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Title: Applying Company Filing Requirements to Other Corporate 
Entities (2) - Red Tape Challenge  

IA No: BIS017(V)-16-BE 

RPC Reference No: RPC-BIS-3395(1) 

Lead department or agency: 

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills 

Other departments or agencies:  

None 

Impact Assessment (IA) 

Date: 10/05/2016 

Stage: Fast Track Validation  

Source of intervention: Domestic 

Type of measure: Secondary Legislation 

Contact for enquiries: Rob Cottam, 
Rob.Cottam@bis.gsi.gov.uk 

 
Summary: Intervention and Options  RPC Opinion: Awaiting Scrutiny 

 
Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option 

Total Net Present 
Value 

Business Net 
Present Value 

Net cost to business per 
year (EANDCB on 2014 prices) 

One-in, Three 
Out 

Business Impact 
Target Status 

 
£4.07m £4.07m £ - 0.5m In scope Qualifying provision 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary? 

The Government wants to reduce the number of unnecessary regulations that hold back businesses, 
while ensuring investors, creditors, and the public have access to up-to-date information about corporate 
entities with which to make informed economic decisions.  If corporate entities are required to file 
unnecessary information they incur administrative costs complying with the regulation without any 
corresponding benefits.  For instance, stakeholders highlighted as part of the Company and Commercial 
Law Red Tape Challenge1 duplication in relation to requirements to hold information both at Companies 
House and at a registered office; and requirements to file information with Companies House more than 
once (corporate entities having to file a return each year setting out the basic details of the corporate 
entity where these details had not changed in the year or where information has already been updated 
within the year).  Government intervention to reform filing requirements will contribute to meeting the
Government’s Manifesto2 commitments to ‘cut a further £10 billion of red tape over the next Parliament 
[2015-2020]’ and ambition to make Britain ‘the best place in Europe to set up…and expand a business’.   
    

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects? 

The objective is to ensure that the filing requirements on corporate entities do not impose unnecessary 
burdens, while also ensuring that the information on Companies House’s public register of companies is 
as accurate as possible.  In particular the aim is to remove duplication and make it simpler for corporate 
entities, especially those that are small in size, to file their statutory information with Companies House.  
The policy aims to simplify the current processes and offer corporate entities flexibility when filing 
information. The proposals will not change the information that a corporate entity needs to gather or hold 
but will reduce the number of interactions with Companies House – resulting in administrative savings for 
affected corporate entities.  Removing administrative burdens should help make the UK a better place to 
start and operate a business, and thus help promote the growth of the UK economy.  There is also an 
equity (or ‘fairness’) objective for reforming filing requirements for other corporate entities (Limited 
Liability Partnerships (LLPs), unregistered companies (UCs) and Societas Europaea (SE)).  The 
proposed regulations reform filing requirements for these corporate entities in the same way that they 
have already been reformed for companies.3  LLPs, UCs and SEs will also benefit from reduced 
administrative burdens resulting from reformed filing requirements and therefore are not placed at a 
competitive disadvantage compared to companies. 
 

                                            
1http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150522175321/http://www.redtapechallenge.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/hom
e/index/  
2https://www.conservatives.com/manifesto  
3The impact of these changes are set out in the following IA, which has previously been given a Green fit-for-
purpose opinion by the Regulatory Policy Committee 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/327259/bis-14-909-impact-
assessment-company-filing-requirements.pdf 
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What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred 
option (further details in Evidence Base) 

Respondents to the Company and Commercial Law Red Tape Challenge raised concerns about certain 
filing requirements and also raised wider problems associated with inaccurate information on the public 
register of companies.  Following a public consultation the previous Government proposed a number of 
ways to address these concerns.  These were taken forward through the Small Business, Enterprise and 
Employment (SBEE) Act 20154, and are being applied to different corporate entities in a number of tranches 
from October 2015. 
 
The Government proposes (as its preferred option in this Impact Assessment (IA)) to also apply the June 
2016 tranche of changes to certain ‘other corporate entities’ as well as companies.  Specifically, the 
proposed filing changes, and the other corporate entities they will apply to, are as follows:  

i. Annual filings: The requirement for LLPs, SEs and UCs to submit an annual return to Companies 
House on a specified date (regardless of whether they have made any changes to their 
information within the year) is being replaced with a requirement to ‘check and confirm’ their
information on the public register at least once in a 12-month period and provide Companies 
House with an annual ‘confirmation statement’ stating the information is correct or providing any 
necessary amendments.   

ii. LLP Registers:  Currently all LLPs are required to hold certain registers (of members, of 
members’ residential addresses, and the soon to be introduced register of people with significant 
control) at either their registered office or an alternative specified location. This will no longer be 
required if the information is instead on the public register at Companies House.   

iii. Statement of capital: We are removing the requirement for UCs and SEs to list the amount 
unpaid and paid up on each share and replacing it with a requirement to show the aggregate 
amount unpaid.   

iv. Date of birth.  In order to provide protection against identity theft, the day element of the date of 
birth of a person with significant control (PSC) in an LLP will no longer be shown on the public 
register (the most common way people and organisations access filed information about LLPs).  
LLPs will still need to provide the full date of birth to Companies House.  The full date of birth will 
continue to be available upon request to credit reference agencies and public enforcement 
bodies and by inspecting an LLP’s PSC register (which will be accessible free of charge).    

 

  
Will the policy be reviewed?  It will be reviewed. The review date will be dependent on the passage of the 
appropriate legislative vehicle.  The intention is to review five years following the implementation of the 
legislation associated with these proposals. 

Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? N/A 

Are any of these organisations in scope? If Micros not 
exempted set out reason in Evidence Base. 

Micro
Yes 

< 20 
 Yes 

Small
Yes 

Medium
Yes 

Large
Yes 

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?  
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)   

Traded:    
      

Non-traded:    
      

 

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that (a) it represents a fair and reasonable 
view of the expected costs, benefits and impact of the policy, and (b) that the benefits justify the 
costs. 
 

Signed by the responsible Minister:         Neville-Rolfe                                 Date:             6th June 2016                                   

                                            
4 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/26/contents/enacted  
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence Policy Option 1 
Description:  Measures to Simplify Filing Requirements for Other Corporate Entities 

FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

Price Base 
Year  2016 

PV Base 
Year 2016 

Time Period 
Years 10 

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m) 

Low: 3.96 High: 4.18 Best Estimate:  4.07 

 

COSTS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Cost  
(Present Value) 

Low  1.0 

 

0.0 1.0 

High  1.0 0.0 1.0 

Best Estimate 

 
1.0 0.0 1.0 

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

There are one-off familiarisation costs for affected corporate entities (where applicable) for all the measures in this 
package (totalling £1,006,000). Familiarisation cost have been calculated by multiplying the number of eligible 
corporate entities by estimations of time taken to complete actions (based on Companies House internal 
modelling) and by ASHE median earnings of responsible staff uplifted by 20.2% for non-wage labour costs 
(£25.04).  Software costs are derived from Companies House consultations with industry stakeholders.  There will 
be on-going costs associated with filing information (£16,000 per annum), but these will be lower than the avoided 
costs of the current system (see monetised benefits box below). On-going costs are estimated by multiplying the 
number of affected entities by estimations of the time taken to complete actions (based on Companies House 
internal modelling) and by ASHE median earnings of the responsible staff (£25.04).   

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’  

Potential reduced transparency form the suppression of the day element of PSCs’ date of birth (LLPs). 

BENEFITS (£m) Total Transition  
 (Constant Price) Years 

 

Average Annual  
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price) 

Total Benefit  
(Present Value) 

Low  0.0 

 

0.6 5.0 

High  0.0 0.6 5.2 

Best Estimate 0.0 0.6 5.1 

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

There are ongoing monetised benefits associated with time and accountancy/agent charge savings of not having 
to complete the annual return within year (£591,000 per annum).  Annual return savings are based on the 
opportunity cost of time for corporate entities that complete their own returns (based on internal Companies 
House modelling and ASHE median earnings data) and on market prices for accounting services for those 
corporate entities that use an agent to complete their returns.  

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’  

There is non-monetised benefits associated with LLPs having the option no longer to hold registers. There are 
benefits relating to improved functionality of the public register. Potential reduced identity theft and fraud amongst 
PSCs who have the day of their date of birth suppressed from the public register – which could give rise to 
benefits for individual PSCs, businesses and law enforcement agencies.   Lastly there are unmonetised savings 
to business from having to provide less financial information in statements of capital. 

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks Discount rate (%) 

We assume that the charges made by agents reflect the average market prices  

3.5 

(e.g. corporate entities do not get a cheaper price due to a contractual arrangement). We have assumed that a 
company director/corporate manager would generally deal with the annual return. 
 
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1) 

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m: Score for Business Impact Target (qualifying 
provisions only) £m: 

Costs: 0.1 Benefits: 0.6 Net: 0.5 -2.5 



4 

 
 

 
 

Evidence Base  
 
1. The proposals to reform filing requirements for corporate entities are a Red Tape 
Challenge initiative1.  These domestic measures are within scope of the Government’s 
regulatory Business Impact Target, and are classified as a deregulatory ‘OUT’.  This Impact 
Assessment (IA) summarises our estimates of their impact on business over a 10 year period.  
The estimated equivalent average annual net cost to business (EANCB) of the proposals is £m 
– and the total discounted net present value of the benefits minus the cost (to both business 
and society) over ten years is £m. 

A) Problem under consideration 

 
2. There are advantages to people in doing business through a vehicle which is legally 
distinct from its owners, i.e. companies, LLPs etc.  One benefit is that the liability of the owners 
and managers for the corporate entity’s debts is limited – for example to the amount of the 
shares owned by a person (for a company limited by shares) or the amount of the guarantee 
given by a person (for a company limited by guarantee).  Limited liability is seen as a privilege 
and there are corresponding responsibilities - in order to benefit from limited liability, UK 
corporate bodies are subject to certain legal requirements.  One of these is to file information 
about their corporate entity for inclusion in the public register of corporate information held by 
the Registrar of Companies2 at Companies House3 in a timely manner.  This allows anyone 
considering working with the corporate entity to obtain up-to-date information about the 
business and factor this into their economic decision-making (for example, whether to trade 
with, lend to or buy from that corporate entity).   
 
3. However, responses to the Company and Commercial Law Red Tape Challenge4 
indicated that there are a number of areas where filing requirements could be simplified without 
reducing the benefits to the economy and society of making information about corporate entities 
publicly available.   Respondents highlighted duplication in relation to requirements to hold 
information both at Companies House and at a company’s registered office; and requirements 
to file information with Companies House more than once (for example, respondents queried 
why companies had to file a return each year setting out the basic details of the company where 
these details had not changed in the year). 

 
4. Where requirements placed on corporate bodies is overly complicated or onerous they 
place administrative burdens on corporate entities, and divert resources away from more 
productive uses (e.g. core business activities and improving the corporate entity’s performance).  
The Government’s Manifesto sets out its ambition to reduce red tape on business further this 
Parliament – an ambition that the proposed filing reforms will help contribute to. 

 
5. The personal information of people with significant control (PSC) over an LLP will be 
made available to the public via the register in order to give the LLP’s customers, investors, 
lenders and businesses who trade with them information about who ultimately own and control 

                                            
1http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150522175321/http://www.redtapechallenge.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/hom
e/index/  
2 The Registrar of Companies for England and Wales, and Chief Executive of Companies House is Tim Moss. The 
Registrar of Companies for Scotland is Aoife Martin.  The Registrar of Companies for Northern Ireland is Helen 
Shilliday. 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/companies-house/about  
4lkhttp://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20150522175321/http://www.redtapechallenge.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/ho
me/index/  
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the LLP with whom they are dealing. The overarching policy objective is to reduce crime and 
improve the business environment to facilitate economic growth through enhanced corporate 
transparency. However, this transparency opens a risk that PSCs are the subject of identity 
theft and fraud5, which can have negative consequences for these individuals (e.g. personal 
loss due to fraud, distress).6  Therefore the right balance needs to be struck between 
transparency and the protection of individuals from the risk of being the victim of criminal 
activity.  In the 2013 consultation7 a clear majority of respondents were (105 responses out of 
130, or 80% of respondents) were in favour of full or partial suppression of (director) dates of 
birth on the register in order to reduce the risk of identity theft and fraud.  Many respondents felt 
that protection of individuals from identity theft and fraud could be achieved through partial 
suppression of their date of birth on the public register.   

 
6. There is also an equity (or ‘fairness’) rationale for reforming the filing requirements for all 
types of corporate entity – whether they are a company or another form of corporate entity – to 
ensure that no corporate form is put at an unfair competitive disadvantage by being subject to 
unnecessarily burdensome filing requirements. 
 
7. Following the Red Tape Challenge, deregulatory changes to a number of filing 
requirements were made for companies in the Small Business, Enterprise and Employment 
(SBEE) Act 2015.8  The measures outlined in this IA apply these reforms to certain other types 
of corporate entities.  Table 1 outlines which measures apply to which type of corporate entity.  
Table 2 then shows the latest available data on the numbers of each type of corporate entity 
that are active in the UK, and therefore subject to the proposed measures.   
 

Table 1: Which measures apply to which type of corporate entity? 
 

Measure 
 

Corporate entity the measure applies to 

Annual filings – replacing the annual return with a 
‘check and confirm confirmation statement’. 

Limited Liability Partnerships (LLPs)9 
Societas Europaea (SEs)10 
Unregistered companies (UCs)11 
 

                                            
5 Identity theft is where criminals gain unauthorised access to an individual’s personal information (e.g. name, date 
of birth, address) and assume that individual’s identity.  Identity fraud is where this personal information is used to 
commit a criminal activity, such as obtaining goods or services by deception (e.g. by opening fake bank accounts, 
or by entering into a contact in someone else’s name etc.) 
6 There is some evidence from a 2008 analysis by Experian, a credit reference agency, that directors may be more 
likely to be the subject of identity fraud.  See 
http://www.freshbusinessthinking.com/articles_print.php?CID=8&AID=1210 and 
http://www.creditman.co.uk/news/latest-experian-insight-reveals-company-directors-at-significant-risk-of-identity-
fraud/  
7 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/304946/bis-14-635-company-filing-
requirements-response.pdf  
8 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/26/contents/enacted  
9 An LLP is two or more persons associated for carrying on a lawful business with a view to a profit.  They have a 
distinct legal personality and its members’ liability is limited.  See here for more details: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/12/introduction  
10 A SE is a European Public Limited Liability Company. An SE may be created on registration in any one of the 
Member States of the European Economic Area (EEA). Member States are required to treat an SE as if it is a 
public limited company formed in accordance with the law of the Member State in which it has its registered office. 
See here for more details: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/2326/pdfs/uksiem_20042326_en.pdf  
11 Unregistered companies, that is incorporated companies not formed or registered under the Companies Acts or 
under any other public general Act of Parliament (for example, companies formed under private Acts of Parliament, 
royal charter and letters patent).  For more details see: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2009/2436/pdfs/uksiem_20092436_en.pdf  
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Registers LLPs 
Statement of capital UCs (but only in limited situations – with the 

annual confirmation statement and where a 
UC applies to be registered under the 
Companies Act 2006)  
SEs 

 
Table 2: The number of different types of corporate entities within the UK 

 

Type of 
corporate 

entity 

Number 
in the 

UK 

Date and Source 

LLPs 60,200 Figure refers to March 2016.  Companies House (2016), ‘Incorporated 
companies in the United Kingdom – March 2016’12 

SEs 45 
 

Figure refers to 2015.  Companies House (2015), ‘Companies register 
activities: statistical release 2014/2015’.13 

UCs 43 Figure refers to 2015.  Companies House (2015), ‘Companies register 
activities: statistical release 2014/2015’. 

Total 60,300  
 

Note: LLP and total figures are rounded to the nearest hundred to avoid spurious accuracy. 

B) Rationale for intervention  

 
8. The problems identified in previous section of the IA represent a regulatory failure, 
because the regulatory framework for other corporate entities is not currently entirely fit for 
purpose to both keep those outside of corporate entities informed, while encouraging business 
growth and entrepreneurship.  This is because the current framework imposes unnecessary 
administrative costs on business.  
 
9. The aim of government intervention is to reduce the number of times a corporate entity 
must interact with the Registrar, which will enable corporate entities to concentrate more 
resources on improving the operation of the day to day functions and growing their businesses.  
The proposals offer corporate entities more flexibility when interacting with Companies House. 
The proposals will also ensure that the public register is more accurate, up to date and 
transparent. This will benefit those people who search the register looking for information about 
corporate entities. They will also reduce the risk of identity theft and fraud that may arise from 
the transparency about PSCs through the register.  These changes can only be made via 
legislation and therefore alternatives to regulation are not considered appropriate.  

 
10. Furthermore reducing the filing requirements for LLPs, UCs and SEs (where considered 
appropriate) is important to keep these regulatory requirements in line with the requirements on 
companies – and thus ensure no type of corporate entity is at a competitive disadvantage by 
having to comply with overly burdensome filing requirements. 

C) Policy Objective 

 
11. The Government’s 2015 General Election Manifesto14 committed to ‘cut[ting] a further £10 
billion of red tape over the next Parliament [2015-2020]’ and outlined the Government’s 
                                            
12 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/incorporated-companies-in-the-united-kingdom-march-2016  
13 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/companies-register-activities-statistical-release-20142015  
14 https://www.conservatives.com/manifesto  
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ambition to make Britain ‘the best place in Europe to set up…and expand a business’.  
Reforming corporate filing requirements should contribute to both these objectives.  
 
12. The Government believe that it is important that we have a corporate law framework that 
gives corporate entities the flexibility to compete and grow effectively.  It is also important to 
ensure that creditors, customers and suppliers have the information they need in order to be 
able to do business with corporate entities with confidence. 
 
13. Business regulations are necessary to protect the public and workers, but they can also 
stop businesses from reaching their potential. The Government wants to reduce the number of 
unnecessary regulations that hold back businesses while ensuring that both workers and the 
public are protected.  At the same time it is important to ensure that we do not require corporate 
entities to file unnecessary information and that the process for filing corporate information is as 
simple as possible.  

D) Summary of the policy  

 
14. The Government is proposing a package of measures to reduce regulatory burdens on 
corporate entities and improve the information on the public register, with three deregulatory 
reform strands:  
 

i. Annual filings.  We are (in line with changes to be introduced for companies) replacing 
the requirement for corporate entities that are on the public register to submit an annual 
return to Companies House on a specified date (regardless of whether they have made 
any changes to their information within the year).  This will be replaced by a requirement 
for corporate entities to ‘check and confirm’ the information at least once in a 12 month 
period.  The changes will remove duplication in the provision of information to 
Companies House and enable corporate entities to align their annual check with their 
accounts return (accounting returns must be filed with Companies House 9 months after 
the financial year).  The changes will also remove the requirement to submit information 
when there have been no changes to the information held by the Registrar. 

 
ii. Registers.  Currently all LLPs are required to hold registers of members and members’ 

residential addresses at either their registered office or an alternative specified location.  
LLPs will also be required to keep a register of their people with significant control 
(PSC).15  The registers of members and the PSC register must be available for inspection 
by members of the LLP or third parties on request.  As part of the Red Tape Challenge it 
was highlighted that much of the information held on registers was also already available 
on the Companies House public register, therefore highlighting possible duplication of 
information provision.  We are therefore giving LLPs (in line with changes to be 
introduced for companies) the option not to keep any, or all, of the following registers: 
register of members, members’ residential addresses and the PSC register16.  Where the 
LLP exercises this option the information currently held on their register will be solely 
held at Companies House on the public register – and there will be no loss of information 
available to those outside of the LLP (e.g. creditors, suppliers, customers etc.). Some 
LLPs may well decide to keep this information in some form – for example details of 

                                            
15 PSC registers will be a publicly accessible registry of the corporate entity’s beneficial ownership information.  For 
more details see: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/434546/bis-15-
320-enhanced-transparency-of-company-beneficial-ownership-enactment-impact-assessment.pdf  
16 Further details of the People with Significant Control Register and its impact are provided in the Enactment Stage 
IA: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/434546/bis-15-320-enhanced-
transparency-of-company-beneficial-ownership-enactment-impact-assessment.pdf  
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members to ensure that they are able to contact the individuals -  but they will no longer 
have to hold it as a register in a specified form or make it available on request for third 
parties to inspect.  

 
iii. Statement of capital. We are simplifying the statement of capital for UCs and SEs by 

removing unnecessary requirements. We are removing the requirement to list the amount 
unpaid and paid up on each share and replacing it with a requirement to show the 
aggregate amount unpaid.  UCs and SEs will still be required to file an updated 
statement of capital if changes are made to capital, but we will remove duplication by not 
requiring them to submit the statement of capital once again as part of the new ‘check 
and confirm’ process (as they currently do in their Annual Return).  The UCs and SEs will 
simply confirm once in a 12 month period that their statement of capital is up to date.  
Where an UC applies to be registered under the Companies Act 2006, the statement of 
capital that is required will be in the simplified format. 
 

iv. Date of birth of PSCs. In order to provide protection against identity theft, the day 
element of the date of birth of a person with significant control (PSC) in an LLP will no 
longer be shown on the public register (the most common way people and organisations 
access filed information about LLPs).  LLPs will still need to provide the full date of birth 
to Companies House.  The full date of birth will continue to be available upon request to 
credit reference agencies and public enforcement bodies and by inspecting an LLP’s 
PSC register (which will be accessible free of charge). 
 

 
E) Assessment of business impacts 
 
Background and assumptions 
 
15. Below we outline important background and assumptions to the assessment of the impact 
the proposed option has on business: 
 

• As set out in Table 2 there are 60,200 LLPs, 45 SEs and 43 UCs in the UK. 
 

• For the appraisal period, we make the simplifying assumption that the number of 
corporate entities is fixed.  This could underestimate the impacts as, although the 
number of LLPs has been stable at around 60,000 for the last two years, their numbers 
grew year-on-year in the early 2010s and through the 2000s.  In contrast there has been 
a small decline in the number of UCs and SEs in the 2010s – and therefore the 
assumption of no change in their numbers over the appraisal period could mean that the 
impacts for these organisations could be slightly overestimated.    

 
• 50% of corporate entities file their own annual return to Companies House17. 

 
• The same data shows that 50% of corporate entities use an agent to file their annual 

return. 
 

• Based upon the assumptions made in the IA for the company filing requirements we 
assume that 50% of affected corporate entities will take advantage of de-regulatory 
changes.  We have no reason to expect other corporate entities to be different from 
companies.   

                                            
17 Companies House internal data for Quarter 1 2015 (1 April - 30 June 2015). 
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• In line with the company filing IA we assume that 25% of the affected corporate entities 

who currently use an agent would no longer use an agent to file their annual return, as a 
result of the simplified process. We conduct a similar sensitivity analysis in line with the 
one conducted in the company filing requirement IA, as there remains uncertainty around 
how corporate entities would react to the proposed simplifications.  The analysis includes 
an upper bound of 50% of entities taking advantage of the deregulatory measures, and a 
lower bound of 10%.   

 
• We assume that a member of staff equivalent to company director/corporate manager 

would be responsible for the majority of regulatory changes in this document.  The 
median hourly wage excluding overtime for a corporate manager/director in the UK is 
£20.83.18 We uprate his by 20.2% to account for non-wage labour costs (e.g. pension 
and National Insurance Contributions) – giving an average wage of £25.04.19 

 
• Companies House has strong links with corporate entities and their agents.  They hold 

nationwide focus groups.  They also have a dedicated ‘usuability suite’, which allows 
Companies House officials to run software which monitors usage of their software 
packages and therefore accurately determine how long users take to complete forms and 
supply information.  This information can then be combined with softer information 
gained from talking to corporate entities and their agents, to assess the impact of the 
proposals. 
 

• Figures have been rounded as appropriate to avoid a spurious degree of accuracy in the 
way figures are reported (with figures of the magnitude of tens of thousands or below 
rounded to the nearest hundred and figures of the magnitude of hundreds of thousands 
of above). Figures within the text may not sum to totals due to rounding. 

 
Consultations 

16. The analysis of the impact of applying the company filing requirement changes to LLPs, 
UCs and SEs builds upon evidence gathered while developing the company filing proposals in 
response to the Red Tape Challenge.  Below we detail the extensive consultation subsequently 
undertaken that has informed both the policy and the analysis of its impact. 

17.   The Company and Commercial Law Theme of the Red Tape Challenge was live online 
between 26 January and 16 February 2012.  Responses highlighted potential duplication in 
requirements to hold and file information.   A number of respondents also commented on wider 
problems associated with information on the public register.  As part of the spotlight, a 
discussion document was produced and the Institute of Directors held a web based discussion 
on company filings.   Subsequently BIS and Companies House jointly undertook two focus 
groups with stakeholders to discuss issues relating to Company Filing.  Between 7 October and 
22 November 2013, BIS consulted20 on specific proposals to improve and simplify the filing 
requirements for companies.  In total, 150 responses21 were received from a range of 

                                            
18 Office for National Statistics (2015), ‘Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings, 2014 Revised Results’, Table 14.6a 
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ashe/annual-survey-of-hours-and-earnings/2014-revised-results/rft-14.zip 
19 Uplift of 20.2% to take into account non-wage labour costs taken from: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/File:Labour_costs_per_hour_in_EUR,_2004-
2015_whole_economy_excluding_agriculture_and_public_administration.png  
20https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/246020/URN_13-
1219_Company_Filing_Requirements_Consultation_October_2013_1_.pdf  
21https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/304946/bis-14-635-company-filing-
requirements-response.pdf  
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stakeholders, including 80 responses from businesses (of which, 40 were from small and micro 
businesses).  Overall the responses were supportive of BIS’s analysis of the proposed changes. 

18. The analytical approach to calculating the benefits and costs in the company filing 
requirement IA, including the Companies House modelling, was also presented to the two Red 
Tape Challenge Champions, one accountant and a Member of the Institute of Directors.  The 
role of the champion throughout the Red Tape Challenge process was to encourage 
government to make appropriate proposals which will save business time and money. The 
Champions have supported the general approach and assumptions made in the Impact 
Assessment.  In addition a cost benefit analysis was included in the formal consultation 
process.  As part of the consultation we specifically asked for views on the costs and benefits 
received. Of the 150 responses 25 responded to the request for views on the assumptions and 
estimates used in the cost benefit analysis – with the analysis being refined where possible in 
light of the views and data provided. 

19. The Validation Stage IA on the company filing requirements was subsequently given a 
Green fit-for-purpose by the Regulatory Policy Committee.  Therefore this analysis of the impact 
of the applying the filing requirement reform proposals to LLPs, SEs and UCs builds upon the 
past consultation and widely supported analytical approach, using more up-to-date data where it 
is necessary and available. 

(i) Annual Return 

20. Currently, all corporate entities on the public register are required to submit an annual 
return once a year on a specified date.  The annual return is a snap shot of basic information 
about the entity on a given date, usually on the anniversary of incorporation. We are removing 
this requirement for companies and are proposing to also remove this requirement for LLPs, 
SEs and UCs. 

 
21. The annual return for an SE and UC contains the following information –  

• Company number; 
• Type of company traded or not; 
• Registered office address; 
• Location of registers; 
• Details of directors (members for SEs); 
• Standard industrial classification; 
• Details of share capital; and 
• Details of shareholders, and their holdings. 

 
22. The annual return for an LLP contains the following information: 

• Registered number; 
• Registered office address; 
• Details of members; and 
• Location of LLP records. 

 
23. Currently if an entity has notified Companies House of changes to any of this information 
within the year there is still a legal requirement to submit an annual return containing all the 
relevant information on a specified date.  Equally, if the information is exactly the same as the 
annual return submitted 12 months earlier a new annual return must still be submitted.  
 
24. Annual returns are completed either by the entity or by an agent on behalf of the 
company.  In such cases the agent will charge a fee for undertaking this work.  In many cases 
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this will involve writing to the entity to tell them that the annual return is due, sending them 
details of what is held at Companies House and a request for the entity to make any relevant 
changes to the information held and return it to the agent who will then forward on the annual 
return to Companies House either electronically or in paper form. 
 
25. We are removing this annual return requirement but the new regime will continue to 
require corporate entities to ensure that their information is up to date but additional flexibility 
will be built into the process.  The requirement will be for them to check the information held at 
Companies House and confirm that it is correct at least once in a 12 month period (by 
submitting a confirmation statement).  The legislation will enable entities to check and confirm at 
any point in the 12 month period, therefore if the entity updates its directors’ information ‘in year’ 
then at the same point they will be able to confirm all other information.  If this option is taken up 
the entity will not be required to submit any further information or check information until a 
further 12 months has passed.  This change removes duplication. Under the current regime an 
entity would make an ‘in year’ change and then re-submit the same information at the 12 month 
stage.  
 
26. Additionally, if the entity wishes to align its confirmation of information with its financial 
accounts return the entity will simply need to complete a check and confirm on the same day as 
submitting the accounts.  This change will mean that many more entities will be able to reduce 
the number of times they have to interact with Companies House.  All dates can be aligned to 
one that suits the entity rather than those imposed by legislative processes. 

 
Benefits   

27. The benefits of this deregulatory proposal are the avoided costs of complying with the 
current system. 
 
Current system: 

• Currently all 60,200 LLPs, 45 SEs and 43 UCs are required to complete an annual return 
and provide to Companies House details of in-year changes to information about the entity. 

• An estimated 25% of these entities22 – i.e. 15,100 entities - complete an in-year change of 
details. In line with our analysis of for companies, we assume that amongst the corporate 
entities that make an in-year change to their details only one change is made per year.   

• An estimated 50% of these entities - i.e. 30,100 entities - make the filings to Companies 
House themselves23.   An equal amount of corporate entities currently employ an agent to 
make an annual return to Companies House on their behalf. 

28. Based on this information, we have assumed that 50% of the 15,100 LLPs, UCs and SEs 
(i.e. 7,500 entities) that make an in-year return do so themselves, while the same number use 
an agent.  
 
29. Completing an Annual Return: To gather evidence on the amount of time taken up by the 
existing processes the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) asked Companies 
House to use their “usability suite”24 to estimate, using volunteers, how long it takes to complete 

                                            
22 Based upon Companies House internal data used in the company filing IA analysis. 
23 Based upon Companies House internal data for the first quarter of 2015. 
24 The usability suite is a computer suite where workshop was held where individuals were asked to work through 
and understand the current system and proposed changes to it. 
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an annual return electronically.  This testing found that it took up to 7 minutes for a company to 
complete an annual return electronically.  The modelling took into account time associated with 
entering information into a web based form and moving through the required fields.    

 
30. SEs and UCs have a very similar annual return to limited companies, so this evidence is 
used to analyse the proposed changes for these entities.  However, LLPs have a shorter annual 
return.  Therefore BIS asked Companies House to use its Usability Suite to specifically estimate 
how long it takes to electronically complete an LLP annual return.  Companies House found that 
it took approximately 5 minutes to complete. 

 
31. Therefore we use 5 minutes as our best estimate of how long it takes to complete an LLP 
annual return electronically.  We then conduct sensitivity analysis by assuming as a low 
estimate that it takes 4 minutes and as a high estimate it takes 6 minutes to do an LLP return. 

 
32. Given that a SE and UC annual return is slightly longer than an LLP return, we assume as 
a best estimate it takes 6 minutes to complete.  We use 7 minutes as a high estimate and 5 
minutes as a low estimate for how long it takes to complete an 

 
33. Making an in-year change: Companies House modelling suggest it takes around 1 minute 
for companies to make changes in-year changes (for example updating the details of a Director, 
or updating the entity’s registered office address).  In-year changes by LLPs, UCs and SEs are 
expected to take the same amount of time as in-year changes for limited companies. The new 
policy will allow a corporate entity to check and confirm at the same time as updating this 
information and therefore remove the administrative burden of updating information in year and 
then updating at the time of the annual return. The policy creates an administrative saving but 
policy changes are minimal.  
 
(i) The 50% of entities undertaking the return themselves: 

34. We have assumed that entities that already complete the annual return themselves will 
complete the check and confirm themselves.  As it will be simpler to complete the check and 
confirm we do not consider that these entities will move to using an agent.  

35. Under the new proposals we assume that not every entity which makes an in-year change 
will also check and confirm at the same time.  We assume that only 50% of affected LLPs, UCs 
and SEs will take up the opportunity – i.e. 15,100 entities * 25% which do in-year changes * 
50% that check and confirm at the same point in-year = 1,900 entities. 
 
36. We assume a member of staff equivalent to a director/corporate manager would be 
responsible for filing the information, with an average wage cost of £25.04 (which has been 
uplifted to account for non-wage labour costs). 
 
37. To estimate the time saved for the 1,900 entities who will no longer undertake an 
additional in-year filing we multiply the 1 minute time saved from not doing the extra in-year 
filing by the average wage for the type of employee who might have done that filing. Thus the 
avoided costs are as follows: 

 
1,900 entities with 1 separate in-year filing * £25.04 * (1/60 hours) = £800 

38. To estimate the avoided costs for the corporate entities who will no longer need to 
complete the annual return (i.e. who will complete the new 12 monthly check and confirm 
themselves) we multiply the number of entities affected, by the time saved from no longer filling 
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in the annual return, by the uplifted wage rate of the type of employee that might fill out the 
form.  
 
39. For LLPs the avoided costs are worked out as follows: 

 
 
Estimate Calculation Avoided cost (£) 

Low 30,100 LLPs25 with 1 annual return * £25.04 * (4/60 hours) £50,000 

Best 30,100 LLPs with 1 annual return * £25.04 * (5/60 hours) £63,000 

High 30,100 LLPs with 1 annual return * £25.04 * (6/60 hours) £75,000 

 
 
40. For UCs and SEs the avoided costs are worked out as follows: 
 
Estimate Calculation Avoided cost (£) 

Low 44 UCs/SEs26 with 1 annual return * £25.04 * (5/60 hours) £90 
Best 44 UCs/SEs with 1 annual return * £25.04 * (6/60 hours) £110 
High 44 UCs/SEs with 1 annual return * £25.04 * (7/60 hours) £130 

 
 
 (ii) The 50% of entities that use an agent to make the returns on their behalf 

41. If an entity uses an agent to complete their annual return the agent will also complete any 
in year changes as well as the annual return.  Agents charge a fixed fee which will cover both 
the annual return and in year filings. 

42. For the 50% of entities who use an agent to complete the annual return, the costs savings 
from the changes would be considerably larger if they chose not to continue to use an agent.  
Market data from an average of 11 firms indicated that accountancy firms charge an average of 
£70 to complete and file an annual return27. They provided a cross section of entities offering 
these services. Multiplying this cost by the total for entities using an agent to file their annual 
return is  

60,300 entities * 50% using agents * £70 fee = £2,110,000 

43. Corporate bodies obtain information on conducting their business and ensuring that they 
comply with legislation from many sources.  From whom they seek information will depend on 
the nature of the issue or the query/problem.  For example it is highly likely that a corporate 
entity will ask an accountant to advise them on accounting matters.  An agent who files 
information to Companies House may be an accountant but in many cases will offer a wider 
range of company secretarial services. 

44. A survey entitled “FSB Voice of Small Business Panel Survey, October 2013” undertaken 
by the Federation of Small Business provided to BIS shows that information on regulatory 
change can be obtained from sources such as www.gov.uk, solicitors, accountants, trade 
bodies, local authorities, and private discussions, others such as friends and colleagues and 

                                            
25 60,200*50% 
26 88*50% 
27 Data collected for the purposes of the Company Filing IA. 
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banks.  The benefits associated with the proposed changes to the filing regime are likely to be 
highlighted by trade bodies and business representative bodies in the course of their usual 
updates to their members. 
 
45. We recognise that not all entities will dispense with using an agent to complete the much 
simplified check and confirm and other filing requirements and those that do switch will only do 
so after they have become aware of the new, simpler, rules.  However, in line with the analysis 
in the Company Filing Requirement IA we assume that 25% of entities who currently use an 
agent would no longer use an agent to file their annual return, as a result of the simplified 
process.  Agents themselves (contacted by BIS officials or whom responded to the Company 
Filing Requirement consultation) agree that some entities will move from using an agent to filing 
their information themselves, though discussion with agents had not suggested an alternative 
percentage figure.  As noted above, the new regime will be publicised by Companies House, 
representative bodies and similar organisations.  We expect this will aid entities to make 
decisions as to whether it would benefit them to move from using an agent to filing directly with 
Companies House. 
 
46. Therefore the saving to those who previously used an agent would be 25 percent of the 
estimated £2,110,000 - £528,000.  We assume that the agent who continues to act for an entity 
will not alter its fees.  
 
47. The best estimate for the total ongoing saving from avoiding the costs of the current 
system is £591,000 (£800 + £63,000 + £110 + £528,000).  The table below shows low and high 
estimates, and how they compare to the best estimate. 

 
Estimate Calculation Avoided cost (£) 

Low £800 + £50,000 + £90 + £528,000 £579,000 
Best £800 + £63,000 + £110 + £528,000 £591,000 
High £800 + £75,000 + £130 + £528,000 £604,000 

 
 
48. Note that all entities which in future undertake the new check and confirm themselves 
(whether they currently use an agent or not) still need to make at least one filing – i.e. one 
check and confirm at the end of the year and/or when they complete an event driven filing. See 
the cost section below. 

Costs 

49. The monetised costs of these deregulatory proposals include one-off familiarisation costs 
and the on-going costs of applying with the new requirements.  

(i) One-off costs 

50. The changes to the annual return would impose a transitional cost on the affected LLPs, 
UCs, and SEs.  These corporate entities would incur the costs of familiarising themselves with 
the new procedure.  All affected entities on the public register who would have previously 
needed to complete the annual return and will now be required to check and confirm their 
information will need to familiarise themselves with the new regulations.  There are 60,300 such 
LLPs, UCs and SEs in total in the UK at present.  
 
51. As previously stated an estimated 50% of entities complete the annual return themselves 
filing the information directly with Companies House.  50% are estimated to use the services of 
an accountant or agent, who make a charge for this service. However we recognise that if any 
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entity was to move to the new system they will have to familiarise themselves with the system 
using information from Companies House or from an agent, trade association or other as 
described in earlier paragraphs. 
 
52. Internal modelling by Companies House28 estimated that it would take approximately 20 
minutes for a member of staff in an affected corporate entity to become familiar with the new 
arrangements. This is the time taken to read new guidance to understand the changes. 
 
53. We assume that the equivalent of a company director would be the person who would 
need to know of any changes to filing requirements.  This type of staff member has an 
estimated average wage cost (after being uplifted for non-wage labour costs) of £25.04 per 
hour.   
 
54. Below shows the calculation of the one-off familiarisation costs for affected corporate 
entities:  
 

60,300 * £25.04 * (20/60 hours) = £503,000. 
 

55. We consider that there will be no additional familiarisation costs incurred by agents.  This 
is because agents will have already made themselves familiar with the change to the new 
‘check and confirm’ process, when the change was introduced for companies (and these costs 
have been accounted for accordingly in the Company Filing IA).  It is unlikely that there will be 
an agent who works with LLPs, UCs and/or SEs but does not also work with companies – and 
thus would be unaware of these changes.   
 
(ii) On-going costs 

56. We consider that the cost to LLPs/UCs/SEs of the new regime (which is essentially a tick 
box approach) will be less than that of an annual return but about the same as the cost of 
making a single in year change. The entity will simply scroll through two screens of information 
and confirm at the end that the information held is correct (or, based on Companies House data, 
25% will make a change then confirm at the end).  We are removing the requirement to submit 
a statement of capital each year and also the requirement to re-submit shareholder information.  
The removal of these two requirements plus the need to simply tick one box leads us to believe 
that the cost of the new regime will be very low. The assumption that the costs are very small is 
supported by stakeholders. 
 
57. As noted above, Companies House estimates that it currently takes 1 minute to complete 
an in-year change. All entities which will do the check and confirm themselves will incur this cost 
at some point during a 12 month period. As noted in the Benefits section above 30,100 currently 
undertake the annual returns themselves and we expect that a further 7,500 entities to move 
from using agents to doing the filing themselves under the simplified system (25% of 30,100).  
 
58. As with the Benefits, we similarly assume that 50% of those that move from using an 
agent to self-reporting and currently have in-year filing done on their behalf will continue to 
undertake the in-year filing but do so themselves (30,100 entities (move from using agents to 
doing the filing themselves under the simplified system) * 25% who do in-year filing currently * 
50% who continue to do so = 940). 
  

                                            
28 Companies House held a workshop in their “usability suite” where individuals were asked to work through and 
understand the proposed changes and then timed. 
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59. We also assume that there will be no change in the costs that agents charge the entities 
for whom they do work, and that those that currently do an in year filing themselves will continue 
to do so, but that no extra entities will undertake in year filings as a result of this proposal. 
 
60. On this basis the ongoing additional cost of this proposal is ((30,100 entities + 7,500 
entities) * £25.04 * (1/60 hours)) + (940 entities * £25.04 * (1/60 hours)) = £16,000.  
 

Net impact summary:  

 Low Best High 

Benefits – one-off  None quantified None quantified None quantified 

Benefits – ongoing (per annum ) £579,000 £591,000 £604,000 

Costs – one-off  £503,000 £503,000 £503,000 

Costs – ongoing (per annum) £16,000 £16,000 £16,000 

 

Risks and assumptions: 

61. We assume that agents would not charge extra for in-year updates to annual returns and 
will not change their fees following the proposals here. 
 
62. We assume that the charges made by agents reflect average market prices (e.g. entities 
do not get a cheaper price due to an existing contractual arrangement) 
 
63. An obvious question is why do corporate entities not complete the annual return 
themselves when it is so much more expensive to employ an agent.  One possible explanation 
is that the firms which choose to commission an agent to complete the annual return are less 
confident about completing the process accurately and so are willing to pay the excess fee for 
‘peace of mind’. It is important for Companies House to use effective channels of 
communication to ensure that all entities understand the new system and remove concerns 
about complexity. 
 
64. In addition, some agents offer a service which will include holding registers, providing a 
registered office and completing all ‘company secretarial’ work.  We recognise that some 
entities may still want agents to do all of this work but by making changes to all filings we expect 
this to enable many entities to consider whether they can complete these filings themselves. 
Therefore we have assumed that only 25% of entities dispense with the use of their agent as a 
result of the simplified processes.  
 
65. We have assumed that a member of staff equivalent to a company director/corporate 
manager would generally deal with the annual return.  This is in the absence of any information 
on others who may do this.  For example in the very smallest entities an unpaid partner may 
undertake the role, or someone within the entity who has a specific role other than the director. 
 
66. The value of staff time within other corporate entities is estimated using median hourly 
wages (excluding overtime) from the Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings, 2013, uplifted by 
19.8% to account for non-wage labour costs (based upon Eurostat data). 
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(ii) Registers  

67. LLPs are required to keep registers which contain details about certain aspects of them: 
their members; and members’ residential addresses.  LLPs will also be required to keep the 
new register of people with significant control. 
 
68. These registers must be kept at a single place: either the LLP’s registered office, or at a 
single alternative inspection location, for example at the premises of an agent.  Registers can 
either be kept in a paper form, such as single bound book or loose-leaf binder, or electronically.  
Registers must be kept up to date: when there are changes in the LLP, for example when a 
person is appointed as a member, the relevant register must be updated to reflect this change.  
The register of members is available for inspection by any member of the LLP free of charge, or 
any other person on payment of a prescribed fee.  (The register of members’ residential 
addresses is not available for public inspection.)   

69. LLPs either keep and maintain their own registers or employ an agent to do this on their 
behalf. 

70. The costs to an LLP of holding their own register fall into two categories.  The first is the 
cost of maintaining the register.  This will depend on the number of amendments that have to be 
made to the register during a year.  Clearly, if there is little or no turnover in members the cost 
will be negligible.  The second type of cost arises only where a person (either a member or a 
third party) makes a request to inspect the LLP’s register.  

71. The costs to an LLP of employing an agent to keep and maintain their registers also fall 
into two categories.  The first is the fee charged by the agent for this service (which may be 
included in a package of services, for example including filing of information with Companies 
House as well as keeping the registers).  The second is the cost for the LLP of informing the 
agent of any changes. 

72. We are proposing to allow LLPs to opt out of the requirement to keep these registers and 
make them available for inspection.  An LLP which takes advantage of this option will instead be 
required to send the information to Companies House who will make it available in the correct 
format on the public register, thereby removing duplication. 
 
Benefits 

73. The measure will enable LLPs to choose which registers could be held at Companies 
House.  Some LLPs may choose all whilst others one or none. The main benefit to business 
arises because LLPs may no longer have to incur the costs associated with holding their 
registers.  However, neither we nor stakeholders are able to quantify this benefit. 
 
74. The proposal would reduce the costs for LLPs which keep the registers themselves 
instead of using an agent.  LLPs would no longer have to enter the details (and any changes to 
the details) in the registers; instead they would send this information to Companies House.  All 
of the information included in an LLP’s registers currently has also to be sent to Companies 
House within 14 days.  This information is currently available in two places so not keeping a 
register would reduce this duplication.    
 
75. The extent of the benefit to an LLP would depend on the extent to which there are 
changes in the LLP.  For example, the costs to the LLP of keeping the register of members in a 
year where there are no changes to the members would be very low as the LLP would not need 
to make any entries in the register.  It would also depend on the extent to which people wish to 
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inspect the registers, as registers are available for inspection.   We consider that small LLPs 
where there are few members are less likely to receive requests for inspection of the register.    
 
76. Companies House are able to quantify how many corporate entities, such as LLPs, used 
an agent to file their annual return, as it is clear on each return itself if an agent has made the 
filing.  However, this is not the case in respect of who holds a register as entities simply have to 
make them available to the public.  Very few agents break down the costs of secretarial work.  
However, a small internet survey of agents indicated that annual fees to entities for holding 
registers on their behalf were in the region of £70 - £150.     
 
77. Where an LLP uses an agent to keep its registers, the fewer changes there are in the 
LLP, the more benefit there would be in keeping the information on the public register (in 
contrast to the situation where the LLP itself keeps the registers).  
 
78. As noted above, there are legal requirements to notify Companies House when certain 
changes are made to the register and the agent would typically file this information on behalf of 
the entity as well as updating the register itself.  We consider it is unlikely that LLPs which 
employ agents to undertake a package of entity services (including holding registers) would 
decide to no longer use agents solely as a result of this measure, as the LLP itself would have 
to send notifications to the registrar of companies.  
 
79. Because of this, we are unable to make an evidence based assessment about the number 
of LLPs which would no longer use an agent as a result of the measure.   
 
80. We consider that it is unlikely that LLPs would use agents only to hold their registers; 
generally, holding registers will be part of a package of wider services.  LLPs who decide to 
dispense with using an agent to complete their check and confirm requirements may also 
decide to no longer use agents to hold their registers and therefore may gain an indirect benefit. 

81. There are also some unquantifiable benefits to those who search the register (businesses 
or individuals).  Being able to search registers on a public register rather than go directly to the 
entity will save time and money. 

Costs 

82. The changes proposed, in relation to LLP registers, would also impose a transitional cost 
on business.  Firstly, LLPs would have to familiarise themselves with the new procedures and 
then make decisions as to whether to make any change to their own procedures.  All LLPs on 
the register (60,200) are required to hold registers.   

83. As stated above 50% of entities use an accountant or an agent to file their annual return 
and 50% complete it themselves.  However, as above, we recognise that if any LLP was to 
move to the new system they will have to familiarise themselves with the system.  Information 
from Companies House or from an agent, trade association or other as described in earlier 
paragraphs would be available to help them do this. 
 
84. Internal modelling by Companies House29 (and supported by stakeholders) in the 
Company Filing IA estimates that it would take approximately 20 minutes for a company to 
become familiar with the new arrangements.  We assume that LLPs will take the same amount 
of time as companies to familiarise themselves with this change.  

                                            
29 Companies House held a workshop in their “usability suite” where individuals were asked to work through and 
understand the proposed changes and then timed 
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85. We use the same wage estimate as above which is £25.04 per hour – as we assume that 
the equivalent of a company director / corporate manager.   

 
86. Our calculation for familiarisation costs is outlined below. 

 
69,200 * £25.04 * (20/60 hours) = £502,000 

 
87. We consider that there will be no additional familiarisation costs incurred by agents.  This 
is because agents will have already made themselves familiar with the change when the 
change they were introduced for companies (and these costs have been accounted for 
accordingly in the Company Filing IA).  It is unlikely that there will be an agent who works with 
just LLPs, but does not also work with companies – and thus would be unaware of these 
changes.   
 
Net impact summary:  

Registers £m 

Benefits – one-off  None quantified 

Benefits – ongoing (per annum) None quantified 

Costs – one-off  £502,000 

Costs – ongoing (per annum) None quantified 

 

Risk and assumptions:  

88. Although we have been unable to quantify the benefits of this measure we have assumed 
that there will be benefits.  This is based on the assumption that some LLPs will decide to hold 
their registers on the public register.  This will involve a saving in direct LLP resources or the 
reduction in costs an LLP pays to an agent.   

89. A low take-up of the measures could be due to concerns as to who has access to all the 
registers and making additional information available on a public register.  Currently, an LLP 
can refuse access to a register if it believes that the information could be used for improper 
purposes, although the Courts can be asked to uphold or reject this decision.  

(iii) Statement of Capital  

90. A statement of capital is a snapshot of a corporate entity’s issued share capital at a given 
time introduced by the Companies Act 2006.  A statement of capital must be prepared and 
submitted to Companies House on formation and in a number of situations, generally when the 
entity does something to change its share capital.   

91. A statement of capital must currently include the following financial information: 

• the number of shares and their aggregate nominal value; 
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• the total number of shares in a particular class of share (e.g. ordinary, preference 
share) and their aggregate nominal value; and 

• the amount unpaid (if any) and paid up on each share. 
 
92. Companies have expressed two concerns about the requirement to show the amount paid 
up on each share.  The first concern is that the requirement to set out separate information 
about shares issued for different amounts is burdensome for companies which allot shares 
frequently (for example, in connection with employee share schemes) and does not provide 
useful information.  The second concern is that where a company has done more than simply 
issue shares (for example where the entity’s share premium account has been reduced without 
being allocated to particular shares), it may not be able to allocate the total amount paid for all 
the shares between the shares currently in issue.   

93. Stakeholders said that it is potentially more useful for someone who wants to know more 
about a company to know the aggregate unpaid amount, since it shows the capital that the 
entity can call up without issuing more shares.   Retaining the requirement to break down this 
information by class of share would be unnecessary and burdensome.  We therefore propose to 
remove the requirement for SEs and UCs to list the amount unpaid and paid up on each share; 
instead these entities will only have to show the total amount unpaid (if there is any).  This is in 
line with changes to be applied to companies. 

 Benefits 

94. UCs and SEs will no longer have to provide the amount unpaid and paid up on each 
share.  This will particularly benefit UCs and SEs that have allotted shares at different prices.  
For some entities that allot shares frequently, for example in connection with employee share 
schemes, the current requirement would mean many pages of information must be provided.  It 
will also benefit UCs and SEs that have bought back, cancelled or consolidated shares as these 
entities may not be currently able to allocate the total amount paid up between the shares in 
issue.    

95. In the consultation about Company Filing reforms there was considerable support from 
stakeholders for the proposal to simplify the financial information in the statement of capital.  
However, stakeholders were unable to quantify the time and cost saving associated with the 
changes.  Following the consultation we wrote to a further six stakeholders (including providers 
of corporate services) asking for more information about the savings.  A wide range of views on 
the benefits and costs were expressed.  One stakeholder argued that it would not be possible to 
give a meaningful figure about savings as this would depend on the complexity of the entity’s 
historical share structure and the accuracy of its detailed record-keeping over time.  Some 
stakeholders thought that there would be no savings or no material savings, on the grounds that 
the information has already been entered into statements of capital.  On the other hand, one 
stakeholder thought that the proposal would save considerable time.  Another stakeholder 
suggested that 50-75% or more of the time taken to complete a statement of capital for an UC 
or SE with a fairly complex (but not unusual) history could be taken up by working out the 
amount paid and unpaid per share (which we are removing).   

Costs 

96. There are 43 UCs and 45 SEs currently operating within the UK, and will need to 
familiarise themselves with the reforms to the statement of capital requirements affecting them.  
For the Company Filing IA Companies House undertook modelling in their usability suite.  A 
cross section of individuals were given information about the new processes and timed to 
determine how long it would take them to read the guidance and understand it. Results estimate 
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that it would take around 10 minutes for a company director to familiarise themselves with the 
new requirements.  We have no reason to believe that UCs and SEs would differ from other 
companies, so use the same assumptions and data in our estimates.   

97. Total one-off familiarisation costs are calculated using the formula below. 

88 * £25.04 * (10/60 hours) = £400  

Net impact summary:  

Statement of capital £m 

Benefits – one-off  None quantified 

Benefits – ongoing (per annum) None quantified 

Costs – one-off  £400 

Costs – ongoing (per annum) None quantified 

 

(iv) Dates of birth of PSCs on the register 

 

98. In order to provide protection against identity theft, the day element of a PSC’s date of 
birth will no longer be shown on the public register (the most common way filed information is 
accessed by organisations and individuals).  LLPs will still need to provide the full date of birth 
to Companies House and this will be available on request to credit reference agencies and 
public enforcement bodies.  This is in total around 59,200 corporate entities (see Table 2 
above).   

Benefits 

99. Identity theft, and the fraud it can result, can lead to financial loss and distress to its 
victims.  Tajpour, A. et al (2013) noted that identity fraud is a ‘significant and growing 
problem…due to the significant economic harm [it] pose[s] for victims’.30  Button et al (2014) 
conducted 30 face-to-face interviews and nearly 800 telephone interviews with fraud victims and 
family members in England and Wales, in order to determine the impact it had.31  They found 
the some of the primary impacts of fraud are ‘financial hardship, broken relationships, 
psychological effects, mental and physical health problems’.  They also found that fraud can 
have secondary impacts, such as ‘damage to reputation and celebrity’ and ‘negative changes in 
behaviour’.  They also highlight there can be a variation in impact between crimes, with some 
victims not suffering a large impact, while in other cases the impacts were ‘devastating’.   

100. Some evidence from the USA places a value on identity theft.  Piquero, N. L et al (2010) 
conducted some ‘willingness to pay’ experiments with members of the public, where it was the 
researchers set out to value the impact of identity theft by finding out how much individual’s 
would be willing to pay to avoid it happening to them in a number of hypothetical situations.  
Based on their experiments and other evidence they concluded that the ‘average cost per 

                                            
30 Tajpour, A., Ibrahim, S., and Zamani, M. (2013), ‘International Journal of Information Processing and 
Management’, Vol. 4 Issue 7, p51-58. 
31 Button, M., Lewis, C., and Tapley, J. (2014), ‘Not a victimless crime: The impact of fraud on individual victims and 
their families’, Security Journal 27, 36-54 
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identity theft…range[d] from approximately $2,800 to $5,100’.32  This estimate included both 
costs to victims (elicited by the willingness to pay experiments) and evidence on the costs to 
businesses affected by fraudulent activity after an identity theft has been committed.  If we 
convert this into pounds and assume that these figures have risen in line with inflation, this 
gives an average cost per identity of theft of between £1,500 and £3,600.33   

101. In addition to the specific literature on the costs of identity theft and fraud there is a 
broader literature on the economic and social costs of crime, which includes estimates of the 
costs of fraud in the UK.  Brand and Price (2000) highlight that fraud is one of the most costly 
crimes in the UK.  The economic and social costs of fraud in the UK include: 1) costs in 
anticipation of fraud (e.g. security spending); 2) the value of stolen money/items as a 
consequence of fraud (the largest component of the total cost of fraud in their estimates); and 3) 
costs to police, other law enforcement agencies, and the criminal justice system that arise from 
investigating and prosecuting perpetrators of fraud.34  They estimated that the total annual 
economic and social cost of fraud in the UK was £13.8 billion (in 2000 prices).  The Brand and 
Price (2000) analysis was informed by a more detailed analysis by National Economic Research 
Associates (NERA)35. Therefore, although not recent, this evidence suggests that fraud, of 
which identity fraud is one component, is quite costly to UK society. 

102. Based upon all of the above evidence it is possible to conclude that identity theft and fraud 
can have a negative impact on individuals, businesses, and public enforcement bodies.  To the 
extent that identity theft and fraud can be reduced by the suppression from the register of the 
day element of a PSC’s date of birth these costs will be reduced.  However, the quality of 
evidence available does not allow us to monetise the benefits of the proposed policy.  This is 
because we lack evidence on: 1) the number of cases of identity theft and fraud that may arise 
directly as a result of personal information about PSCs being made available on the register; 
and 2) the effect that suppression of the day element of a PSC’s date of birth will have on the 
incidence of identity theft and fraud. 

Costs 

103. LLPs will still be required to provide their PSCs’ full date of births to Companies House, so 
the measure will not reduce the amount of time and effort it takes to file information with them. 
As no process is changing, it is not expected that corporate entities will incur any familiarisation 
costs as a result of this policy measure.  

104. Credit reference agencies and public enforcement bodies will still be able to access the 
full date of births, so will not face any costs as a result of the change, and will be able to use a 
PSC’s full date of birth for the purposes of providing third parties with assessment of their 
creditworthiness and for enforcement purposes 

105. The change may bring about a small loss of transparency for users of the register, as 
information that was previously made available to the public (i.e. a PSC’s day of birth) will no 
longer be made available.  However it is not expected to have a material impact for users of 
the register, as there will still be a significant amount of information about PSCs available, to 
allow users of the register to learn about who controls a corporate entity and to build up a 

                                            
32 Piquero, N. L., Cohen, M. A. and Piquero, A. R. (2010), ‘How Much is the Public Willing to Pay to be Protected 
from Identity Theft?’, Justice Quarterly, Volume 28, Issue 3 
33 Calculation uses exchange rate of £0.64 = $1, as of 30th July 2015.  The figures are then uprated for inflation 
using HM Treasury GDP Deflators for July 2015. 
34 Brand, S and Price, R. (2000), ‘The economic and social costs of crime’, Home Office Research Study 217, 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110218135832/rds.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs/hors217.pdf  
35 National Economic Research Associates (2000), ‘The Economic Cost of Fraud: A Report for the Home Office 
and the Serious Fraud Office’ 



23 

 
 

 
 

picture of them.  This information includes a PSC’s name; service address; month and year of 
birth; usual country of residence; usual residential address; and nationality.36  In addition, the 
full date of birth of a PSC will continue to be available on request by inspecting in person the 
PSC register held by the LLP (which will be accessible free of charge).  This method of 
accessing information about PSCs, as it is not anonymous and involves directly engaging with 
the LLP, is much less likely to be used by those who want to access PSC information for 
criminal purposes.      

Net impact summary:  

106. The costs and benefits of this proposal have not been quantified and monetised.  
However the small, unquantified loss of corporate transparency is expected to be outweighed 
by the unquantified benefits to individual PSCs in terms of reduced risk and incidence of identity 
theft and fraud, as well as possible savings to business and law enforcement agencies. 

Summary of costs and benefits 

107. The benefit of the proposed intervention is that corporate entities will avoid the on-going 
administrative costs associated with current, unnecessary legislative requirements. 

108. There will be on-going costs for corporate entities to comply with the new deregulatory 
requirements and one-off costs to familiarise themselves with new procedures – which will be 
outweighed by the savings from removing unnecessary requirements. 

109. The tables below summarises the best estimates of the monetised costs and benefits.  
The best estimate of the total discounted net present value of the benefits minus the costs of 
the proposed option, over a ten year appraisal period is £4.07m.  The measures are in scope of 
the Government’s Business Impact Target and are classified as a deregulatory OUT, with a best 
estimate of an EANDCB of £ - 0.5m. 

 Policy 
 

Ongoing benefits 
per annum 

One-off costs 
 

Ongoing costs 
per annum 

Annual return £591,000 £503,000 £16,000 

Company Registers - £502,000 - 

Statements of capital - £400 - 

Date of birth - -  - 

Total £591,000 £1,006,000 16,000 

 

F) Rationale and evidence that justify the level of analysis used in the IA (proportionality 
approach) 

 
110. The analysis in this IA builds upon evidence from the Company Filing requirement IA and 
accompanying consultation process with business and other stakeholders.  It also utilises 
Companies House internal data and published statistics.  

 
 
 

                                            
36 See section 70K of the Companies Act 2006, as inserted by Schedule 3 to the Small Business, Enterprise and 
Employment Act 2015. 
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G) Wider impacts 
 
Statutory Equality Duties 
 
111. We do not believe that the measures outlined in this document will give rise to any impact 
on equalities. 

Economic Impacts 
 
Competition Impact Test: 
 
112. The regulations are not expected to have any impacts on competition between businesses 
within the UK. The measures are part of a package of measures, being implemented in 
tranches, across companies and other forms of corporate entity.   By ensuring that different 
forms of corporate entity can benefit from reduced administrative burdens from reforms to filing 
requirements no type of corporate entity is put at an unfair competitive disadvantage. 

Small and Micro Business Assessment (SaMBA): 
 
113. Small and micro businesses are in scope of the proposals. Therefore they are able to 
benefit from reduced administrative burdens from the proposed measures in the same way that 
larger corporate entities are.  With the data available we have not been able to identify how 
many LLPs, EEIGs, SEs, and UCs are small and micro businesses, and therefore to break 
down the estimated overall impact of the proposals to show the impact on small and micro 
businesses.   However, overall we would expect the measures to be net beneficial to small and 
micro entities. 

Environmental Impacts 
 
114. The regulations are not expected to give rise to any environmental impacts. 

Social Impacts 
 
Health and Well-Being: 
 
115. The regulations are not expected to give rise to any health and well-being impacts. 

Human Rights: 
 
116. The regulations are not expected to give rise to any human rights impacts. 

Justice System: 
 
117. A separate Justice System Impact Test for this measure has been prepared.  Both the 
new confirmation statement and the option relating to the keeping of registers are supported by 
criminal offences where corporate entities do not comply with their statutory requirements.  We 
do not consider that these new criminal offences will increase the volume of current 
prosecutions as they replace existing offences.  Therefore, we do not expect the regulations to 
give rise to any justice system impacts. 

Rural proofing: 
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118. The regulations are not expected to give rise to any differential impact on corporate 
entities located in rural areas. 

Sustainable Development: 
 
119. The regulations are not expected to give rise to any sustainable development impact. 

Family Test: 
 
120. The DWP Family Test37 sets out the following questions from officials to consider during 
policy-development. 

 
• What kinds of impact might the policy have on family formation? 
• What kind of impact will the policy have on families going through key transitions such as 

becoming parents, getting married, fostering or adopting, bereavement, redundancy, new 
caring responsibilities or the onset of a long-term health condition? 

• What impacts will the policy have on all family members’ ability to play a full role in family 
life, including with respect to parenting and other caring responsibilities? 

• How does the policy impact families before, during and after couple separation? 
• How does the policy impact those families most at risk of deterioration of relationship 

quality and breakdown? 
 
121. The regulations outlined in this impact assessment do not give rise to any direct or indirect 
impacts for families relating to any of the above questions. 

 

                                            
37 DWP (2014), The Family Test: Guidance for Government Departments, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/368894/family-test-guidance.pdf  


