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Sarah Cormack, Withers

Transparency.
The global view
A warm welcome to our second
edition of Connect, Sanne’s
regular technical bulletin, with		
this edition aimed at private
clients, family offices and their 		
professional advisors.
Following a period of pronounced political
and regulatory turbulence, are we as an
industry of professional private client
lawyers, financial and tax advisors,
accountants and trustees, any closer to
being in a position where we are able to
update clients on what the global wealth and
estate structuring landscape ahead looks like
for them? For the most part, the leaking of
the ‘Panama Papers’ in April simply acted as
a catalyst for the industry to, yet again,
debate the appropriate level of transparency
and key related issues like registers of
beneficial ownership. ‘Panama-gate’ also
provided a number of leading financial
centres, like Jersey and the other crown
dependencies, with the opportunity to
reinforce their sensible and balanced
position on appropriate information
exchange programmes with clients’ 		
and families’ right to privacy in a tax
compliant environment.

My colleague, Simon Brewer, provides his
thoughts on the key insights that emerged
from a roundtable he was involved in, which
discussed ‘Tax and transparency in a post
Panama Papers world’.
We are delighted to also feature an editorial
piece from Sarah Cormack, Partner at
Withers. Sarah explores global transparency
for ‘People with Significant Control’. As the
world gets smaller and more focus is placed
on sharing information, is the financial world
at a risk of going too far?
Brexit also presented the industry with some
interesting challenges recently. Russell
Cohen (Partner) and Sharmila Mehta
(Consultant) from Farrer & Co discuss
‘Brexit, bonds and burgers: a review of key
immigration issues’. What are the possible

4 Tax and transparency in a post Panama
Papers world. Simon Brewer, SANNE
6 The US connection: Planning for global
UHNW families who have American family
connections. Joshua S. Rubenstein,
Katten Muchin Rosenmann.
9 Brexit, bonds and burgers – A review of
immigration issues. Russel Cohen &
Sharmila Mehta, Farrer & Co.

implications for overseas nationals already in
the UK, by leaving the EU?
Whilst Europe has given us much to think
about recently, wealthy families around the
world have more asset and family
connections to the USA than ever before.
Wealth and estate structuring in such an
environment is now as important as ever.
With that in mind, Joshua S. Rubenstein,
National Chair of Trusts and Estates, Katten
Muchin Rosenman LLP in the USA, provides
an international perspective with an
American lens and explores what global
UHNW families who have American family
and/or asset connections need to consider
in order to plan their wealth preservation and
succession effectively.
I hope you find this edition of Sanne Connect
of interest and useful.

Steve Sokic		
Global Head of Private Client		
Sanne
t: +44 (0) 1534 700950		
e: steve.sokic@sannegroup.com

The difference

Autumn 2016

In pursuit of
transparency
Trusts and
disclosure:
the PSC
regime
Key topics
+

Are PSC’s the answer in the fight for
greater transparency?

+

PSC’s and the impact of Trusts – who
should be registered?

+

Can legitimate privacy be defended
in a push for global transparency?

In a world where the Common
Reporting Standard looms large and
the moral dismay triggered by the
Panama Papers is still resonating,
disclosure and transparency are
never far from our thoughts.
Rightly or wrongly, the idea of privacy and
confidentiality is conflated with corruption by
both press and governmental agencies alike.
Registers of beneficial ownership for
companies and trusts both onshore and
offshore are an inevitable part of the future
landscape, driving a sledge hammer through
perfectly innocent structures designed
simply to protect the privacy of the individual.
As part of this drive, since April 2016, most UK
companies and LLPs have been obliged to
produce, keep and maintain a dedicated
register of their ‘people with significant
control’ or ‘PSCs’. The objective is, of course,
to add to the armoury of those in pursuit of
transparency in the offshore world by pushing
yet more information about an individual’s
affairs into the public domain.
Companies must identify their PSCs by
reference to five separate conditions. For an
individual to be a PSC (and the principal
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requirement of the regime is to identify and
record the details of any individual who holds
significant control over a company), he must
meet one or more of these conditions. Some
are self-evident – for example, he holds more
than 25% of the shares in the company. Some,
however, are more nebulous with a potentially
broad reach – for example, having the right to
exercise or actually exercising significant
control over the company.
Unsurprisingly the involvement of trusts has
piqued the interest of the legislator. But the
condition relevant to a company held within a
trust structure can lead to some surprising
results, and one can only imagine that the
information being entered into some PSC
registers is not at all what the legislators had in
mind (nor what the tirelessly curious public
might hope to find). The conditions provide
that a person will be a PSC if he has the right to
exercise, or actually exercises, significant
influence or control over the activities of a
trust where the trustees themselves meet any
of the conditions in their capacity as trustees.
Consider the common scenario where an
offshore corporate trustee owns shares in an
offshore company which in turn holds 100%
of the shares in a UK incorporated company.
The settlor is likely to be the founder of the UK

Sarah Cormack
Partner
Withers LLP
t: +44 (0) 20 7597 6165
e: sarah.cormack@withersworldwide.com

company and its business. He may well be the
protector of the trust and most likely will be
one of the beneficiaries.
In this example, given that the settlor is the
protector, it would be bold (and contrary to
the guidance) to form a view that he does not
exercise significant influence or control over
the trustees even though the trustees would
no doubt contest this assumption. The
trustees themselves, being the indirect
shareholders of the company, also 		
meet the conditions.
Clearly, the settlor will need to be disclosed as
a PSC on the company’s register. The
curiosities start when we look at whether
information needs to be disclosed about the
trust. A reasonable assumption might be that
the name of the trustee must be disclosed
even though it is a corporate - after all, the
trustee is the indirect shareholder of the
company and so exercises significant control.
This assumption would, however, be wrong.
How is this possible? The legislation makes
provision for certain entities to be ‘relevant
legal entities’ or ‘RLEs’. Very broadly, an
offshore company will only be registrable if it
is an RLE, and to be an RLE a company must,
amongst other requirements unlikely to be
relevant here, either hold its own PSC register
(i.e. be a UK company), be listed on a
regulated market in the UK or EEA or be
subject to its own disclosure requirements
(on which more below). Essentially, it is
necessary to look up the chain of ownership
and control of the company until either an
RLE or an individual appears in view. At that
point the enquiry can stop and disclosure
must be made.
The results can be surprising. In our example,
the corporate trustee itself will not be
disclosable on the register. However, if the
corporate trustee is owned by an individual,
that individual must be disclosed. If,
alternatively, the corporate trustee is owned
by a listed entity, that listed entity must be

“It is possible to restrict access to information
on the PSC, but the circumstances in which
this is possible are limited and extreme ”
disclosed (if the trustee itself is listed the
trustee would, of course, need to be disclosed
on the register).
It seems likely that this is information in which
the public have only limited interest and it is
hard to see how its disclosure will be
instrumental in the fight against abusive
offshore structuring.
What information, though, must be disclosed
and can privacy be defended? The register
must include the PSC’s name, usual
residential address and country of residence,
date of birth and a service address, as well as
the date on which the PSC became
registrable. The basis on which the individual
or entity is a PSC must also be disclosed.
Most individuals will consider this a
considerable imposition on their privacy.
Anyone can access PSC information and
although a reason must be given for a request
and that reason must be ‘proper’, the
government has already confirmed that
investigative journalism, for example, would
be considered a ‘proper’ reason so a passing
interest is also likely to be enough.
It is possible to restrict access to information
on the PSC, but the circumstances in which
this is possible are limited and extreme. The
company or the PSC can make an application
to suppress all of the PSC’s information from
public disclosure, but only on the provision of
evidence of a serious risk of violence or
intimidation against the PSC or a person living
with him. Further, there must be a link
between the risk and either the PSC’s
association with the company or the

company’s activities. This will not always be
the case.
The PSC cannot take an ‘ostrich’ approach to
this new regime – there are criminal sanctions
for failing to comply with a request for
information and the company can impose
restrictions on shares so that the PSC cannot
receive dividends, vote or transfer shares until
such time as the information has been
provided. So any PSC who makes a stand
against disclosure could find his economic
activities seriously compromised.
At present the UK government is exerting
significant pressure (significant influence?)
on the Crown Dependencies to encourage
them to introduce similar rules in the quest
for global transparency. Having said that,
many offshore jurisdictions already have such
registers in place. For example, Jersey has
had a central register of beneficial ownership
for over 20 years from which that jurisdiction
is able to meet legitimate requests for
information received from tax authorities and
law enforcement authorities.
The information contained within the Jersey
register is subject to oversight and control by
regulated professionals, which means that
the real/beneficial owners of every company
established in Jersey is known and monitored.
More recently, in an effort to help combat
global financial crime, steps have been taken
by a number of jurisdictions (including Jersey)
to help ensure more prompt sharing of
beneficial ownership information with the
UK’s law enforcement agencies.
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Tax and
transparency
in a post
Panama
Papers world

Key topics
+

Transparency and personal safety
– can both be achieved?

+

GAAR – Is tax going to become a
moral issue?

+

Will CRS and GAAR provide Jersey
with a competitive advantage?

The Mossack Fonseca leaks sparked
an intense debate around privacy,
reputation and compliance and
reignited the question around the
future of tax planning.
At a recent SANNE sponsored STEP Journal
roundtable, I was joined by eight private
client experts to examine the regulatory
standards that will impact the future of tax
planning and the UK government’s stance.
The leaks brought into focus the issue of
beneficial ownership, as the G20 called on all
relevant countries to implement the
Financial Action Task Force standards. Who
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has access to these registers is of major
concern. The UK has introduced a beneficialownership register and Jersey has disclosed
this information for a number of years, but
only certain financial regulators and
government authorities can access 		
the information.
Russell Cohen, partner at Farrer & Co says
that the issue is not just about the morality of
tax: ‘This is about international crime and
terrorism – it’s given greater impetus to the
move towards transparency. I think the
greatest long-term concern will be the extent
to which offshore industries can potentially
harbour the funds of terrorists and criminal
agencies, or be perceived to do so.’

Simon Brewer
Co-Head of Private Client
Sanne
t: +44 (0) 1534 750588
e: simon.brewer@sannegroup.com

We must also consider the possibility that a
public register could have the adverse effect
of actually highlighting the details of wealthy
individuals which may endanger their
personal safety and that of their families
going forward.
The Common Reporting Standard (CRS)
and General Anti-Abuse Rule (GAAR) will
be instrumental in shaping the future of tax
planning. The challenge for private client
advisers is to ensure that our clients are
‘able to plan in an acceptable and tax
compliant way’, said Nick Jacob, partner
at Gowling WLG.
CRS will be pivotal in achieving an equilibrium
between clients’ needs for privacy and the
authorities’ desire to understand what assets
their taxpayers hold.
The CRS, which more than 100 jurisdictions
have signed up to, is a significant step
towards greater transparency and tax
compliance. Withers partner Sarah Cormack
believes that whilst clients understand the
need to disclose their wealth and structures,
they are understandably wary of how far and
wide their information will be shared.
The reputational issue is a significant one
and something that has been exacerbated
post Mossack Fonseca. British individuals
and corporates for example, have expressed
concern that if their offshore tax structures
are exposed, they will be publically shamed,
even when the structures they have in place
are fully compliant and all appropriate levels
of tax are paid.
‘Tax planning is around perception and
reputational risk, and not wanting to be in
certain jurisdictions because of how it can be
perceived,’ said Alex Foster, a director at EY.

“Jersey remains a leader when it comes to
regulation. The UK introduced the
Proceeds of Crime Act in 2002, but
Jersey’s has been in existence in 1999 ”
William Ahern of Ahern Lawyers, Hong Kong
Solicitors says that residents of jurisdictions
such as Argentina, Indonesia and Thailand
will resist the CRS: ‘They are not going to
easily allow their wealth to be reported in this
form every year to their government.’
Even if they do sign up to the CRS, the fact
remains that the level of information that
some countries collect will vary dramatically
to the level of detail collected by countries
such as Britain and Singapore. ‘It will lead to
us having a strong faction of CRS
jurisdictions and another, much leakier,
faction in other parts of the world – and
there will be arbitrage all over the place,’
added William.
GAAR was introduced in the UK in 2013, with
sharper penalties announced in November
2015. Despite this, grey areas remain around
what is acceptable when it comes to tax
planning. HMRC takes a strict stance against
individuals and companies that are evading
tax and the new penalties provide a serious
deterrent against the use of abusive
schemes. The argument ‘this is legal’ will not
be tolerated under the new GAAR regime:
‘there is going to be a huge moral element’,
says Sarah Cormack.

Jersey remains a leader when it comes to
regulation. The UK introduced the Proceeds
of Crime Act in 2002, but Jersey’s has been
in existence in 1999. There are different
levels of jurisdictions, and in the future
structures are going to have to be kept as
simple as possible. If the government’s
response to the Panama Papers becomes
too aggressive in relation to tax, and turns its
focus closer to offshore structures, then
people will vote with their feet; we know of
clients who would consider leaving the UK, or
have already left, as a result of recent
legislative changes.
We are left with an uncertain future when it
comes to tax planning. The lines between
privacy and transparency remain blurred,
despite the best efforts of regulation such as
CRS and GAAR. We are on a charge towards
a more transparent world and clients can
expect the levels of privacy they have known
previously to be eroded.
The private client industry will be making its
case over the coming years, ensuring that
the UK takes a balanced approach to privacy
and transparency, as well as helping clients
to become tax-compliant.

All of the panel were at pains to agree with
this, and noted that there are only a handful
of jurisdictions that advisors will comfortably
deal with, such as Jersey.

STAY CONNECTED / PRIVATE CLIENT

5

Autumn 2016

The US connection:
Planning for global UHNW families who
have American family connections

Key topics

6

+

What are the implications of a US
person being a beneficiary of a
foreign trust?

+

What are the implications of the US
‘throwback rules’?

+

Can US persons mitigate potential
tax issues associated with being a
beneficiary of a foreign trust?

STAY CONNECTED / PRIVATE CLIENT

America may be the “land of the free” and the “home of the brave,” but it can
also be the “accident waiting to happen” for families who do not consider the
impact on their structuring of having a family member who is a US person for
US tax purposes. A family member can be a US person any number of ways:
by being born to an American parent; by being born in the United States; by
becoming a US citizen; by having a US green card; or simply by residing in the
United States for the requisite amount of time. Individuals who are US
persons must report, and are taxed on, both their world-wide income and
their world-wide transfers of assets during life and at death.
Most non-U.S. Ultra-high Net Worth (UHNW)
global families use trusts or equivalent
structures for various succession & estate
planning reasons including (but not limited
to) sheltering their assets from local income
&/or inheritance taxes, not realising that this
not only may not work for US purposes, but it
may actually make matters worse for their
US beneficiaries. A possible benefit to a US
person being a beneficiary of a foreign (i.e.
non-US) trust is that as long as a foreign trust
(i) accumulates rather than distributes
income, (ii) does not receive US source
income, and (iii) does not invest in Passive
Foreign Investment Companies (PFIC) or
Controlled Foreign Corporations (CFC),
neither the trust nor its US beneficiaries will
pay US income tax on these accumulations

until distributions are actually made to such
beneficiaries. There are, however, a number
of distinct potential disadvantages.
If the income from a foreign trust is not
distributed currently, it will be subject to the
so-called “throwback rules” when it is
distributed in future years. These rules have
the effect of causing any distributions in
excess of the trust’s income for the current
year to be included in the gross income of
the US beneficiary in the same manner as if
distributed in the year that the income was
actually accumulated by the trust. In
addition, an accumulation distribution from
a foreign trust is subject to an interest charge
on that deferred tax equal to the interest rate
charged from time to time on

Joshua S. Rubenstein
National Chair of Trustees and Estates,
Katten Muchin Rosenmann LLP
t: +1 212 940 7150
e: joshua.rubenstein@kattenlaw.com

underpayments of tax, compounded daily.
Finally, if accumulated income was in fact
capital gains, it loses its capital gains tax
preference and is taxed at the ordinary
income tax rates when distributed (the rate
which, at the Federal level, is roughly double
that of the capital gains tax rate).
This does not, however, mean that foreign
trusts should never have US beneficiaries.
There are a number of ways in which the
penalty tax regime applicable to US
beneficiaries of foreign trusts can be
mitigated or even eliminated.
• If the foreign trust is revocable by a
foreign grantor, distributions of income,
whether current or accumulated from
prior years, will be tax-free to the US
beneficiary during the grantor’s lifetime,
since the income from such a trust would
be deemed taxable to the foreign grantor
under the US “grantor trust rules,” even
though the foreign grantor is not a US
person and is therefore not subject to
US taxes.
• If the trust is irrevocable but was (i)
created prior to 20 September 1995; (ii)
has not been amended since then; (iii)
has not had any gratuitous additions to it
since then; and (iv) would have been
treated as a grantor trust under the
pre-1996 grantor trust rules, then
distributions of income, whether current
or accumulated from prior years, will also
be tax-free to the U.S. beneficiary during
the grantor’s lifetime.

“Taxes, important as they are, should not be
the tail that wags the dog”
• If a portion of the trust is decanted into a
US trust for the US beneficiaries, the
assets decanted will remain exempt from
U.S. estate and gift taxes, and will be
subject to US income taxes under the
significantly lower ordinary tax regime, as
opposed to the penalty regime.

These are some of the more obvious
strategies. There are some more
complicated strategies as well involving
adjusting accounting income and trapping
undistributed net income that may or may
not be applicable or attractive, depending
upon the facts and circumstances.

• If all of a foreign trust’s income is required
to be distributed each year to another
trust solely for the benefit of non-US
persons, then there may be no taxable
income from such trust left, and
distributions to US beneficiaries of the
first trust will be of principal, not income,
and therefore income tax free.
• If a foreign trust distributes all of its
distributable net income (i.e. ordinary
income and realized gains, less expenses)
currently each year, such income will be
taxed under the ordinary regime, and no
income from prior years will ever be
accumulated, thereby avoiding the
penalty regime.
• If a foreign trust never distributes more
than its distributable net income for the
current year, there will never be a
distribution of income accumulated
from prior years, and the penalty
regime will be avoided.

STAY CONNECTED / PRIVATE CLIENT
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If the option of domesticating some of the
trust assets to a US trust for the benefit of US
beneficiaries is selected, care must be taken
in selecting the governing law for such trust.
As trust law is regulated at the state level, and
tax law is regulated at both the state and
Federal level, choice of state can become
very important. Some states have no state
level income tax or estate tax. Some have
community property. One has forced
heirship. Some have more or less abolished
their rules against perpetuities. Some have
stronger asset protection laws than others.
Each has slightly different rules governing
prudent investing by trustees and
characterising receipts as belonging to
income or principal. And should claims be

brought against the trustees by the
beneficiaries, each state has different rules
for gauging trustee conduct and for how
damages, if found, are calculated.Taxes,
important as they are, should not be the tail
that wags the dog. It is perfectly acceptable
for individuals to make decisions based upon
quality of life, comfort, desire, proximity to
children, and all sorts of other personal
considerations, and sometimes paying taxes
is the cost of success and of leading one’s life
as one wishes. However, in many cases taxes
can be mitigated, sometimes substantially,
through careful advance planning that has
minimal, or at least acceptable, impact upon
one’s life and intentions.

“As trust law is regulated at the state level, and
tax law is regulated at both the state and
Federal level, choice of state can become
very important”
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In any event, what all professional advisers
will put across to their clients is that effective
and pro-active planning is important to
undertake and therefore it is ill-advised to
simply put one’s head in the sand and ignore
your tax implications, especially in an age of
global information exchange. Ignorance is
no defence and it will invariably come back
to haunt you, as it is open hunting season
on ostriches.

Brexit, bonds
and burgers.
A review of key
immigration issues

Key topics
+

Have changes to Tier 1 investor
category dulled the UK’s allure
for migrants?

+

Are home office case workers best
placed to opine on business plans
for those attempting to migrate to
the UK on an Entrepreneur Visa?

+

The Immigration Act 2016
– Compliance challenges for
employers.

Britain’s momentous vote to leave
the European Union in June caused
shockwaves across the world. Now,
as Parliament approaches the end
of the summer recess and Britons
return from their summer holidays,
the reality of what Brexit will look like
will begin to take shape.
In amongst the political rhetoric before the
referendum, lay the fundamental question
about the state of the UK’s immigration laws.
However, it is possible that we were so
caught up with the question of refugees
entering Europe and the impact on
Europeans workers of Brexit, that recent
negative changes affecting non European
nationals wanting to make the UK their 		
home fell under the radar and their impact
went unassessed.

Investor Category
So, if the UK wants to continue to attract high
net worth individuals, it will have to work

hard. What must politicians do to ensure
investors and entrepreneurs come and stay?
And what are the implications for those
overseas nationals already here in
immigration categories under the
Points Based System, who do not hold
British or European permanent residency
or citizenship?
For those overseas nationals now looking to
come to the UK under the Tier 1 Investor
category, the minimum financial
commitment the main applicant must make
is £2 million. This is by way of investment in
UK Government bonds, share capital or loan
capital in an active and trading UK registered
company. We examine the suitability of
investing in Government bonds later, but for
now what is worth noting is that prior to
November 2014, the minimum investment
was £750,000, with a further £250,000
required to be kept in the UK in cash or in the
form of other investments such as art,
jewellery, property and the like. This made

STAY CONNECTED / PRIVATE CLIENT
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“Prior to November
2014, it was a condition		
of the visa that the
Investor would “top up”
their investment sum
were the portfolio
value to fall below the
minimum required
(then £750,000)”

the UK hugely attractive – a relatively small
sum invested for five years, leading to the
status of permanent residence and the
prospect of British citizenship after a
further year, subject to physical
presence requirements.
Following the change in law, the number of
Investor applications has dropped
dramatically. In the first quarter of 2016 a
total of 42 Investors were granted visas for
the UK. Compare that to the data available
for the year June 2013-2014 when 770
Investor visas were granted.
It has been argued in many quarters that this
drop in applicant numbers is clearly a sign
that the increase in investment
requirements was too high and too sudden.
Whilst of itself the category might have been
seen as small, the message that this change
in law sent out was the Britain was not open
for business and does not welcome
investment from overseas.
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Now, with Britain’s uncertain economic
future, even those Investors who were here
before November 2014 and benefited from
the £1 million provisions, may well also be
reconsidering their position.
Prior to November 2014, it was a condition of
the visa that the Investor would “top up” their
investment sum were the portfolio value to
fall below the minimum required (then
£750,000). The topping up had to take place
within a specified period, in order for the
Investor visa conditions to remain intact.
There will be many Investors in this category,
who obtained their visas before November
2014 and are working their way towards an
extension of stay or permanent residency.
With the UK Government bond market
looking increasingly unappealing as a genuine
form of financial investment, these Investors
will now, more than ever before, have to keep
a close eye on changes in their investment
portfolio. Where the value falls below
£750,000 Investors must top up by the next
specified period or risk a refusal of their

immigration application for an extension of
permission to remain in the UK or, more
drastically for permanent residence.
Furthermore, it is possible that the UK
Government may, in much the same way as
some European governments begin to
charge interest on such bonds. The UK’s fall
in interest rates, announced in August by the
Bank of England, makes this even more likely.

Entrepreneur Visa
It is possible that one man’s loss is another’s
gain and in this regard: those Investors who
choose to take their money out of UK
Government bonds may consider the other
option available to them under the
Immigration Rules – that of investing in an
active and trading UK registered company.
The investment can take the form of share
or loan capital. The company can be
privately owned and the terms of the deal
can be whatever the parties agree.
But those overseas nationals coming
themselves as entrepreneurs under the Tier
1 Entrepreneur category face high hurdles

too. The introduction in January 2013 of the
“genuineness test” has resulted in a refusal
rate of 49%. The test requires the applicant
to prove they are genuine in their intention to
establish or take over a business and that
they are genuinely able to invest money in
the business. This is, in reality, more
subjective than objective with Home Office
caseworkers now making judgments about
the efficacy of the business plan.

The Immigration Act
And what of other law changes outside the
Points Based System? The most recent
legislation is the Immigration Act 2016, which
came into force on 12 May, bringing with it
some stringent measures against illegal
immigrants and anyone who employs them.
Its provisions extend to individuals
householders employing private staff in a
domestic capacity.
Under the Act not only is it an offence to
work illegally but also to employ an illegal
worker. The offence is committed if the
employee either does not have the right to
work in the UK or the employer had
reasonable cause to believe that the
employee did not have the right to work due
in the UK. Whilst this offence already existed

under separate legislation; the 2016 Act
increases the maximum prison sentence
which can be given to an employer from 2
years to 5 years.
The practical effect of this is that private
individuals need to have effective systems in
place for checking and monitoring the
immigration status of their domestic
employees. This means asking for the
correct documentation when a new
employee is taken on and making a note of
any expiration dates so that new visas can be
applied for in a timely manner if relevant.

anything to go by. The high-end burger chain
found itself in the centre of a media storm
after co-operating, apparently very willingly,
with the Home Office investigation into the
immigration status of it workers. Employers
will have to tread very carefully.
Indeed, given the public mood and the
tightening of the Government’s approach in
relation to immigration, very few aspects of
UK immigration procedures are likely to be
routine or simple in the coming years.

The Immigration Act will provide a
compliance challenge for employers. It will
also provide a reputational challenge if the
experience of the Byron burger chain is

“For those overseas nationals now looking to
come to the UK under the Tier 1 Investor
category, the minimum financial commitment
the main applicant must make is £2 million”
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About our
private client
business division
We have been helping clients and their
advisers with their financial affairs for		
more than 30 years.
Our dedicated private client business
division is made up of more than 35
dedicated and qualified specialist
professionals who provide a highly regarded
global client base with administration,
accounting and fiduciary services. Clients
include entrepreneurial, family office and
UHNWIs and their families. We also work with
the best international private client advisers
so that our clients receive the best
professional services available to them.
Our services to clients and their advisers are
delivered through a director-led approach
supported by dedicated and multi-skilled
relationship teams and expert professionals.
We are experienced in establishing and
administering structures to hold substantial
personal and business assets, including real
estate, operating and joint venture
companies, in both developed and
developing jurisdictions. These are the things
that set us apart from others and why we
have established, and continue to nurture,
long-term relationships with clients.
How can we help you and your clients? Speak
to our private client business leaders today.
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About Sanne Group plc

These are the things that make the difference.
linkedin.com/company/sanne-group
twitter.com/SanneGroup
sannegroup.com
Information on Sanne and its regulators can be accessed via sannegroup.com
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