting-my-taxpayer-information


  
  
As for the nature of such information, the benefit of requiring all platforms to signpost sellers to the relevant 
Gov.uk information is consistency of approach and an understanding that all sellers have been directed to official 
information. Allowing platforms greater freedom in this area may prove more productive as they can provide more 
appropriate nudges and prompts at the right time in the right circumstances and often offer a more trusted 
relationship than that which may exist with the tax authorities. Compelling platforms to provide relevant information 
about thresholds, exemptions, allowable expenses and reporting obligations is a good idea in principle 
but precisely how it goes about doing so should be largely left to the platforms to determine.   
  
The issue of administration and enforcement is of paramount importance and the proposed penalty approach does 
appear to meet the government’s objectives of being reasonable, proportionate and effective in ensuring 
compliance with the model rules - but only in principle. It is difficult to fully support the proposals here without 
knowing at what level such fines and penalties will be set. Looking at DAC6, if a maximum fine of £5,000 for a first 
failure to comply (£7,500 for a second failure or £10,000 for a third failure) and daily fines of £600 thereafter is 
applied, this may seem high and therefore be seen as a sufficient deterrent for individual sellers but when 
considering platforms rather than individuals, such sums would be insignificant for most large operators.   
  
There is also a question over the use of such specific sums which take no account of inflation and therefore reduce 
in real terms year on year, thus similarly reducing their deterrent effect year on year. This will inevitably require the 
legislation to be revisited at some future point in time. This could be avoided, and these measures future 
proofed, by applying penalties and fines in relation to the sum owed e.g. the penalties could be up to 100% of the 
unpaid liabilities, or up to 200%. There is already a precedent here in relation to failing to disclose offshore related 
income (penalties of up to 200% of any unpaid liability).  
  
Finally, the suggested timeframe of 5 years for records to be available to HMRC appears a little too short. Given 
businesses are required to keep records for 6 years from the end of the last company financial year they relate to 
(longer in certain circumstances) it would make sense to align the two and have a 6 year obligation here too.    
  

Further information   
   
If you have any queries, require any further information, or would like to discuss any of the above points in more 

detail, please contact Phil Hall, AAT Head of Public Affairs & Public Policy:   
   

E-mail: phil.hall@aat.org.uk  Telephone: 07392 310264  Twitter: @PhilHallAAT   

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

28 September 2021   
   
  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

                                  


