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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. The Association of Accounting Technicians (AAT) is pleased to have the opportunity to respond 
to the consultation paper on “Limited Partnerships: reform of Limited Partnership law”, published 
on 30 April 2018. 

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

achieving sound and effective administration of corporate reporting. 
 
1.3. AAT has focussed on the operational elements of the proposals and has commented on the 

practicalities of implementing the measures outlined. 
 

2. Executive summary  
 
2.1. AAT broadly agrees with the proposals within this consultation document. AAT also 

acknowledges cases highlighted in the news1 and the concerns raised by Members of 
Parliament2 regarding the use of Limited Partnerships for illicit purposes and that these 
proposals follow on from the earlier consultation to which AAT responded3 and that AAT’s 
recommendation that SLPs be brought into the People of Significant Control (PSC) regime has 
been adopted. 

 
2.2. AAT recommends that HMRC establishes that the Trust or Company Service Providers 

(TCSPs) are registered with an Anti-money laundering (AML) supervisory body as part of 
the recently introduced registration process. This would mean that if the presenter is a 
TCSP, they would only have to demonstrate once that they are registered with an AML 
supervisory body. Presenters who are not TCSPs should be required to demonstrate that they 
are registered with an AML supervisory body every time they register a new Limited 
Partnership. 

 
2.3. Information that Limited Partnerships are required to file should be the same as that 

required by Scottish Limited Partnerships (SLPs). It should also include the obligation to 
register PSCs that may be a general partner, limited partner or corporate partner. 

 
2.4. Filing accounts with Companies House, which maintains predominantly public registers 

is not appropriate. This is because a Limited Partnership has a general partner with unlimited 
liability. In this respect it is like a partnership or unlimited company. 

  

                                                      
 
1 Article “Scottish Limited Partnerships – Scottish In Name Only” 2 March 2018  
https://www.bellingcat.com/news/uk-and-europe/2018/03/02/scottish-limited-partnerships-scottish-name/  
2 Article “Scottish Limited Partnerships used by criminals, warns SNP's Angus Robertson” 2 November 2016 
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/14838556.Scottish_Limited_Partnerships_used_by_criminals__warns_SNP_s_Angus_Robertson/  
3 AAT response to “Review of Limited Partnership Law: A call for evidence,“ February 2017:  
https://www.aat.org.uk/prod/s3fs-public/assets/Review-of-limited-partnership-law-call-for-evidence.pdf  

https://www.bellingcat.com/news/uk-and-europe/2018/03/02/scottish-limited-partnerships-scottish-name/
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/14838556.Scottish_Limited_Partnerships_used_by_criminals__warns_SNP_s_Angus_Robertson/
https://www.aat.org.uk/prod/s3fs-public/assets/Review-of-limited-partnership-law-call-for-evidence.pdf


 
3. AAT response to the consultation 

 
Question 1: Can you provide any additional evidence to help explain the trends in registrations 
of Limited Partnerships across the UK in recent years? 
 
3.1. No. The lack of transparency surrounding Limited Partnerships makes it difficult to provide 

evidence beyond that set out in the consultation document. 
 
3.2. The lack of transparency is the primary reason why so many Limited Partnerships are being 

used for money laundering. 
 

Question 2: Do you agree that presenters should be required to demonstrate they are 
registered with an AML supervisory body? Please explain your answer, and provide evidence 
on its potential impacts.  

 
3.3. Yes, it would be reasonable for the presenters to demonstrate that they are registered with an 

AML supervisory body. Given that the Government has recently legislated for the establishment 
of a central register of TCSPs to be hosted by HMRC, AAT recommends that HMRC establish 
that the applicant TCSP is registered with an AML supervisory body as part of the registration 
process. 
 

3.4. AAT’s recommendation would mean that if the presenter is a TCSP then they would only have 
to demonstrate once that they are registered with an AML supervisory body. Presenters who 
are not TCSPs should be required to demonstrate that they are registered with an AML 
supervisory body each time they register a new Limited Partnership. This would encourage 
presenters to register to become a TCSP. 
 

Question 3: How should this measure be applied to registrations from overseas? 
 

3.5. In principle, the measure should be applied equally to overseas jurisdictions that have 
comparable AML regimes. In practice, HMRC will need a clear set of criteria that can be applied 
to overseas presenters applying to register Limited Partnerships. 
 

3.6. An alternative would be for the partners (general and limited) to approach a TCSP based in the 
UK to form the Limited Partnership. 

 
Question 4: Would it be better to require a Limited Partnership’s principal place of business 
(PPoB) to remain in the UK, or alternatively to allow the PPoB to be based anywhere but 
require a UK based service address? Please evidence your answer, including if possible, an 
assessment of the likely costs of compliance.  

 
3.7. AAT agrees with Option B i.e. allowing the PPoB to be based anywhere but requiring a UK 

based service address that would operate in the same way as a company’s registered office. 
This is because it is more flexible and allows the PPoB or trading office of the Limited 
Partnership to be located overseas while retaining a UK based address upon which legal 
documents can be served. 
 

Question 5: If a new requirement of a UK-based service address were introduced, but existing 
operation of the PPoB retained, what if any, transparency requirements should be put in place 
relevant to the PPoB?  

 
3.8. AAT agreed with the new requirement of a UK-based service address in response to question 4. 

AAT notes that the Government introduced a requirement for SLPs to begin a form of annual 
reporting to the Registrar as the lack of transparency means they can be a weak link used to 
hide illicit activity in multi-layered and complex corporate structures. As this lack of transparency 
could apply to all Limited Partnerships, it is reasonable to extend the requirement to all Limited 
Partnerships registered in the UK. 

 
  



Question 6: Should all Limited Partnerships be required to file an annual confirmation 
statement?  

 
3.9. Yes. As made clear above there is a lack of transparency which means they can be a weak link 

that could be used to hide illicit activity in multi-layered and complex corporate structures. A 
blanket requirement for Limited Partnerships to file an annual confirmation statement isn’t 
perfect but it would go some way to addressing this issue. 

 
Question 7: If you are in favour of an annual confirmation statement, what information should 
be included and who should file it? Please consider whether that should be for the whole 
partnership or the difference in requirements for general partners against limited partners – 
including corporate partners.  

 
3.10. AAT is in favour of the annual confirmation statement and the information that should be filed by 

Limited Partnerships should be the same as that required by SLPs. It should include the 
obligation to register PSCs that may be a general partner, limited partner or corporate partner. 
Given that the general partner has unlimited liability it is reasonable to expect that the 
information should be filed by the general partner or a  representative acting on their 
instructions. 
 

Question 8: Is there a case for Limited Partnerships to have to prepare accounts and reports in 
line with the requirements for private companies, as is already the case for qualifying 
partnerships?  

 
3.11. No. Such a requirement would remove an important characteristic that makes a Limited 

Partnership a useful way of operating a business that is more like a partnership and distinct 
from a limited company or a ‘qualifying partnership’. 
 

3.12. As well as being an important characteristic, a Limited Partnership has a general partner with 
unlimited liability and in that respect it is like a partnership or unlimited company. Therefore filing 
accounts with Companies House, which maintains predominantly public registers, is not 
appropriate and should not be a requirement. 

 
3.13. It is highly likely, unless they are dormant, that Limited Partnerships will prepare accounts for 

the purpose of internal management and control so it would be reasonable for HMRC to ask for 
a copy of the accounts when the partners submit their tax returns. In these circumstances, 
HMRC will have access to those accounts and it could interrogate them to see if the Limited 
Partnership is being used for money laundering. This would apply to SLPs as well. This is 
because, for legal purposes, they are treated as separate legal persons but for tax purposes 
they are treated as ‘transparent’ in the same way as Limited Partnerships in the rest of the UK.  

 
3.14. In summary, HMRC could be given the legal powers to interrogate the tax returns and accounts 

of partners to assess whether or not Limited Partnerships are being used for illicit purposes with 
a view to making a case for that information being filed on a public register as a later stage. 

 
Question 9: Do you agree with the proposal to give the Registrar a power to strike off 
partnerships from the register of companies?  

 
3.15. AAT agrees with the proposal as it may assist in alerting individuals and businesses to identity 

theft thereby preventing fraud.  
 

3.16. Safeguards, similar to those that apply to companies, should be  introduced as part of this 
proposal to address the concerns of ‘maladministration’ and ‘grievous malevolence’, which are 
outlined in paragraph 114 of the consultation document. 

 
Question 10: Are there any other factors or criteria that the Registrar could consider in order to 
conclude that the partnership is not carrying on a business or in operation?  

 
3.17. AAT is not aware of any other factors or criteria that the Registrar should consider. 

 
  



Question 11: What operational and legislative procedures could be put in place to mitigate 
concerns of strike off done in error? 

 
3.18. It is reasonable for the Registrar to be given the discretion to address unforeseen operational 

issues under care and management provisions introduced by legislation.  
 

3.19. This would include powers to apply an administrative restoration in appropriate circumstances 
e.g. where an administrative error made by either Companies House or the partners occurred.  

 
3.20. There will also be circumstances where the application should be made to court to restore the 

Limited Partnership e.g. where there is a dispute between partners. 
 
4. About AAT 

 
4.1. AAT is a professional accountancy body with approximately 50,000 full and fellow members and 

over 90,000 student and affiliate members worldwide. Of the full and fellow members, there are 
more than 4,250 licensed accountants who provide accountancy and taxation services to over 
400,000 British businesses. 

 
4.2. AAT is a registered charity whose objectives are to advance public education and promote the 

study of the practice, theory and techniques of accountancy and the prevention of crime and 
promotion of the sound administration of the law. 

 
5. Further information 

 
If you have any queries, require any further information or would like to discuss any of the above 
points in more detail, please contact Aleem Islan, AAT Technical Consultation Manager, at: 

 
E-mail: consultation@aat.org.uk Telephone: 020 7397 3088 Twitter: @YourAAT 

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

mailto:consultation@aat.org.uk

