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1. Overview 

1.1 We welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the taxation of trusts.  We are 

responding to all nine questions which are asked after making some initial general comments. 

1.2 In summary, our key points are: 

• The key principles listed in the consultation – transparency, fairness and neutrality, and 

simplicity – should be expanded to include stability and certainty. 

• We believe that, in general, tax law should follow trust law.  In particular, government 

should carefully consider any departures from trust law principles intended to increase 

fairness, and should always consider both the extent to which the existing position creates 

unfairness in practice (as opposed to theory), and whether any change would lead to a 

different, but still unfair, position. 

• Whilst we fully support the introduction of transparency measures which prevent trusts 

and other opaque structures from being misused (for example, to facilitate tax evasion), 

we believe it is important that existing and forthcoming measures are allowed to properly 

bed in and their effectiveness be evaluated before the Government contemplates any 

further measures. 

• Greater transparency and international information exchange are likely to lead to HMRC 

receiving incorrect information, or misinterpreting information that they receive, in some 

situations.  It will be crucial for HMRC to be able to resolve seeming anomalies relating to 

compliant trusts quickly, in order that they can focus their resources more effectively on 

the non-compliant.  This might require a more collaborative approach between HMRC, 

advisers, and trustees, as well as better use of technology. 

• We would not recommend any changes to the existing residence tests for trusts.  If the 

Government were to decide on change, however, it should bear in mind the wider context 

including any effect that change might have on attracting high net worth individuals to 

come to the UK. 

• We would agree that the IHT treatment of trusts is confusing, but, on balance, we would 

recommend that the Government considers the wider simplification options put forward 

by the Office for Tax Simplification before addressing the specific rules relating to trusts. 

• We would welcome a more detailed consultation on potential changes to the regime for 

Vulnerable Beneficiary Trusts. 

• We believe that the current tax treatment of Heritage Maintenance Funds (HMFs) means 

that the policy objectives behind their introduction are not being met. We propose that the 

government considers reducing the income tax rate applicable to HMFs to encourage 

investment.  

1.3 We would be happy to provide more information on any of the points raised, and to contribute to 

further discussion on potential changes to the trust tax system.  Please contact Robert Langston, 

National Tax Partner (phone 020 7841 4129, email: robert.langston@saffery.com) or Alison Hobbs, 

Tax Senior Manager (phone 020 7841 4016, email: alison.hobbs@saffery.com). 
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2. General comments 

2.1 The key concept of a trust – that is, a vehicle which provides the ability to separate the legal and 

beneficial ownership of an asset – is one which provides very valuable flexibility in a number of 

circumstances.  This includes both flexibility over who the ultimate beneficial owner of income and 

capital is, and the timing on when that income and capital may be made available.  From a pure 

legal viewpoint, they are unrivalled as a vehicle to pass family wealth from generation to generation 

in an orderly manner. They also provide a large range of other functions, such as vehicles for 

charities, pension funds, vulnerable persons and a mechanism for holding funds for commercial 

purposes.  It is important that the tax law applying to trusts does not stand in the way of this 

flexibility. 

2.2 As the consultation document states, trusts have been an intrinsic part of the UK’s legal system for 

centuries, and have an accompanying (and equally venerable) body of trust law.  Although there 

will be instances where divergence is needed – primarily anti-avoidance measures -  we would 

recommend that, as far as possible, tax law draws on this rather than creating a standalone system, 

and increasing complexity for trustees. 

2.3 When considering the various policy principles (transparency, fairness, neutrality, simplicity and – 

as we argue below - certainty), the Government needs to take care to strike the right balance.  Too 

great an emphasis on producing a strictly ‘fair’ result can lead to overcomplex legislation.  In 

addition – as has often been said before – even a change intended as a simplification measure can 

in and of itself lead to complexity, as taxpayers need to understand and adapt to a new set of rules.  

The Government should, therefore, take the time to think through the real benefits (for HMRC and 

for taxpayers) of any changes to legislation and balance these against the potential difficulties that 

they could create.  As far as possible, we would also argue that they should look at change 

holistically rather than making piecemeal changes, as this tends to lead to an increase in overall 

complexity. 

3. Question 1:  The Government seeks views on whether the principles of transparency, fairness and 

neutrality, and simplicity constitute a reasonable approach to ensure an effective trust taxation 

system; including views on how to balance fairness with simplicity where the two principles could 

lead to different outcomes. 

3.1 We generally agree with the above main principles and consider them to be a reasonable approach.  

We would, however, add to these a need for certainty and stability.  There can be a tendency for 

governments to make changes too frequently and without waiting for previous changes to fully bed 

in and be assessed.  This can lead to taxpayers, who have planned within one legislative framework, 

being left with unexpected large tax liabilities, including ‘dry’ tax liabilities (that is, situations where 

tax is due without any accompanying income or capital receipt from which that tax can be settled). 

3.2 Our experience is that the frequent changes to legislation, and its complexity, is one of the major 

causes of anxiety for our clients and is a primary reason for a number of high net worth non-UK 

domiciled individuals leaving the country earlier than they had planned.  The uncertainty caused by 

frequent, unexpected legislative change can, therefore, have a detrimental effect on UK tax 

revenues in and of itself. 
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3.3 For instance (although not a primary focus of this consultation) the current legislation in relation to 

the taxation of offshore trusts, particularly where the settlor is not UK domiciled is, in our view, far 

too complicated and contains significant areas of uncertainty. 

3.4 Lack of certainty is an issue for all types of taxpayer.  However, it is worth bearing in mind that 

trusts are often – for non-tax reasons - used as long-term vehicles for passing wealth between 

generations. Some of the trusts that we deal with go back several generations, whilst a number of 

others comprise property which has been resettled from earlier trusts. 

3.5 The Government should, therefore, ensure that it takes account of the long-term nature of trusts 

as a vehicle when contemplating change, and ensure that, as far as possible, changes are well-

trailed and subject to the full consultation process as set out in the Government’s Tax Consultation 

Framework.  With that in mind, we welcome the fact that this consultation has started at a high 

level rather than with specific policy proposals. 

3.6 In addition, assessing whether a measure is ‘fair’ can be particularly complex in the trust context.  

The very nature of trusts is such that an individual may not economically benefit either in terms of 

income or capital for some years. It is therefore often impossible, in our view, to directly align the 

economic benefit and the tax burden on an annual basis. 

3.7 In many cases, current legislation intended to ensure a level playing field between holding assets 

directly and via a trust structure tends to lead to higher taxation for the trust.  For example, for CGT 

purposes, the ‘solution’ is to apply the highest rate of CGT and to limit the reliefs which are available 

to trustees as opposed to individuals, creating a higher tax charge than if assets were held directly. 

The only exception to this is the availability of hold over relief for certain trusts: here the availability 

of the relief leads to both simplification and fairness as tax is borne by the individual who ultimately 

benefits from the capital, when there is a realisation of the assets and at a rate based on their 

circumstances. 

4. Question 2:  There is already significant activity under way in relation to trust transparency. 

However, the Government seeks views and evidence on whether there are other measures it 

could take to enhance transparency still further. 

4.1 Whilst we do not condone the use of trusts or any other vehicle to hide beneficial ownership of 

assets for illegal purposes (including tax evasion), we have some concerns that the increasing drive 

toward greater transparency may have unintended consequences for compliant trusts.   

4.2 We generally have no difficulty with HMRC being able to have full view of trust assets, transactions 

and the tax position of the settlor and relevant beneficiaries.  We do, however, have a concern that 

HMRC may be provided with incorrect data or misinterpret data that they receive.  We are also 

concerned that more public transparency may have detrimental impacts.   

4.3 The range of existing and forthcoming transparency measures is wide, and includes: 

• Initial client due diligence – (including AML checks) carried out by advisers; 

• Disclosure on creation of offshore trusts; 

• The Trust Registration Service; 

• Legal Entity Identifiers; and 
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• CRS/FATCA reporting. 

4.4 These are supported by other measures such as the (severe) penalties for non-reported foreign 

income, the DOTAS rules, the EU Mandatory Disclosure Regime, and for advisers the POTAS regime 

and enablers’ penalties and the corporate criminal offence of failure to prevent tax evasion. 

4.5 Many trusts will have professional advisers who are members of professional bodies and who are, 

therefore, bound by the relevant codes of ethics including the Professional Conduct in Relation to 

Taxation.  The major professional bodies have all spent a great deal of time and effort ensuring that 

all members are aware of their responsibilities, and the impact of this on promoting openness and 

compliance should not be underestimated. 

4.6 Our strong view is that these existing measures should become fully operational, should be allowed 

to bed in, and their effectiveness be properly evaluated, before any further changes are 

contemplated. 

4.7 Turning specifically to the registration requirements for trusts, the timetable for the rollout of the 

Trust Registration Service (TRS) was too tight and implementation rushed, with the final product 

not effectively tested.  This led both to practical problems for trustees and their advisers in making 

the required registrations in time and – most pertinently to this discussion – has meant that the 

TRS still does not include all the required functionality. 

4.8 The legislation underpinning the TRS requires those trusts which are registered to update relevant 

information annually (provided that the trust also has a relevant UK tax consequence in the year).  

At present, although a trust can submit an initial registration, there is no mechanism by which the 

majority of such updates can be reported.  In our view, it would be premature to consider additional 

transparency measures when existing ones are not fully operational. 

4.9 HMRC are in the process of preparing for the next phase of trust registration, under EU DAC5.  This 

will require a much larger set of trusts to be registered in the UK, and we understand that HMRC 

are working on an updated version of the TRS which will be able both to handle this additional 

capacity effectively and to allow trusts to submit the updates required by existing law.  Getting this 

system in place – and thoroughly tested both from the point of view of unrepresented trustees and 

from that of advisers - well before expanded reporting is required under DAC5 should be the 

priority. 

4.10 Access to the current trust register is, in broad terms, restricted to relevant government agencies 

in the EU.  DAC5 will extend access to those with ‘legitimate interest’.  Although the UK legislation 

implementing the Directive has not been published, the Directive itself indicates that any national 

definition of ‘legitimate interest’ needs to take into account the work of those outside government 

(for example investigative journalists).  We are, therefore, likely to see the DAC5 changes bring in a 

new level of transparency over trust information.   

4.11 We fully support transparency of beneficial ownership for government agencies such as HMRC, and 

recognise that the work of non-governmental groups can be valuable in identifying areas of illegal 

activity.  However, we do feel that there is a need to carefully balance a right of access to 

information with the potentially detrimental consequences that such transparency can have.  One 

facet of this is the risk that information on fully compliant trusts and related individuals be made 

public unnecessarily (with a potential reputational risk for those individuals if they are erroneously 

linked to aggressive avoidance or evasion).  Another, less often commented on, is the difficulty 

which transparency might cause within a family.  Many trusts are established to provide a measure 
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of protection – for example, a parent or grandparent will usually not want their 

children/grandchildren who are trust beneficiaries to know the value of a fund established for their 

benefit, or will want to withhold this information until the beneficiaries reach a certain age.   

4.12 We believe that the Government should firstly consult on and implement DAC5 and should then 

carry out a full assessment of the transparency measures relating to trusts.  This should take 

account of the views of relevant groups (including third parties looking to access information as 

well as trustees, and their advisers), how the new measures are working in practice and interacting 

with the other existing trust transparency measures noted above.  It should also critically analyse 

whether or not the current suite of transparency measures provides HMRC with the information 

they need to deal effectively with those who are misusing trusts.  Only if gaps are identified should 

current law be changed, or new provisions introduced, to fill them. 

4.13 Any review of transparency provisions should also look at whether HMRC are in a position to make 

effective use of the data they receive.  We are concerned that, without changes to current working 

practices, any incorrect or misinterpreted information reported to HMRC will lead to an increased 

number of enquiries where there has in fact been full and correct disclosure.  This would both be 

stressful and costly for trustees and beneficiaries, and an inefficient use of HMRC resource. 

4.14 We have already experienced enquiries where HMRC have incorrectly insisted that there is income 

or gains which have not been disclosed. Dealing with these has caused greatly increased cost for 

our clients without any ultimate benefit to the Exchequer. A particular frustration has been initial 

‘guessing games’ where HMRC have stated that there is an irregularity, we and our clients have 

looked in vain and have been unable to find any missing income or gains. The outcome is usually 

that when we are eventually told of the ‘missing’ income we can show either why it should not be 

on the tax return (for example, an individual is holding the asset as trustee so has correctly not 

included the related income in their personal tax return) or where it has, in fact, been included in 

the tax return. 

4.15 One of the potential benefits of increased transparency (and also of increased digitisation) is greater 

efficiency for HMRC.  However, any such benefit is in danger of being lost if they do not put in place 

the right processes to make effective use of the data they hold, including effective checking 

mechanisms where it seems that there is an anomaly.  This should include taking a more 

collaborative approach with taxpayers and their advisors – at least initially - where there appears 

to be a discrepancy, helping compliant taxpayers demonstrate that all income has been correctly 

disclosed quickly and allow HMRC in turn to focus resource more effectively. 

4.16 Such a collaborative approach could be supported by ensuring that taxpayers and their agents can 

see the same information as HMRC via digital tax accounts.  This would allow taxpayers/agents to 

identify where there are seeming anomalies quickly and prevent the type of guessing games 

outlined above. 

4.17 Although, as set out above, we would not recommend looking to widen transparency measures at 

this point, there are other potential changes which could enhance existing measures and which 

should be considered in the medium to long term.  These include the introduction of something 

akin to the US ‘check the box’ election which would treat certain trusts as disregarded entities for 

UK tax purposes. A simple example would be life interest trusts where a joint election could be 

made to simply tax the life tenant.   Such a move would deliver administrative simplification as well 

as allowing HMRC to check the tax position more effectively. 
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4.18 Another positive move would be to link the compliance obligations under for example LEI and TRS, 

making it easier for trusts to be compliant. 

5. Question 3: The Government seeks views and evidence on the benefits and disadvantages of the 

UK’s current approach to defining the territorial scope of trusts and any potential options. 

5.1 Overall, we consider that the current legislation in relation to the residence of trusts is appropriate 

and does not require change.  

5.2 Wider residence tests could be introduced, such as those enacted by Canada, which would bring 

trusts settled by a UK resident individual to be automatically treated as UK tax resident. However, 

this would further erode the UK as a jurisdiction where non-UK domiciled individuals may wish to 

reside for a period of time. We note that some other European countries have introduced forms of 

legislation with similarities to the system the UK has, as they wish to attract international high net 

worth individuals either to work or to base themselves in their jurisdiction.  Ultimately this is a 

policy decision, but the Government should ensure that it considers the wider context when making 

any decisions. 

5.3 We note the comments at paragraph 4.11.2 of the consultation document and would comment 

that for non-UK residents, UK trusts are not “potentially discouraged”, they are generally actively 

avoided. The only minor exception is where bare trusts are used for non-UK resident beneficiaries 

where the settlor and their spouse are excluded. 

6. Question 4: The government seeks views and evidence on the reasons a UK resident and/or 

domiciled person might have for choosing to use a non-resident trust rather than a UK resident 

trust. 

6.1 There are generally no fiscal advantages of a UK resident and domiciled individual establishing a 

non-resident trust rather than a UK resident trust. We do not recommend offshore trust structures 

to UK resident and domiciled individuals unless there are to be only non-UK resident beneficiaries 

and the settlor will be excluded from benefit.  

6.2 There are clear fiscal advantages for UK resident but not UK domiciled individuals establishing non-

UK resident trusts. As stated at the footnote to paragraph 4.14 of the consultation document, the 

legislation for non-UK domiciled individuals is a government policy matter, and offshore trusts are 

not a main focus of this consultation.  However, it is worth noting that the legislation for non-UK 

domiciled individuals and offshore trusts is overly complex and contains some very significant areas 

where there is unfairness (for example the possible taxation of offshore income gains arising in 

trusts settled by individuals who are now deemed domiciled).  

7. Question 5: The government seeks views and evidence on any current uses of non-resident trusts 

for avoidance and evasion, and on the options for measures to address this in future 

7.1 We are not aware of any trusts established for illegal purposes, including tax evasion. It is difficult 

for us to envisage circumstances where evasion is undertaken by anyone other than those who 

have made the conscious decision to stay outside of the law. Many offshore jurisdictions, in 

particular the Crown Dependencies, are very highly regulated and the penalties for not following 

legislative procedures are very severe. 

7.2 We assume that the reference to avoidance here is to the use of offshore trusts in planning which, 

whilst legal, is not within the spirit of the legislation. An example may be the historic use of 
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employee benefit trusts (EBTs) in disguised remuneration schemes. We do not encourage the use 

of trusts for tax avoidance purposes i.e in circumstances which are contrived or artificial. 

8. Question 6: The Government seeks views and evidence on the case for and against targeted 

reform to the Inheritance Tax regime as it applies to trusts; and broad suggestions as to what any 

reform should look like and how it would meet the fairness and neutrality principle. 

8.1 We would agree that the inheritance tax (IHT) treatment of trusts is overly complicated. 

8.2 There have been prior consultations which have resulted in a few relatively limited measures being 

introduced. The complexity of the calculations has been reduced somewhat but the requirement 

for historical information is still unduly burdensome in many cases. In addition, as mentioned by 

the recent OTS review of IHT generally, the current IHT forms are confusing and there is no system 

for electronic filing. 

8.3 Rather than consider targeted reform of the IHT rules relating to trusts, however, we would 

recommend that the Government waits for the second tranche of the OTS’s review to be published 

and considers any reform holistically.  Arguably, the priority for review should be the administrative 

simplification which the OTS has already identified, which would have benefits for all those 

interacting with the IHT regime, including trustees. 

8.4 We note the comment at 5.5.2 of the consultation document that HMRC see that long term a 

discretionary trust has advantages over assets held by an individual on death. It mentions that the 

potentially exempt transfer (PET) regime does make it possible for an individual to gift assets free 

of IHT seven years before death. 

8.5 It may be helpful to set out here how we would approach the issue of PETs v trusts when discussing 

succession planning with clients.  The use of PETs is generally looked at as the first option, due to 

the clear and obvious IHT advantage. Trusts might then be considered where there are significant 

non-tax issues to consider which mean that the individual is unwilling to use PETs (for example 

where a parent/grandparent has concerns over the child/grandchild’s ability to cope if they are 

given assets outright).  A trust might also be considered where CGT holdover relief might be in 

point.  

9. Question 7:  The Government seeks views an evidence on: a) the case for and against targeted 

reform in relation to any of the possible exceptions to the principle of fairness and neutrality 

detailed at paragraph 5.6; b) any other areas of trust taxation not mentioned there that 

would benefit from reform in line with the fairness and neutrality principle. 

9.1 We have reviewed your examples of possible exceptions to the principle of fairness and neutrality 

and as a general comment would say that, in our view, the position is not one sided as there are 

cases where a trust beneficiary is worse off than if assets were held in their name. Putting tax to 

one side, one of the difficulties trustees and beneficiaries have is managing costs: the trustee must 

incur certain costs in order to fulfil his or her fiduciary duties, whist many beneficiaries see these 

costs as an unwelcome burden on their access to income and to capital. 

9.2 We can see that there is a potential concern in relation to Private Residence Relief. Our experience, 

however, is that the circumstance set out in the consultation document -  where one or more 

beneficiaries may benefit from the CGT free gain on property occupied by another – is rare. In the 

majority of cases the trust capital used is held in a fund for the beneficiary occupying the property 

and it is in our view right, therefore, that the relief should be available.  
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9.3 This raises a general point on fairness.  In our view, when contemplating change on the grounds of 

fairness, the Government should ensure that there is a real unfairness arising in practice before 

departing from general principles of tax or trust law.  Additionally, the Government should avoid 

making changes where the result will be to replace one unfairness with another (unless there are 

other overriding benefits). 

9.4 The tax treatment of Trust Management Expenses is, we agree, a difficult area and we can see why, 

prima facie, HMRC may consider it unfair that, for example, the tax burden of an individual owning 

(say) an investment portfolio is lower than that of the life tenant of a trust which owns the same 

portfolio due to the deduction for Trustees Management Expenses. However, it would also be 

unfair if the life tenant were liable to tax on more than the income to which they are legally entitled.  

Having the tax treatment follow the underlying trust law reduces complexity and ensures that the 

tax paid by the life tenant is directly connected to the income they are entitled to, and so (in our 

view) remains the appropriate approach.  We also consider that relief for trustees of discretionary 

trust expenses is also appropriate. 

9.5 We note your comments in relation to income and capital and would point out that there are 

several instances where the tax result is that higher rates of income tax are paid on items which are 

capital for trust purposes. These taxes are debited to the trust capital account and tend to be 

absolute costs i.e. there is no mechanism to enable a beneficiary to obtain credit for the taxes paid. 

The current situation viewed as a whole is not unfavourable to the Exchequer and, bearing in mind 

our view of the primacy of trust law, we do not recommend any changes at this stage.  

9.6 On the issue of transactions declared void by the courts, we believe that the tax position should 

respect and reflect the legal decision.  It is likely that it would be very difficult to draft effective 

legislation which would allow the tax position to follow the legal position in some circumstances 

but not others, and the resulting legislation would be likely to be complex and create uncertainty.  

We do note that the law has tightened in favour of HMRC recently, and, therefore, do not believe 

that further change is needed. 

10. Question 8: The Government seeks views and evidence on options for the simplification of 

Vulnerable Beneficiary Trusts, including their interaction with ‘18 to 25’ trusts. 

10.1 There is clearly a need for trusts for individuals who cannot manage their own affairs due to age or 

infirmity. The legislation for Vulnerable Beneficiaries is not easy to access and trusts can fall outside 

the reliefs they provide through simple drafting errors. In particular, the requirement that a trust 

must provide that payments must only be paid to the vulnerable beneficiary (subject to minor 

exceptions) is a source of a large number of trusts not qualifying, even though the clear intention 

of the trust and its operation is that it should qualify.  

10.2 That said, in some cases trusts are established so that they do not fall within the provisions as they 

do not want the assets to be in the estate of the vulnerable beneficiary on death. Typically, this is 

because the amount held on trust is significant and the life expectancy of the beneficiary is 

relatively short.  

10.3 We would welcome moves to make it more straightforward for a trust set up with the clear 

intention of qualifying to fall within the rules, but any changes should build in sufficient flexibility.  

This is an area that would benefit from more detailed consultation.   
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11. Question 9: The Government seeks views and evidence on any other ways in which HMRC’s 

approach to trust taxation would benefit from simplification and/or alignment, where that would 

not have disproportionate additional consequences. 

11.1 We see real potential benefits for HMRC as well as for trusts and their advisers if the Making Tax 

Digital (MTD) programme can be made to work more effectively for trusts. 

11.2 To date, trusts have only been considered within the generic grouping of ‘unincorporated 

businesses’.  The initial consultation documents (published in summer 2016) promised that there 

would be further consultation on more complex types of business, which might have offered the 

opportunity for a more detailed look at how MTD would work for trusts, but this consultation has 

not been forthcoming.   

11.3 It seems likely that we are now looking at later than April 2020 for the introduction of MTD 

reporting for business income tax.  Any such delay would provide a useful opportunity for the 

Government to seek views on how MTD can work effectively for more complex unincorporated 

entities including trusts.  This could include the possibility of making a much wider range of 

information – including that reported under FACTA and the CRS – available through digital tax 

accounts as we suggest above. 

11.4 Whilst it is unlikely to be possible – particularly given pressures on HMRC resource as a result of 

Brexit – to have a fully-featured service in place at the point MTD for income tax is rolled out, 

starting the discussions now would reap benefits for both HMRC and taxpayers in the medium to 

long term.  

11.5 We would also welcome a review of the income tax and capital gains tax treatment of Heritage 

Maintenance Funds (HMFs). HMFs were introduced in Finance Act 1976 with a view to reducing the 

IHT burden on owners of heritage property who establish specific funds for their long-term upkeep. 

In most cases, these properties pass from generation to generation, with no expectation that the 

property will be sold, and they are often subject to constraints in order to fall into the Heritage 

Property legislation. In addition, by their very nature most of these properties are extremely 

expensive to maintain.  Evidence suggests that there is a significant backlog of urgent repairs.  

11.6 Whilst HMFs remove the IHT burden on funds set aside for repairs and maintenance, the income 

tax and capital gains tax treatment is less generous. The fact that only a small number of HMFs exist 

(even relative to the number of historic properties which could potentially make use of such funds) 

suggests that the current tax regime is not effective in encouraging their use.  This runs counter to 

the underlying policy objective. We believe that the government should consider reducing the tax 

burden on HMFs to encourage greater uptake.  A reduction in the income tax burden on HMFs, to 

20% for example, could result in an increase in the number of HMFs and/or the value of assets held 

through them.  As income and gains arising in HMFs may only be used for the  benefit of the relevant 

heritage property, any reduction in tax is likely to feed directly back into the economy in the form 

of increased expenditure on repairs and maintenance, reducing the net cost to the Exchequer. 

12. About Saffery Champness LLP 

12.1 Saffery Champness is the 12th largest UK accountancy firm by fee income. We presently have over 

75 UK partners and over 600 staff in nine offices in the UK and further offices in Dubai, Guernsey, 

Geneva and Zurich. 
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12.2 We are a firm with a deliberate focus; we do not try to be all things to all people. Instead we choose 

to specialise in specific sectors and areas of business where we have real in-depth expertise and 

experience. These include not-for-profit, private wealth, landed estates and rural businesses, 

professional and consultancy businesses, entrepreneurs, sports and entertainment, and 

international. 

 

 

 


