
 

 

Business impact target, growth duty and Small 
Business Appeals Champion - response form 

The consultation is available at: www.gov.uk/government/consultations/business-impact-
target-growth-duty-and-small-business-appeals-champion  

The closing date for responses is 17 March 2016. 

Please return completed forms to: 

James Smith 
Better Regulation Executive 
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills  
1 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1H 0ET 

Tel: 0207 215 4010 
Fax: 0207 215 3660 
Email: betterregulationconsultation@bis.gsi.gov.uk  

 

Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, may 
be subject to publication or release to other parties or to disclosure in accordance with the 
access to information regimes (these are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 
(FOIA), the Data Protection Act 1998 (DPA) and the Environmental Information 
Regulations 2004). There is also a statutory Code of Practice issued under section 45 of 
the FOIA with which public authorities must comply and which deals, amongst other 
things, with obligations of confidence. 

If you want information, including personal data, that you provide to be treated in 
confidence, please explain to us what information you would like to be treated as 
confidential and why you regard the information as confidential. If we receive a request for 
disclosure of the information we will take full account of your explanation, but we cannot 
give an assurance that confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An 
automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be 
regarded as binding on the department. 

I want my response to be treated as confidential ☐ 

Comments:       

AAT does not wish to enter any comment under this section. 
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Questions 

Name: Aleem Islan  email: consultation@aat.org.uk tel: 020 7397 3088   
Organisation (if applicable): Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT) 
Address: 

 140 Aldersgate, Street London, EC1A 4HY   

Please check a box from the list of options that best describes you. 

 Respondent type 

☐ Business representative organisation/trade body 

☐ Regulator 

☐ Central government 

☐ Charity or social enterprise 

☐ Individual 

☐ Legal representative 

☐ Large business (over 250 staff) 

☐ Medium business (50 to 250 staff) 

☐ Small business (10 to 49 staff) 

☐ Micro business (up to 9 staff) 

☐ Trade union or staff association 

☒ Other (please describe) 

AAT is a medium sized charity whose objective is educational 
and may be described as a representative organisation in as 
much as AAT represents its membership.   It is also feasible 
to describe AAT as a regulator of its members. 
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Question 1: Do you agree that the regulators listed in Annex A should be brought 
within scope of the Business Impact Target? Are there any others you think should 
be in scope?  

Please provide reasons for your answer. 

Comments:       

AAT agrees that the regulators listed in Annex A should be brought within scope of the 
Business Impact Target, resulting in them having to design their services, policies and 
procedures in a way that suits the needs of businesses, that promotes economic growth 
and ensures that regulatory action is only taken when it is needed, and that any action 
taken is proportionate.    

AAT recommends that all anti-money laundering (AML) supervisory bodies should be in 
scope.  The list in Annex A only includes two of the supervisory bodies: HM Revenue & 
Customs (HMRC) and the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA).   

The AML regulations apply to many business sectors including; financial and credit 
businesses, independent legal professions, accountants, tax advisers, auditors and 
insolvency practitioners, trust and company services providers, estate agents and casinos.  
It would be consistent to include all of the supervisory bodies.  

 

Question 2: Do you have any comments on the Impact Assessment for the Business 
Impact Target? 

Comments:       

AAT concurs that the measure is likely to impact on all businesses.  As a result some 
costs will inevitably be incurred by small and micro businesses as regulators seek to 
recover a proportion of their operating costs arising from undertaking economic impact 
assessments.   

AAT assumes that the distribution of costs incurred will reflect the structure of existing fees 
and charges, and so should not produce a disproportionate burden on small or micro 
businesses.  It is also expected by AAT that all businesses will benefit from a more 
transparent system that incentivises regulators to consider and measure the impact of their 
policies on businesses.   

AAT agrees that changing the fee structure to fully exempt small and micro businesses 
from the imposition of the costs incurred would be a complex undertaking leading to further 
costs and that such an action would not be proportionate to the scale of this proposal.   

During the course of the reviews, a number of systematic issues regarding poor 
enforcement practice that appeared to be common to many regulators were raised by 
businesses.    



 

 

AAT recommends that further ‘Focus on Enforcement’ reviews are carried out with a view 
to enforcement practice being improved.  Furthermore, such reviews should be augmented 
with additional advice and support and perhaps a risk assessment basis used to assess 
the frequency of future reviews.   

AAT would encourage regular and relevant engagement between regulators and 
businesses, prior to introducing a change in policy.   

AAT supports Option 3 – to legislate to extend the Business Impact Target to ensure that 
statutory regulators measure and report on the impacts of their actions on businesses as 
this will most comprehensively achieve the increase in transparency and reduction in 
burdens on businesses.   

AAT supports the objective to continue to reduce the cost to businesses from complying 
with regulations where the cost is measured in terms of financial cost and time cost.   

AAT is hopeful that the introduction of a more transparent system that incentivises 
regulators to consider and measure the impact of their policies on businesses should 
reduce the time cost incurred per business, particularly if a risk based approach is 
introduced to assess the frequency of future reviews.  It is perhaps worth noting that this is 
already the approach adopted as the fundamental basis for the AML regime 

If a risk based approach, as detailed above, is adopted then compliant businesses would 
benefit from less frequent review visits, and therefore, less time cost; this could outweigh 
the financial costs incurred if regulators recover a proportion of the costs suffered when 
undertaking economic impact assessments. 

 
Question 3: Do you agree that the regulators listed in Annex B and the regulatory 
functions listed in the associated draft Statutory Instrument should be brought 
within scope of the Growth Duty? Are there any others you think should be in 
scope?  

Please provide reasons for your answer. 

Comments:  

AAT agrees that the regulators listed in Annex B and the regulatory functions listed in the 
associated draft Statutory Instrument should be brought within scope of the Growth Duty.   

As set out in the response given to question 1 above, and mindful that the range of 
business sectors is wide reaching, AAT recommends that all AML supervisory bodies are 
also brought within scope.   

Such an action would encourage supervisory authorities to have appropriate regard to the 
desirability of promoting economic growth and for regulatory action to be taken only when 
it is needed and where the action taken is proportionate. This will need careful 
consideration as it will inevitably result in growth being impacted. However, AAT considers 
that it is extremely important to ensure that high risk is not ring-fenced as being purely the 



 

 

preserve of the larger enterprise as it could be argued that the opposite is more likely by 
virtue of the scrutiny that large businesses are subject to.  

 

Question 4: Do you have any comments on the Impact Assessment for the Growth 
Duty? 

Comments:  

AAT would welcome a discussion on why some regulators felt there would be no additional 
costs and whether it is reasonable to assume they will be able to implement the 
requirements of the duty without any burden.   

AAT concurs that the evidence supporting this assessment will need to be strengthened 
significantly to enable it to be considered robust at the final stage.  Even if the cost of the 
proposed changes is met through resulting efficiency gains there is still a direct cost to 
those regulators, in that there will be an opportunity cost of not being able to use those 
gains for other purposes or to reduce fees to businesses.   

AAT supports the view that the estimated benefits to business appear to be highly 
dependent on the growth duty driving changes in regulator behaviour and suggests that an 
assessment should include whether regulators consider the scale of the expected changes 
to be deliverable.  Further information would be required on how the impacts of the 
proposal will be measured and in particular how the Department intends to disaggregate 
the impacts of other policy proposals and changes affecting regulators’ behaviour.   

 

Question 5: Do you agree that the regulators listed in Annex C and the regulatory 
functions listed in the associated draft Statutory Instrument should be brought 
within scope of the Small Business Appeals Champion? Are there any others you 
think should be in scope?  

Please provide reasons for your answer. 

Comments:  

AAT agrees that the regulators listed in Annex C and the regulatory functions listed in the 
associated draft Statutory Instrument should be brought within scope of the Small 
Business Appeals Champion.  Again, as discussed in question 1 and question 3, AAT 
recommends that all AML supervisory bodies should also be in scope.    A Small Business 
Appeals Champion would review and report on the appeals and complaints processes in 
respect of the regulatory functions to which AML applies.  This would ensure that 
processes are accessible and fair to businesses, whilst being mindful that it may bring with 
it resource challenges dependent upon the level of demand on the Small Business 
Appeals Champion.    

 



 

 

Question 6: Do you have any comments on the Impact Assessment for the Small 
Business Appeals Champion? 

Comments:       

AAT recognises that evidence has exposed widespread inadequacy in the provision of 
mechanisms for appeals and complaints by national non-economic regulators.  As a result 
AAT supports the appointment of Small Business Appeals Champions to review the 
effectiveness of regulators’ procedures for handling and resolving complaints and appeals 
made by businesses.   

AAT is pleased to note that the equivalent annual net cost to business has been reduced 
to zero and that the champions will now be funded entirely by the public sector.   

AAT recommends that the impact assessment would benefit from discussing whether the 
public sector funding of the champions could be maintained over a 10-year period. 

 

Question 7: Do you agree that there is a case for extending the Business Impact 
Target, Growth Duty and Small Business Appeals Champion to professional 
bodies?  

Please provide reasons for your answer. 

Comments:  

As set out in questions 1,3 and 5, AAT agrees that there is a case for extending the 
Business Impact Target, Growth Duty and Small Business Appeals Champion to 
professional bodies, and has cited AML supervisory bodies as one example as to why.  
Professional bodies do, in some instances, regulate businesses, particularly small and 
micro businesses and it would seem consistent that these bodies are included. 

In giving the above answer AAT would point out that it will be important to recognise that 
there is a distinction between instances where individuals must be members of a 
professional body and those instances where individuals choose to be a member of a 
professional body. In the case of the latter it would reduce the burden on the Small 
Business Appeals Champion if the member didn’t have the right of appeal, but instead had 
to decide whether to continue with their professional membership or not. This would be an 
option that would immediately reduce the impact of extending to include professional 
bodies.  

Additionally, where there are oversight bodies already in place there is a case for them to 
undertake this activity as they will also be subject to the regulators’ code. This approach 
would reduce the potential charge being levelled that additional infrastructure was being 
created that might be seen to be unnecessarily adding to the administrative burden as 
opposed to reducing it.      

 



 

 

Question 8: Do you agree that at this stage we should bring the non-economic 
functions of the Office of Rail and Road and the Civil Aviation Authority into scope 
of the Growth Duty and Small Business Appeals Champion?  

Please provide reasons for your answer. 

Comments: 

AAT does not have sufficient background information to provide an informed opinion. 

 

Question 9: Do you have any comments on the draft guidance for the Growth Duty? 
In particular, is it practical and easy to follow? 

Comments:       

AAT is of the view that the draft guidance offers practical guidance covering many aspects 
of understanding the business environment.   

AAT endorses the factors identified that may contribute to the regulator’s understanding; 
awareness of the current economic environment; knowledge of how regulation impacts on 
growth; of how a regulator’s approach to delivering regulation impacts on business 
generally; awareness of the business lifecycle and of key indicators of growth.   

It is important that regulators have a detailed understanding of their business community.  
This might include; knowledge of key issues in the business community; knowledge of 
other regulators and knowledge of relevant self-regulatory interventions and an awareness 
of innovation occurring in the business community.   

AAT acknowledges the continuing importance of regular engagement with the business 
community to better understand their views in relation to how they experience regulation, 
and potentially, identify ways to improve the approach to delivering regulation. 

AAT recognises the importance for the promotion of economic growth of exercising the 
regulatory functions in a way which ensures that regulatory action is taken only when it is 
needed, thus minimising burdens on business productivity.   

AAT welcomes the guidance relating to intervention that offers practical steps to minimise 
unnecessary costs and maximise the benefits of intervention.  

The guidance relating to proportionate decision-making acknowledges that this may be 
achieved by applying understanding of the impact of regulatory action on the business 
community and on individual businesses, in order to respond to particular issues in a 
manner that is appropriate, having regard to the facts and circumstances.   

Finally, it is important that regulators are transparent about the ways in which they have 
regard to the desirability of promoting economic growth across their activities, in order to 
ensure that those they regulate are able to hold the regulator accountable. 



 

 

 

Question 10: Do you have any comments on the draft guidance for the Small 
Business Appeals Champion? In particular, is it practical and easy to follow? 

Comments:  

AAT agrees that regulators should design and implement an appeals process to enable 
businesses to challenge an unfair decision or enforcement action.  Small businesses in 
particular need to be confident that they can challenge or ask for an explanation of a 
regulator’s decision, without fear.   

There are a varied and broad range of statutory remits, enforcement regimes and types of 
intervention against which a business may wish to appeal, and there are already judicial 
avenues available to them to do so which will provide remedy if the appeal is successful.  
The draft guidance for the Small Business Appeals Champion is practical, in particular, the 
summary provides clear steps to be followed.   

It would seem practical that a single Champion may be appointed in respect of more than 
one regulator, where the regulators cover similar groups of businesses or have similar 
functions.   

AAT recommends that the Minister monitors the performance of the Champion, including 
deciding whether they are meeting the terms of their appointment, as good working 
practice.   

It is vitally important to ensure that the Champion employs a proportionate approach by 
taking into account the potential cost to the regulator and the small business of preparing 
evidence.   

AAT is hopeful that the anticipated report arising out of the review will include 
recommendations for improvement and will be seen as a positive process that will serve to 
promote accountability amongst regulators. 

If you have any other comments, please include them below. 

Comments: 

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge 
receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below.  

Please acknowledge this reply ☒ 

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views 
are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either 
for research or to send through consultation documents?  

☒Yes      ☐No 
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