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Abstract

UK property markets are thought to be a common destination for corrupt and criminal
assets, who often invest through offshore shell companies. Following the Russian invasion
of Ukraine in 2022, we study the impact of the introduction of a policy in the UK intended
to eliminate the anonymous ownership of property by requiring offshore companies to file
their ultimate beneficial owners on public register. We find that new purchases and sales by
companies based in tax havens fell substantially following government announcements that
the policy would be introduced that year, and further declines following the establishment
of a register of ownership. While the policy has effectively led the offshore market to stall,
between between £46-80 billion worth of UK real estate is still owned by companies based in
tax havens, most of which have yet to comply with their reporting obligations. We do not find
strong evidence of price effects nor substitution into ownership through suspicious domestic
companies, although larger movements may manifest as firms react to the finalization of the
policy in January 2023,

*Email: mattcollin®gmail . com URL: bttp://vew matthevwcollin, com

PAssociate Professor, Department of International Economics, Government and Business, Copenhagen Business
School, Porcelienshaven 244, 2000 Frederiksberg, Denmark. Email: fho . egblicbs . dk. URL: fhollenbach org

T Assistant Professor, lJupqu,rnunl of Polilical Science, (.lcmrp,u Washington University, Monroe 416, 2115 G SL NW,
Suite 44, Washington, DC 20052, Email: deszakonyi®email . gwn.edu. URL: btetp: //uwe . davidszakonyi . con/

¥The authors thank Jeanne Bomare for her suggestions in navigating, of the Overseas companies that own property
in England and Wales dataset, as well as participants from the UNU-Wider Hlicit Financial Flows workshop in July,
2022, We also thank UNU-Wider for its generous support of this work. This analysis paper was pre-registencd on
Open Science Framework: bttpa://osf . 1o/ c3uel prior to the authors analyzing data from February 2022 and alter.
All errors are our owin



1 Introduction

Real estate is a common destination for the proceeds of corruption, money laundering and tax
evasion (FATF, 2007). A large number of anecdotes indicate that high value property markets
in locations like London, New York City and Miami are frequently targeted by individuals sus-
pected in engaging in corruption (Gabriel, 2018; White, 2020; Wieder, Dasgupta, and Wang, 2021;
OCCRP, 2021). London in particular has been singled out as a popular market, so much so
that journalists are running a guided Kleptocracy Tour, showing off London properties owned by
kleptocrats.'

Real estate markets are attractive because they are often subject to less transparency than the
banking sector. For example, those looking to avoid being subject to reporting to cross-border
tax transparency regulations, such as automatic exchange of information (AEOI) agreements,
can avoid doing so by holding their wealth in property (Bomare and Herry, 2022). In many
economies, including the UK, real estate agents and others involved in transactions are not typi-
cally required lo apply any of the due diligence or background checks on their clients’ source of
wealth that would be common in other financial sectors. Finally, and perhaps most importantly:
in many economies it is possible to own property through shell companies based in tax havens,
which obscures the final owner’s name from public records, affording a high degree of secrecy.

One of the oft-touted solutions to this problem is beneficial owner transparency. Beneficial
owner registries mandate companies to reveal their ultimate owners, either to the government or
to the public (via open registries), thereby — in theory — removing the ability to hold real estate
anonymously. However, beneficial ownership in the real estate sector has not been subject to
much empirical scrutiny. A recent study of a pilot program of beneficial ownership reporting in
US real state found no evidence that investment in high value markets declined, indicating that
it had little deterrence effect (Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyi, 2021). The authors contend that
a lack of enforcement and validation of the beneficial owner data led to its reduced effectiveness,
suggesting that implementation is a crucial factor in the success of these policies.

This paper presents an impact evaluation of a recent law passed by the UK government that
imposes beneficial ownership transparency over all UK properties held by overseas companies.
Fast-tracked as part of the UK government’s response to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February
2022, the Economic Crime Bill (ECB) (passed as the Economic Crime Act) established a public
and retrospective ‘Register of Overseas Entities” which will list offshore companies that own real
properly in the UK and their beneficial owners (those that hold 25% or more of voling rights).
Exploiting several UK administrative datasets on land ownership and company registration, we
adopt a difference-in-differences design around the announcement and implementation of ECB
to analyze whether the policy impacted purchases and sales of property by companies based in
specific overseas jurisdictions where concerns about illicit financial flows may be greatest.

We find that following the introduction of the ECB in February 2022 (and its eventual passing
in March), purchases of UK property made by companies based in tax havens fell sharply, and
remain lower today. Sales also decline over time, leading to an effective stalling of the property
market between offshore companies based in havens. When we compare purchases by compa-
nies from lax havens that are more likely to be used by Russians, we find a more immediate drop
following the invasion. However, havens known to be used by individuals from highly-corrupt
counlries and those participating in AEOI agreements also fall in the long term. In all cases, the

"Horisovich, Roman, “'Kleptocracy Tours” Expose State Failure 1o Stop Dirty Money Buying up London” The
Cuardian, March 2, 2006,



decline in property transactions involving tax havens accelerates following the implementation
of the ECB in August, at which point the reporting requirements for companies became a pre-
requisite for the registration of ownership of title. We do not find any persistent effect on prices
in local authorities that were relatively more popular targets of offshore investment pre-policy,
nor evidence of diversion of investment in suspicious domestic companies. However, as the ECB
is still in mid-implementation (companies have until the end of January 2023 to fully comply),
we could potentially see more movement in property markets as overseas companies are brought
into compliance and potentially sell their existing stock.

In this paper, we make several contributions to the empirical literature on beneficial owner-
ship transparency and efforts to combat cross-border money laundering. First, it is one of the
first evaluations of a policy intended to counter illicit flows by increasing transparency within a
single property market, joining work by Agarwal, Chia, and Sing (2020) which shows how sec-
toral regulation can reduce prices of real estate assets bought by persons linked to offshore shell
companies. We argue the observed short-term effectiveness of the ECB owes to the public-facing
nature of the beneficial ownership registry being introduced, which stands in contrast to the Geo-
graphic Targeting Orders ((GTOs) introduced in the US that kept such information in government
hands and produced little to no deterrent effect on all-cash purchase activity by shell companies
(Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyi, 2021).

We also contribute to a growing body of work documenting both the stock of foreign owner-
ship of property in coveted markets, such as Dubai (Alstadsater et al., 2022), France (Cvijanovic
and Spaenjers, 2021), Norway (Alstadsaeter, 2022) and the UK (5S4, 2016; De Simone, 2015a), as
well as the determinants of foreign and anonymous investment. For example, Bomare and Herry
(2022) show that a significant amount of wealth flowed into the UK property market following
the introduction of AEOI reporting, as property fell outside of the beneficial reporting regime
(which was relegated to financial accounts). The paper shows that in addition to taxes (Gorback
and Keys, 2020), policy tools centered around transparency can affect investment inflows and
prices paid for real estate. As we show slight differential effects on Russia-preferred tax havens,
we also contribule to the literature on how political risk abroad affects local real estate markets
(Badarinza and Ramadorai, 2018).

Finally, our work builds on a literature on how policies aimed at revealing ultimate ownership
can drive anonymous or illicit wealth out of targeted markets. This includes research document-
ing the significant, negative impact thal transparency iniliatives have on various forms of offshore
wealth (Casi, Spengel, and Stage, 2020; Menkhoff and Miethe, 2019; Beer, Coelho, and Leduc,
2019; OrReilly, Ramirez, and Stemmer, 2019) and a number of studies showing thal increasing
the chance of discovery by authorities can force those who have previously enjoyed anonymity
to begin complying (Bethmann and Kvasnicka, 2016; Londofo-Vélez and Avila-Mahecha, 2021).

2 Background and analytical framework

2.1 “Londongrad”

To date there are no definitive estimates of the amount of illicit money that has made its way into
the UK properly markel. Shortly prior to the invasion of Ukraine, Transparency Internalional
estimaled that since 2016, roughly £1.5 billion of UK property had been bought by Russians



with ties to the Kremlin.® Broadening the scope, the investigation of the leaked files in the
Pandora Papers uncovered roughly £4 billion in secret UK property transactions linked to "heads
of government, oligarchs, business tycoons, ruling families and a Middle Fastern monarch".’
Many observers, however, believe the total amount of illicit money to be of a magnitude larger
given that offshore companies own over 138,000 properties in the UK worth a collective £55
billion.*

Several features of the UK property market make it especially attractive to criminals, klep-
tocrats, and other fraudsters. First, the market is both huge and relatively easy to access. Since
the 2008 financial crisis, the UK has courted foreign investors with so-called “golden visas”, a
program exploited by numerous corrupt officials seeking to launder their money.” Their iden-
tities were protected by the UK's reputation for opacity in corporate affairs, and, in particular,
its strong historic links with the Crown Dependencies and Overseas Territories, notorious tax
havens and secrecy jurisdictions that require relatively little information from wealthy individu-
als looking to hide their cash.”

Dirty money could easily be moved into the UK system itself: UK corporate entities are rela-
tively easy to establish, with low costs of filing and rare audits.” Filing company documents does
not require identity verification, requiring less than what it takes to acquire a library card.® Indi-
viduals can purchase properties using a multi-layered, international schema of shell companies,
successfully concealing their true beneficial ownership.

For example De Simone (2015b) find that, out of all properties connected to owners under
investigation for corruption, over 75% were purchased using a company based in an offshore ju-
risdiction with high levels of financial secrecy. Tax evasion also appears to be a significant driver
of offshore investment in the UK property market. Bomare and Herry (2022) estimate that up to
£19 billion - or 1.5% of all real eslate investments - were invested into the UK property market
via offshore companies between 2013-2016 as a means lo evade the OECD’s Common Reporting
Standard reporting requirements, which mandated that offshore banks begin transmitting infor-
mation on their customers’ financial accounts to tax authorities around the world. Figure | maps
the concentration of property owned by overseas companies using Land Registry data described
below in Section 3. Inner London has seen huge inflows of money from overseas companies,
leading to the nickname ‘Londongrad’ and sparking concerns about Britain serving as the ‘butler
to the world’ for its service as an enabler of illicit financial flows (Bullough, 2022).
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Figure 1: Overseas property ownership across England and Wales

{a) England and Wales

(b) London only

Notes: Map shows the estimated propartion of all propertics (residential + commercial) in cach local authority
owned by overseas companics at the start of 2020. Data on property ownership are described in Section 3



2.2 The 2022 Economic Crime Act and the Register of Overseas Entities

By the mid-2010s, the UK's unsavory reputation as a hub for money laundering finally forced
politicians to consider taking action. During the 2016 Anti-Corruption summit, then-Prime Min-
ister David Cameron announced that the United Kingdom would implement a registry of bene-
ficial ownership covering all overseas firms that owned UK property. Introducing transparency,
it was believed, would deter bad actors from exploiting the real estate sector. Those plans were
derailed a few months later when the Brexit Referendum led to Cameron’s resignation. Sub-
sequent Conservative party leadership deprioritized the initiative, which languished for nearly
seven more years. UK Minister for Efficiency and Transformation Lord Theodore Agnew even
resigned from his post in frustration that the government was stalling on the reform.” His resig-
nation finally spurred Prime Minister Boris Johnson to confirm on February 2, 2022 that the Bill
would be put to a vote in the third parliamentary session of 2022.*"

The winds shifted further following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine on February 24th, 2022,
when the size and scale of the misuse of the UK’s economy by illicit actors - including many
Russian oligarchs - rose to the top of media agendas and became politically intolerable. Cracking
down on Putin’s wealthy allies was seen as way to dissuade him from pushing further militarily
into Ukraine. As a resull, the Economic Crime (Transparency and Enforcement) Bill (ECB) was
fast tracked. It was introduced in parliament on March 1st and received Royal Ascent just over
two weeks later; upon becoming law, the policy became known as the Economic Crime Act
(ECA).M

A key component of the ECB was to introduce a Register of Overseas Entities that required
all overseas companies that own land in the UK to report the identity of their beneficial owner(s).
Any overseas firms thal had existing holdings'* or acquired new holdings prior to August 1st,
2022 would be subject to a transitional period, and would have until January 31st, 2023 to submit
beneficial ownership information to the Register. As a backstop, the new law also required that
any overseas firm that wished to sell property it already owned after February 28th, 2022, would
also be required to register with Companies House; otherwise a property could not be sold."” The
register would be released publicly on August 1st, 2022. From then on, all foreign companies that
purchased UK property would have to submit beneficial ownership information to the register
in order to obtain legal title from the UK Land registry.

As envisioned by the bill, the Register of Overseas Entities would also share several key sim-
ilarities with other corporate registries implemented by the UK government. First, the register
will be public, retrospective and updated regularly, a remarkable step thal distinguishes the UK
from several of its counterparts in the OECD currently trying to combat illicit financial flows.

“Makortoff , Kalyeena. “Government Denies Claims [t Has Serapped Crucial Economic Crimes Bill.” The Guardian,
January 26, 2022.

" Engagements - Hansard - UK Parliament.” Accessed November 15, 2022,

e fiest reporting of the bill's resurrection came on February 27, Pickard, Jim. “Government Brings Forward Bill
o Tackle UK's "Rirty Money'.” Finandal Times, February 28, 2022,

P Existing holdings were defined as any propertics acquired since January 1999, Transparency International UK
identified 1,892 properlics purchased by overseas companies prior to this dale that would be declared exempt under
the bill. “Eeonomic Crime Bill Analysis: Gaps in Legislation Could Limit Impact.” Transparency International UK.
Accessed November 14, 2022,

Concerns were raised that the extended grace period might enable overseas owners to dispose of or transfer real
cslale assets without ever revealing, their connection. The provision thal transactions cannot occur unless ownership
information is submitled somewhal allays that fear. Walker, Peter. “What Is the Foonomic Crime Bill and How
Effective Will It Be?” The Guardian, March 7, 2022,



For example, in late 2020, the US passed a law to begin establishing a corporate beneficial own-
ership registry, but the data will not be made publicly available, instead only to be released
to authorized government agencies.'* Second, the register adopts the same "broadly sufficient”
definition of beneficial ownership as that applied to UK companies.”” Finally, the bill lays out
serious punishments for non-compliance, from daily fines to a maximum sentence of five-year
imprisonment.

Even though many welcomed the government’s recharged efforts to bring transparency to
this sector, serious concerns lingered about whether the legislation would be strong enough to
make a real impact. A series of investigative reports have uncovered deep problems in existing
Companies House registries, from fraudsters using fake names to register companies.'” Activists
sounded the alarm that the Economic Crime Bill contained the same loopholes allowing compa-
nies to simply deny having any qualifying beneficial owners."” Another loophole would allow
companies to report nominee owners and directors, often times arranged in agreement with
professional service firms, rather than their true beneficial owners.'

Moreover, verifying ownership reports requires extensive resources, something the UK gov-
ernment has not historically prioritized. Over the period of 2016-2021, the NGO Spotlight on
Coalition calculated that the UK spent just 0.042% of its GDP (852 million) per year lo fight eco-
nomic crime, a drop in the buckel considering economic crime can exceed 100 billion per year.™
Registering a company through Companies House costs just £12, limiting the agency’s ability to
fund comprehensive and preventive measures to ensure the accuracy of every report.” Although
follow-up legislation (the so-called Economic Crime Bill 2.0) has proposed to reform Companies
House and grow its investigative capacity, discussions are still ongoing and passage is far from
guaranteed.

The register went live on August 1st, 2022, with all firms having until January 31st, 2023 to
finalize their registration. To date we can identify only 8.4% of those foreign companies owning
property in the UK prior to August 1, 2022 in the registry.”' Those that fail lo register by that
deadline will be - as per the ECB - subject to a daily £2,500 fine.

2.3 Expected impact and analytical framework

In the remainder of the paper, we undertake an impact evaluation of the Economic Crime Bill and
its beneficial ownership transparency policy. In contrast to the US’s Geographic Targeting Order
Program (Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyi, 2021), the UK register is public and retrospective,

"eCorporate Transparency Act - Fincen Issues Final Rule for Beneficial Ownership Reporting.” Squire Patton
Bopggs, October 2022,

15 Economic Crime Bill Analysis: Gaps in Legislation Could Limit Impact.” Transparency International UK. Ac-
cessed November 14, 2022,
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substantial number of COmpanics rifusing to file reports altogether (GW, 2003), Williams, Martin. "UK May Ditch
Plans to Stop Fraudsters Using Fake Names to Run Businesses.” openDemaocracy, January 26, 2022,

7= ficonomic Crime Bill Analysis: Gaps in Legislation Could Limit Impact.” Transparency International UK. Ac-
cessed November 14, 20232,

WHgioley, Kate, George Hammond, and Laura Hughes, “What Are the Main Points of the UK’s Economic Crime
Bill?* Financial Times, March 1, 2022
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20022,

Ihe exact percentage is unknown as theee is no public data on overseas firms that own property in Scotland or
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eventually applying to all purchases made after 1999. In our view, the public nature of the data
should make the registry more effective than other efforts. In practice, however, the UK has a
spotty history of enforcing its existing beneficial ownership registries, e.g., the one that exists for
domestic companies.

Our theoretical expectations about the effect of the Economic Crime Bill are quite uncertain,
especially given the wide range of possibilities about how the policy is being implemented. As
noted above, we are primarily interested in whether the announcement, fast tracking, and intro-
duction of the Economic Crime Bill leads to a significant deterrence effect on offshore investment
in UK property. To answer this question, we analyze changes in the ‘stock” of properties owned
by overseas companies and new purchases as well as sales by overseas companies.

The most likely scenario, in our view, is that the Economic Crime Bill causes a decrease
in both the stock of UK properties owned by overseas companies and a fall in the number of
purchases by overseas companies after March 2022. While the policy could potentially turn out
to be ineffective in the long run, we expect at least a short term effect in the immediate aftermath
of the law’s adoption.

To identify a potential effect, we use two treatment groups (further described below). Our
first treatment group is all overseas buyers who are registered in offshore tax havens. To further
pinpoint an possible effect, we then separate overseas buyers by types of tax havens. We expect
any causal effect of the Economic Crime Bill to be particularly visible for overseas companies
registered in havens known to be popular with groups with a strong incentive to obscure their
ultimate ownership.

A decline in the flow of new purchases by overseas companies, particularly those located in
secrecy jurisdictions, would indicate that the policy has affected the returns to secrecy, at least in
the short run. In addition to looking at the number of purchases and owned properties, we also
estimate models with price volume as the dependent variable. Given the generally high value of
properties purchased with illicit wealth, we would expect a relatively large effect, at least in the
shorl run.

We also investigate possible substitution by examining purchases made by UK companies
with high risk characteristics (i.e. those displaying signs of being shell companies) will increase,
as individuals look for new means of maintaining anonymous ownership. The drop in purchases
by overseas companies may be attenuated by suspicious money flinding its way to the same
properties using alternate mechanisms. To test this potential mechanism, we test whether more
suspicious domestic firms increase property purchases in areas targeted by overseas investors in
the past. Finally, we attempt to differentiate the impact of the Economic Crime Bill from that of
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine (as described in more detail in Section 6.3).

3 Data

To address these questions, we use a number ol publicly-available data sources, which are de-
tailed below.

3.1 Determining Domestic and Foreign Corporate Property Owners

We track purchases and sales of UK properties by companies using two registries from the UK
Land Registry: (1) Overseas Companies that own property in England and Wales (OCOD)™

EThe previous name for this database was Overseas Companics Ownership Data, hence the acronym.



and 2) UK Companies that own property in England and Wales (CCOD).” OCOD has been
updated monthly since October 2015 and contains a list of title registrations in England and Wales
"where the registered legal owner is an overseas company (a company incorporated outside of
the UK)."** CCOD includes information on all properties bought by companies registered in the
UK since March 2014; editions were issued quarterly for the first three years, and then monthly
since 2017.

Although the OCOD and CCOD registries capture all title registrations involving overseas
and domestic companies, they both have several limitations that must be handled carefully dur-
ing the data analysis. First, OCOD and CCOD only contain information on the overseas and
domestic companies involved in the transaction, and not other parties. For example, if an over-
seas company sells a property to a natural person, that appears as an entry in OCOD with
information on the seller, but as these databases did not collect data on individuals, we have nei-
ther information on who the buyer is nor, in many instances, when the property was bought.”
If a domestic company sells a property to an overseas company, the sale is registered as an entry
in the CCOD data while the purchase is registered in the OCOD database.

Therefore, we combine the OCOD and CCOD database into a single ‘corporate property reg-
istry’ of all property sales that involved either an overseas or domestic company. We merge
based on the title change date and the title number. We code all buyers and sellers where data
is missing (iL.e. not an overseas or domeslic company) as "natural persons”. Table 1 presenis the
distribution of sales from January 2018 through October 2022 between overseas companies, do-
mestic companies, and natural persons. By combining the OCOD and CCOD registries, we gain
visibility into the characteristics of an extra 25,803 transactions involving overseas companies, an
improvement of coverage of roughly 25%. Out of all purchases by overseas companies, roughly
47% are from other overseas companies, indicating that this is largely a market that trades within
itself.

Second, we only observe the exact property sales date if the buyer is an overseas or domestic
company, and thus information was included in our combined OCOD/CCOD registry. For all
sales to natural persons, we only know the date the title registration was changed in either the
QCOD/CCOD registry, which can lag the actual sales data by an average ol 81 days. Because
of this imprecision, in the current version of our analysis of sales by overseas companies, we
drop all sales to individuals.® Third, entries in each include all changes in the property title
information, including both transfers of ownership between different actors and modifications
made to address and legal name fields. To focus on actual sales, we exclude all title registrations
where the actual owner (as indicated by by either name or unique alphanumerical company id)
does nol change.

Finally, our ‘corporate property registry” includes information at the property title level rather
than for actual buildings or properties. According to a spokesperson from the Land Registry,
"there may be more than one structure contained within a registered title."” To identify instances

BThe previous name for this database was Commercial and Corporate Ownership Data, hence the acronym.
Mpetpa: /v . gov . uk/guidance/hs- land- registry- overseas - companies- that - own- property- in-england- and-vales
Binformation on individual owners of property in the UK is available, but must be requested on an individual
basis and costs a fee per entry. The records are also not machine-readable, further driving up the cost of creating a
comprehensive database of property ownership,
mﬁppl"l‘l-dl'x Section B.2 shows thal the lag in reporting does not vary based on the jurdsdiction of company buyers
or sellers. In future versions of the paper, we hope o use data on prices paid to recover many of the actual sales dates.
¥Neate, Rupert. “Maore than 138,000 Properties in England and Wales Owned by Offshore Companies.” The
Cuardian, Movember 7, 2022,



Table 1: Property Sales by Buyer and Seller Type
(Jan 2018 - Oct 2022)

Buyer - Seller N Yo
Domestic Company - Domestic Company 1,723,755 59.77
Domestic Company - Natural Person 744035 258
Domestic Company - Overseas Company 15,087 052
Natural Person - Domestic Company 315971 1096
Natural Person - Overseas Company 13,229 0.46
Overseas Company - Domestic Company 10,716 0.37
Overseas Company - Natural Person 13,739 0.48
Overseas Company - Overseas Company 47,393 1.64
Total 2,883,925

Note: Table shows the distribution of property sales be-
tween different types of buyers and sellers, across both the
Commercial Corporate Ownership Data (CCOD) and Over-
seas Corporate Ownership Data (OCOD). We cannot di-
rectly observe transactions between Natural Persons.

where titles contain multiple properties, we apply a set of algorithms developed by Bourne,
Ingianni, and McKenzie (2022) to enhance the corporate property registry by first tidying the
data so that individual properties are listed on each line, and then standardizing the address and
locating the Local Authority for the property based on the system from the Office of National
Statistics.”™

Al the beginning of 2022, there were between 170-180,000 offshore-owned properties in Eng-
land and Wales (Figure 2).*' Throughout the analysis, roughly 80% of these properties are owned
by companies registered in lax havens. Many areas of England and Wales show a higher propen-
sity towards offshore ownership (as shown in Figure 1). In the case of the City of London, over
one in twenty properties are owned by a company based in a tax haven. Despite that, purchases
by offshore companies have been making up a smaller and smaller proportion of company pur-
chases in the UK: Figure 3 shows the proportion of the total value of all company purchases
(domestic + overseas) that are made by offshore companies, which flattened around 10% follow-
ing the Russian invasion of Ukraine and dropped to close to zero in the months following the
introduction of the Register of Overseas Entities.

3.2 Measuring price at the transaction level

In order o estimate our empirical models with price volume as the dependent variable and
estimate the impact of the Economic Crime Bill on the amount of dirty money invested in real
estate in the UK, we need data on the purchase price of all real eslate transactions. Unfortunately,
price data is not available for all transactions in our data. In our combined sample of real estate
transactions from the OCOD and CCOD databases, 37.7% of observations contain information

Mhecause the algorithms were designed for the OCOD, we adapted them o also intake the CCOD data.
B There were approximately 100,000 offshore- owned titles at this point. Titles can encompass multiple propertics.
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Figure 2: Trends in the stock of offshore ownership from 2018-2022
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Motes: Figure 2 shows the estimated total number of England and Wales propertics
owned by (i) offshore companies, (i) offshore companics based in tax havens, (iii) off-
shore companies in havens that are preferred by those from countries at the 25th per-
centile or lower on the CPL (iv) havens preferred by Russians and (v) havens preferred
by residents of countries participaling in the OECD CRS,

on the prices paid by buyers.” We add additional data on prices from the UK Land Registry
Price Paid Data. '' This data set contains litle-level information on all property sales in England
and Wales, including price paid and address. Merging in the additional price data, however, only
reduces missingness by about 1.7 percentage points.

To approximate prices for the remaining 61.6% of transactions without price information,
we follow Bomare and Herry (2022) and create a price prediction model. We estimate a linear
regression model with prices paid (natural log) as the dependent variable and transaction specific
covariates, as well including quarter and postcode district fixed effects.™ Based on a test set,
excluded from the estimation, our price prediction model has a root-mean-squared erro (RMSE)
of 1.04 and a mean absolute error (MAE) of 0.66."" We then use the estimated model to generate
predictions for all transactions without price information.

Summary statistics for all purchases, sales and stock information across both tax havens and
non-havens are available in Table A.l in the Appendix.

W his is quite similar o the missingness in price information reported by Bomare and Herry (2022), who note that
only 36% of transactions in their data include price information,

M tpa:/Swew  gov.uk/government /statistical -data-sets/price- paid- data- down ] oads

Pror those transactions without postaodes, we estimate the posteode district fixed effect based on a “missing”
category, but we add additional fixed effects at the local authority level.

Yar comparison, Bomare and Herry (2022) report an out-of sample RMSE of 1,128 and MAE of 0,683,
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Figure 3: Proportion of the total value of all company purchases made by overseas companies
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Motes: Figure 3 shows the proportion of the total GBI value of all purchases made by
companies in England in Wales that was made by offshore companies.

3.3 Identifying jurisdictions that are tax havens and selecting those with different
risk profiles

We begin by identifying overseas jurisdictions that are more commonly associated with illicit

money flows and tax evasion. We primarily draw on a list of tax havens used in Menkholf and

Miethe (2019). For robustness, in the appendix we also present our headline results using lists

used by Johannesen and Zucman (2014) and a ‘consensus list” used by both Menkhoil and Miethe

(2019) and Bomare and Herry (2022),

To identify havens that are more popular amongst certain groups, we rely on data from the
IC1) Offshore Leaks Database,™ which comprises multiple leaks of offshore financial information
(including both the Panama and Pandora papers), including beneficial ownership information
for over 500,000 individuals. Following a similar methodology to that of (Bomare and Herry,
2022)," for a given group g and tax haven jurisdiction j, we calculate the total percentage of all
identified beneficial owners, owners and shareholders of companies based in jurisdiction j that
are from group g, that is:

My
Sgf = =
L:—l g

We focus on three groups of beneficial owners or shareholders:

¢ Those from highly-corrupl countries (as measured by those who score below the 25th per-
cenlile in Transparency International’s Corruption Perception’s Index), under the assump-

Mpteps: //of fahoreleaks . ici j.org/
Bwe deviate from (Bomare and Herry, 2022) in that we use havens with a higher relative proportion of beneficial
owners from a given group, rather than setting an absolute threshold.
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Table 2: Tax havens with the highest share of different high-risk groups

CPI 25th percentile Russian CRS/AEOI signatories

Rank Haven % BOs Haven % BOs Haven T BOs
1 Liberia 2500% Gibraltar 1250 Grenada 100.00%
2 Saint Kitts and Nevis 23.08% Cyprus 10.91% Turks and Caicos Islands  100.00%
3 CGibraltar 18.75% Bahamas 541%  Guernsey 88.06%
4 Cyprus 14.55% Hong Kong 454%  Anguilla 7233%
5 Guernsey 9707  Mauritius 353%  Isle of Man 71.14%
(3] Hong Kong 8.55%  DBritish Virgin Islands 252%  Cyprus a0.91%
7 Belize BA7%  Seychelles 1.86%  Costa Rica 58.68%
8 Bahamas 7.56%  Belize 1L.72%  Jersey 56.62%
9 Mauritius 753%  Jersey 153%  Gibraltar 56.25%
10 Malta 541%  Labuan 1.25%  Belize 55.42%

Naotes: Table shows tax havens (using the st in Menkhol and Mietne {2019)) ranked by the total % of benehcial owners and

shareholders present in the IC1) (ffshore Leaks database from each category: countries that score in the bottom quartile of the
Corruptions Percention’s index, Hussians, and non-tax haven countries that are signatories to the OECL's Commaon Beporting
Standard for AECHL

tion that this individuals are more likely to be using offshore companies to hide their
beneficial ownership information.

¢ Those from countries currently engaging in the OECD's Common Reporting Standard, as
there is significant evidence that the introduction of the CRS led to a flight of financial
wealth from tax havens into UK property (Bomare and Herry, 2022).

* Russian nationals, for the purpose of disentangling the degree to which any changes ob-
served in offshore ownership are driven by an attempt to evade sanctions, independent of
the effect of beneficial ownership lransparency.

For each group, we identify the upper quartile of havens with highest absolute level of pop-
ularity for each of the three groups. The resulting breakdown for each group is shown in Table
2. There is overlap between the four lists. However, the share of beneficial owners from corrupt
countries has no (or in the case of the bottom 25th percentile, a negative) correlation with the
share from AEOI countries. The share of Russians is weakly correlated with both. These differ-
ences will allow us to investigate separalely, if any decline in offshore ownership is being driven
out of concerns of avoiding anti-corruption efforts or tax evasion.

3.4 Identifying Local Authorities in the UK with a high level of opaque ownership
or foreign demand

The impact of the Economic Crime Bill may be more pronounced in places that have historically
been a destination for suspicious wealth. To detect heterogeneous effects on both prices and
domestic company purchases, we gather at the Local Authority level to determine which local
authorities had a high level ol tax haven ownership prior lo the introduction of the Economic
Crime Bill, and which ones were most favored by foreign nations from the three groups discussed
above (Russians, corrupt and CRS countries).

To idenlily areas with a high percentage of lax haven ownership, we calculate the tolal num-
ber of properties held by tax havens using the OCOD as of January 2020 and divide it by the
total property stock (residential + commercial) in 2020 for every Local Authority in England and
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Wales.™ We flag Local Authorities as having a high level of tax haven ownership if they are in
the top quartile for ownership as a percentage of the total stock.

To identify areas with a high level of demand from our three risk groups (Russians, persons
from highly-corrupt countries and persons from countries engaging in the CRS), we use data
from the Centre for Public Data (CPPD) on ownership by natural persons of UK properties (Powell-
Smith, 2021). Obtained through a Freedom of Information (FOI) request, these data calculate the
number of property titles registered to individuals with an overseas correspondence address,
aggregated by the district where the property is located, as well as the name of each overseas
country. The data cover the period of 2010 and 2021 in two-year intervals. Similar to the above
exercise with tax havens, we identify local authorities as having a (relative) high level of demand
from each of the three groups if they are in the top quartile for ownership as a percentage of the
total stock.

3.5 Measuring price at the local authority level

For Local Authority-level prices, we rely on data from HM's Land Registry, which produces a
monthly House Price Index, which includes both the geometric mean of property prices at the
local authority level as well as a house price index value (out of 100). Summary statistics for local
authority-level outcomes are available in A.2 in the Appendix.

3.6 Measuring suspicious domestic companies

In the wake of Russia’s invasion, no additional transparency measures were applied to UK do-
mestic companies, which since 2016 have had to submit beneficial ownership information to
Companies House. However, the Companies House system has come under withering criticism
for failing to combat fake, shell, and fly-by-night UK companies which serve as conduits for
major illicit financial transactlions.”’ Following the introduction of the Overseas Register, crimi-
nal and corrupt actors might rethink using overseas companies to manage their real estate, and
instead eslablish domestic companies. These companies are potentially quicker and cheaper to
register, and given the substantial failings in Companies House capacity, easy to abuse for illicit
activity.

Capluring this potential substitution requires data nol just on properties acquired by do-
meslic companies (the CCOD data), but also a measure to distinguish more and less suspicious
purchases. If the Economic Crime Act indeed compelled bad actors to rely more on domestic
companies, we should see the effect concentrated among those with dodgy characteristics that
have been repeatedly connected to money laundering. We develop two red flags for identifying
suspicious domestic companies drawing on methodology developed by Global Witness, the UK
NGO which first assessed the coverage and quality of the Companies House corporate registries
(GW, 2013).

The red flags aggregate across a list of 12 charactleristics, shown in Table A5, common lo
suspicious companies. We code a "narrow” red flag based on only characteristics of company
owners and officers, including whether they are located in tax havens or even reported at all.™

¥ he caleulation of the denominator is made using several different data sources described in Section A21.

YMedia, PA. "Companies House s Dysfunctional and Facilitating Fraud, Mps Told.” The Guardian. November §,
20022,

W This data comes from the register of People with significant control (PSC) releated by Companies House. bttpa:
/fdownload  companisshouss . gov. uk/en_pacdata. html
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Our "broad” red flag includes all companies under the narrow red flag, but adds those that
are registered at a mass address, were incorporated less than three months before the property
purchase, or declared that it had no beneficial owners.” We use these red flags to calculate the
number of properties in each Local Authority each month that have been purchased by a shell
company likely facilitating suspicious flows into the UK.

4 Empirical framework

4.1 The impact of the Economics Crime Bill announcement on offshore investment
in the UK property market

Our main focus is on estimating the impact that the re-introduction of the ECB and the eventual
establishment of the Register has had on anonymous offshore investment in the UK property
market. Our empirical approach will be a series of difference-in-difference estimations. First, we
explore whether investment by offshore companies declines following the re-announcement of
the policy in February 2022.

We do so by estimaling standard difference-in-differences models. Consider the following
specification:

Log(Py) = p x Haven; x Post; + 0; + 71 + €5 (1)

where P, is the purchase/sale or stock of properties (either the number or the total Pound
Sterling value) owned by companies registered in jurisdiction i at time t. The dummy Haven, is
equal to one if the jurisdiction is a tax haven and Pesl; is an indicator equal to one on and after
February 2022. The parameters 0; and -; are jurisdiction and period fixed effects, respectively.
The coefficient f indicates the relative difference in the stock of properties owned through havens
versus non-havens in the period following the invasion of Ukraine and the announcement of the
Economic Crime Bill. Note that our estimate B will not pick up on the impact on overall invest-
ment in UK property, but only the difference in investment between companies that are based in
tax havens (under the presumption that the primary motivation for this route of investment is its
lack of transaprency) and those that are not.

We will also estimate the event-study version of equation (1), which is:

H
Log(Sie) = x Y Haven; x Ile = k| + 0; + 7 + €ic (2)
k=—24

We will also investigale how these effects change when our trealment group is, respectively,
havens that are favored by Russians, those from highly-corrupt countries, and AEOI-participating
countries, as described above in Section 3.3. In each case, we repeal specifications (1) and (2)
while restricting the sample Lo tax havens (rather than all overseas jurisdictions) and - in turn
- considering the treated group to be Russian-favored havens, corrupl-favored, etc, under the
presumption that a change in investment behavior thal is driven primarily by one set of havens

will indicate that that group has been particularly disincentivized to invest in the UK property.

Mata on addresses and incorporation dates come from the Basic Company Data product released by Companies
House. https://download. companieshouss . gov . uk/en_ocutput , himl
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4.2 The impact on house prices

As there has been a robust discussion surrounding the impact that offshore investment has on
local property prices (54, 2016; Badarinza and Ramadorai, 2018; Gorback and Keys, 2020; Cvi-
janovié and Spaenjers, 2021), we also investigate whether the changes in beneficial ownership
regulation have led to reductions in UK house prices. To do this, we exploit heterogeneity in the
pre-treatment level of tax haven penetration of property markets at the local level. Consider the
following difference-in-difference specification:

Py = 8 x X; % Posty +0; + 7y + €n (3)

Where the price level in local authority r at time ! is allowed to differ for local authorities with
different characteristics (X;). In this case, X, is a dichotomized measure of pre-treatment local
altractiveness for tax haven properly ownership based on the same variables as described above
(local authorities at or above the 75th percentile for the percentage of properties owned through
tax havens). So equation (3) estimales whether prices in local authorities with a high percentage
of tax haven ownership fall following the introduction of the ECB relative to those with a low
proportion of tax haven ownership. We also do this using our three other measures of foreign
demand described above.

Price trends across local authorities differ substantially during our period of study. In par-
ticular, areas with a high degree of offshore ownership saw a steady downward trend in prices
relative to those with low levels of offshore ownership. To account for this, we will estimate
the results using entropy balancing methods to re-weight the sample (Hainmueller, 2012; Cefalu
el al, 2020). We do this using the following characteristics measured al the starl of 2020: the
average price paid for properties in the local authority, the local authority’s population density,
and which of five regions the local authority falls under (one of these being London, which is
particularly favored by offshore ownership). We rely on a conditional parallel trends assump-
tion: that for local authorities of a similar density, region and pre-treatment price, that those with
differing levels of shell company peneltration would see similar levels of price growth following
the introduction of the ECB if the bill have never been introduced. This is more plausible, as at
this point we are comparing local authorities with similar pre-treatment housing markets.

4.3 Measuring diversion in to domestic UK companies

As discussed above, given the limitations of Companies House prior to the introduction of a bill
to improve its ability to improve its enforcement efforts, there is some concern that the high level
of attention given to investment via offshore companies may have led to diversion of investment
through onshore companies. Conversely, the threat of new enforcement powers and the general
chilling effect of the invasion of Ukraine may have also led to a decline in UK shell companies
being used to launder money in the UK property market.

To test these two competing hypothesis, we estimate purchases by UK companies that are (i)
flagged as suspicious and (ii) not flagged as suspicious, in every UK Local Authority. We then
estimate a triple difference-in-difference specification of the following form:*'

Log(Sert) = A x Suspicious. x X, x Posty + Yer + oct + Opp + €cnt (4)

WThis specification differs slightly from that which we specified in our pre-analysis plan. That is because, in crror,
we did not include all the relevant fixed effects for a triple-difference specification in the PAP.
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Where 5,4, is the stock of UK property held by companies of either type ¢ = |Notsuspicious, suspicious|
in local authority r at time [. The dummy Suspicious, is equal to one for local authority-level pur-
chases by suspicious companies. The parameter X, takes on the same categories as in the price
regression above, focusing on LAs with a higher proportion of tax haven ownership, popularity
amongst Russians, etc.

The coefficient A, therefore, is an estimate of whether areas that, before enactment of the
Economic Crime Bill, were a larger target of offshore investment see substitution to ownership to
suspicious-appearing UK companies.

5 Results

5.1 Investment and divestment through offshore companies

Figure 4 shows the event study estimates Equestion (2) of the impact of the re-introduction
of the Economic Crime Bill/Act (ECB) on the inverse hyperbolic sign of the total number of
monthly sales made through tax havens. In February, when the ECB was re-prioritized and
the Russian invasion of Ukraine began, we observe an immediate drop in monthly sales, one
that briefly recovers but then accelerates in May and drops further in August when the Register
of Overseas Entities became live and new buyers were required to register. The event study
coefficient for October 2022 is -01.628, which implies a percentage change of approximately -50%.
We also find an overall reduction in sales. However, the effect is initially more muted, with a
slight increase in sales occurring a few months after the introduction in the ECB, with a sharp
reduction precipitating the establishment of the registry.

Table 3 displays the difference-in-difference estimates for each oulcome separately. Overall,
purchases are significantly down in both number and value following the introduction of the
ECB (by around 34% in volume and 91% in value, when we re-calculated the coefficients into
percentage changes). The probability of a purchase in any given month falls by about 13 per-
cenlage points. These effects are even more pronounced when we consider alternate lists of lax
havens (Table B.6 and Figures B.1 in the Appendix). In total, when we re-estimate (2) using the
absolute volume of purchases in L Sterling (after winsorizing lo account for extreme values), we
find that in the post-ECB period, the quarterly volume of property purchases through tax havens
is between £39-70 million lower than it was before (see Figures 5 and B.2).

Taken together, these results suggest that the ECB has had a strong deterrent effect on in-
vestment in the property markel via opaque offshore companies. It also suggests, through the
long-term drop in sales, that the forestalling provisions in the bill have - to date - prevented a
large scale sell off of real estate. Even though the drop in purchases is slightly higher than the
drop in sales, we do not find any significant effects on the overall stock of properties being held
(the final column of Table 3). This is because the overall change in investment so far has been
small in comparison to the total stock of properties currently being held.

It should be noted that there is a brief increase in sales in the initial months following the
introduction of the ECB. This raises some concerns thal some owners exiled the markel early,
and may not be planning to comply with the eventual registration requirements.
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Figure 4: Event study estimates of transactions involving tax havens following February 2022
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Motes: Figure 4 shows the impact of the Russian invasion + the announcement of the Economic
Crime Bill on the inverse hyperbolic sign of (a) the monthly number of property purchases
and (b) the monthly number of property sales in England and Wales by companies based in
tax havens (the list used by Menkholf and Micthe (201%)) versus companies not based in tax
havens. Sales numbers exclude properties sold to persons. Confidence intervals shown are at
the 95% lowvel.

5.2 Investment and divestment through tax havens favored by groups with different
risk profiles

Figure 6 and Table 4 display the resulls when we estimalte specifications (1) and (2) using the
different groups of tax havens we specified earlier. Following the re-tabling of the ECB, we
observe a strong and significant reduction in purchases via havens that are particularly favored
by Russians. We also see declines in purchases via havens favored by those from highly-corrupt
countries and from CRS-participaling countries, but these tend to react more slowly. All three
groups see another subslantial decline following the introduction of the Register in Augusl of
2022,
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Table 3: Difference-in-difference estimates of impact on land transactions involving tax havens
versus other overseas entilies

Purchases Sales Stock
(1) 4] {3 1) (7] &) )
ihs{count) any purchase? iha(f wolume) ihs{count) any sale? ihs(f volume) Ths{oount)
Tax haven® x post-BCB re-tabling  -(.47*™ 413" -3 B a7 =115 m7
{01 (0.034) {1.53) {07} {1L.025) (40) (D.023)
#? 0743 L573 LR25 073 .555 (e 04998
Observations 4422 4422 4472 4422 4,422 44022 142
# ]I.'I.T'Iﬂdlﬂ:lrl‘lﬁ 134 1 134 1 1 134 134

Motes: Table presents different-in-difference estimates of new property purchases, new property sales, and the total stock of
property owner by offshore companies. The unit of analysis is a jurisdiction , and treated jurisdictions are tax havens (* as
classified by Menkhoff and Miethe (20019)), which treatment beginning on February 2022, the month of the Rossian invasion and
the re-tabling of the Economic Crime Bill. Standard errors clustered at the jurisdiction level. *p < (L1L** p < (L06,*** p < (L1

Figure 5: Estimated impact on total £ sterling volume of investment
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Notes: Figure 6 shows event study estimates of the impact of the Russian invasion + the announcement
of the Economic Crime Bill on the inverse hyperbolic sign of the monthly number of property puschases
in England and Wales made through tax havens most favored by (a) Russians, (b) residents of countries at
the 25th percentile of the Corruptions Perceptions Index and (¢} residents of non-haven countries that par-
ticipate in the OECD CRS. The selection of havens - described in more detail in Section 77 - is determined
by the relative preponderance of beneficial owners in IC1)'s Offshore Leaks Database. The control group
are tax havens (the list used by Menkholf and Micthe (2019)) which are less favored by these individuals.
Confidence intervals shown are at the 95% level.

Similarly, when we compare the overall difference-ind-difference resulls, treatment effects on
purchases (bul not sales) are strongest across the board for Russian and corrupt-favored havens.
Our interpretation of this result is that the initial decline in investment may be partially driven
not by a reaction to the introduction of the ECB, but a reduction in Russian investment either in
initial anticipation of, or following the sanctions that took place in late February. However, the
fact that we see a pronounced, additional drop in purchases following the introduction of the
Register does suggest that the ECB is playing a role in deterring additional investment from all
three groups.
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Figure 6: Impact on investment through havens with different risk profiles
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Motes: Figure 6 shows event study estimales of the impact of the Russian invasion + the announcement
of the Economic Crime Bill on the inverse hyperbolic sign of the monthly number of properly purchases
in England and Wales made through tax havens most favored by (a) Russians, (b) residents of countries at
the 25th percentile of the Corruptions Perceptions Index and (c) residents of non-haven countries that par-
ticipate in the QOECD CRS. The selection of havens - described in more detail in Section 77 - is determined
by the relative preponderance of beneficial owners in 1CI)'s Offshore Leaks Database. The control group
are tax havens (the list used by Menkholf and Micthe (2019)) which are less favored by these individuals.
Conlidence intervals shown are al the 95% level.

5.3 Price effects

Figure 7 and Table 5 display the event-study and difference-in-difference estimates from specifi-
cation (3), the impact of the re-introduction of the ECB on prices in local authorities with a higher
level of exposure to tax haven ownership or higher relative levels of Russian/highly-corrupt de-
mand. Across the board we do not find any significant price effects for any of these groups. This
may be driven by a number of factors (i) the fact that the overseas market still makes up a small
fraction of overall housing stock, even in local authorities with the levels of offshore ownership,
(ii) the fact that price effects are likely to be contained at the very top of the market, the effects
of which are harder to pick up using average property prices and (iii) the fact that to date there
has not been a significant sell-off of the housing stock owned by tax havens, indicating that the
supply pressures on price may not manifest until (if) this takes place. Finally, our period of
analysis comes al the start of a significant slowdown in the housing market, driven by increased
interest rates. This suppression of sales across the country may leave less room for the effects of
the policy to appear.

54 Changes in purchases through high-risk domestic companies

In this section we test for substitution/delerrence effects among high-risk domestic companies.
Figure 8 shows evenl study estimates of (4) for local authorities with a high proportion of tax-
haven ownership, for both firms identified using the broad and narrow red flag measures. No
consistent effect is observed, although there is some sign of a relative decline in purchases starting
in August. Similarly, Table 6 (and B.7 in the Appendix) display the resulls across the different
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Table 4: Difference-in-difference estimates of impact on land transactions involving tax havens
of different risk-profiles

Purchases Sales Stock

iy 2 £} 4 (5) i5) 7
ihsfeount)  any purchase?  [haff volume) hsicound) any sale?  ihs(f volume)  ihs{count)

{1) Treatment = Russian-favored havens

Contred = all other havens L pge .30 4 T S L Sl -L46" 05
(0.18) (054) (i0.80) (0.15) (0.050) (079 (0.022)
(2} Treatmeni = Corrupi-favored havens
Contred = all pther havens A1 L A 32 2 052 ey
(020 (0.057) (0A3) (017 (0.052) (L54) (0.021)
{3) Treatmeni = CRS/ AROHavored havens
Controd = all other havens -0.40 412 -1 f6" Sk L -1.76 56
022y (D& (057) (017 (DLA5) 071) (0.025)
(hservalions 1,749 1,749 1,749 1,749 1,749 1,749 1749
# jurisdictions 53 53 53 53 53 5 53

Motes: Table presents different-in-difference estimates of new property purchases, new property sales, and the total stock of
property owner by offshore companies from jurisdictions of different risk profiles. The unit of analysis is a jurisdiction , all of
which are tax havens (* as classified by Menkhoff and Miethe (2014)), whith treatment beginning on Febroary 2022, the month of
the Russian invasion and the re-tabling of the Economic Crime Bill. In (1) the treatment group are the top 25% of havens that are
most-favored by Kussian beneficial owners as described in the IC1] Offshore Leaks Database, with all other havens acting as the
control group. The treatment group in (2) are havens favored by individuals from countries that score in the bottom 25% on T1's
Corruption Perception’s Index. (3) are havens that are most favored by beneficial owners from CRS//AEON participating countries.
Standard ermors clustered at the jurisdiction level. *p < 0L10,** p < (L05,*** p < (L0

Figure 7: Event study estimates of (non)impact of fast-tracking of Economic Crime Bill on the
UK House Price Index in local authorities with high level of tax haven ownership
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MNotes: Figure 7 shows event study estimates of the impact of the fast-tracking of the ECB on the UK
House Price Index (relative to a base of 100), calculated by HM Land Registry. The unit of observation is
the Local Authority, with reated local authoritics being those at or above the 75th percentile for proportion
of all properties in 2020 owned by companies based in tax havens (using the Menkholf and Micthe (2019)
definition). Confidence intervals shown are al the 95% level.

categories of local authorities: those with a high proportion of tax haven ownership, Russian-
favored, etc. While a few specifications indicate statistically significant effects, they do not appear
consistently in any particular direction. Our conclusion is, al this stage, there does not appear
to be strong evidence thal there has been a significant diversion of investment into suspicious
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Table 5: Difference-in-difference estimates of impact on land prices

LAs with Lligh % tax haven ownership Russian-favored LAs Cormupt-favored LAs CRE-favored LAs
£ = (2] “ = (&} 7 &
DilD estimate: 0072 LN A% QLD Lid LS (0. <] [TEE S
i01.96) (0.0062) (058) (0.0058) (L19) {.0077) e f0.0067)
R* 0ae 0996 095 oSy nals 0957 %l 956
Oibservaticns 10,20 020 2w ToXE ik ] jLitea ] 10250 nrm
¥ Lowal Aurthioritics: 3 el L) B 330 0 i) L]

Motes: Table presents different-in-ditference estimates of the impact of the fast-tracking of the Economic Crime Bill on (1) the
UK House Price Index (relative to a base of 10} and (2} LogiGeometric Mean of Property Prices) as caloulated by HM Land
Registry. The unit of observation is the Local Authority, with treated local authorities being those at or above the 75th percentile
for (i) the proportion of all properties in 2020 owned by offshore companies based in tax havens (as defined by (Menkhoff and
Miethe, 201%)) (ii) the proportion of properties owned by Russian individuals (as measured by CPD} and (iii) the proportion of
properties owned by individuals from highly-commupt countries (as measured by the Corruption Perceptions Index). Treatment
begins in February 2022, Sample is re-weighted using entropy balancing (Haimmueller, 2072; Cefalu et al, 2000), balanced on
&E&ﬂlmngﬁﬁjMMMagemhg{mhﬂmdﬂﬂtylﬂﬂr&gmEtﬂﬂmdm:hmﬂ'editdlepurdtmm
level. *p < 0LI0,** p < 005,** p < (0LOT

Figure 8: Triple difference event-study estimates of the (non)impact of the re-tabling of the
ECB on purchases by suspicious domestic companies in local authorities with a high propor-
tion of tax haven ownership
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Notes: Figure 8 shows event study estimates of (4) - triple difference estimates of monthly property
purchases by UK-registered companics. The unit of analysis is a local-authority + transaction type (either
made by a low risk or a high risk one by the narrow or broad criteria set oul above). Treated observations
are purchases by high risk companies in local authorities at or above the 75th percentile for the proportion
of all propertices in 2020 owned by offshore companies based in tax havens (as defined by (Menkholt and
Micthe, 2009)) Confidence intervals shown are ab the 95% level,

high-risk companies, nor a significant deterrence effect on these companies purchasing property.
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Table 6: Triple difference estimates of impact of re-introduction of ECB on purchases by
suspicious domestic companies in local authorities with different risk profiles
(narrow red flag measure)

% = Lia with kigh % Renwsium- {aveamred Comrupi-fevawed ABMARS- frwnrrd
Lan hawen swosrship Lis LAs L=
i (] & L] & 1 ] ] ] (-] [ an
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LA o type X =
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e oA 07 [ [ o7t o s [ = isEn Tt [
o —— 71046 11846 TS TP 2 1840 54 21,0 TP 1 T g
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Motes: Table presents estimates of equation (77) - triple difference estimates of monthly property purchases by UKre-gE.tEEd

companies. The unit of analysis is a loecal-authority + um&miype[eiﬂmnudehya]mrﬁkma}ughmkmbjdw
strict criteria set out above). Treated observations are purchases by high risk companies in one of four types of local anthorities:
those at or above the 7Sth percentile for (i) the proportion of all properties in 2000 owned by offshore companies based in
tax havens (as defined by (Menkhoff and Miethe, 2019)) (ii} the proportion of properties owned by Russian individuals (as
measured by CPL), (iii) the proportion of properties owned by individuals from highly-corrupt countries (a5 measured by the
Corruption Perceptions Index) or (iv) the the p‘mpnrm'L of properties owned by those from ABDI/CRS participating countries
{wuh the exception of tax havens). Treatment begins in February 2022 Standard ermss clustered at the local authority level
tp < L0, p < D05, p < 0N

6 Discussion

Before discussing why the Economic Crime Bill / Act may have impacted overseas companies, we
reiterate that due to the nature of the data analyzed, our results may change in future versions
of this working paper. We cannot rule out a lag in reporting title registrations to the authorities
(although we can rule oul this should have differentially effected our results). Future versions of
both the OCOD and CCOD data may include property sales that occurred throughout 2022, but
were either initially reported withoul exact transaction dates or prices paid. We also do not yet
know what will happen approaching or following the registration deadline at the end of January,
2023. Therefore, we emphasize that both our findings and related discussions are preliminary
and subject to change. As more dala becomes available, we will updale this paper accordingly.

6.1 Stalled property market

Our results show that the ECB has led to an effective slalling oul of the offshore property market
in the UK, with a sharp decline in both purchases and sales by companies based in tax havens.
While many have been dissuaded from investing in UK property, other than a single month of
increase sales there has not (yet) been a large scale sell-off of property by shell companies in order
to avoid the obligations ahead of the deadline to register. This may be driven by the forestalling
provisions in the original bill: companies that sell after February 28th, 2022, will still, in theory,
have to enter their beneficial owner information into the register by January 31st, 2023.

It thus remains to be seen what the ultimate impact of the policy will be: by our estimates, as
of November 2022, at leasl £46-80 billion worth of property in England and Wales is still held by
shell companies in tax havens.”' It is unclear at this stage whether the owners of that property
will comply with their upcoming registration requirements, or find some means of circumventing
them.

Between the inception of the Register (August 1st) and November 1st, the Register of Overseas

Wi estimate this by taking either the number of litles or the number of estimated propertics held by tax havens in
cach local authority and multiplying it by the House Price Index's average price for that lncal authority. This is likely
to be an underestimate as offshore investment is often premiom investment. Note that this is a lower estimate than
what has been made by other organizations, such as Global Witness,
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Tigure 9: Proportion of overseas entities that have registered to date

Cumulative proportion of

offshore firms that have registered
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Notes: Figure 9 shows the total number of entitics that have currently registered with the Register of
Overseas Entities over the past two months, divided by the approximate number of offshore entities in the
OCOD that - as of November 2nd - own property in the UK.

Entities contains entries for 2, 680 unique firms. Our latest download from the OCOD database,
on the other hand, contains information on 31,917 different overseas companies as proprietors
in real estale transations. We were able to match 2, 086 out of 2,680 firms in the registry to the
transaction data. Overall this implies that, by November 1st, of the firms listed as proprietors in
the OCOD data only about 8.4% have submitted data to the Register of Overseas Entities.

The fact that as of November 1st - with fewer than 3 months remaining - less than 10%
of offshore owners have complied with the registry, raises a concern that the remainder are
either planning to be non-compliant or are taking the time to find new ways of obscuring their
ownership. Figure 9 shows the limeline ol registralion so [ar, generously assuming that the
companies we have failed to match are still part of the OCOD and so count towards the total
completion rate.

Who is complying with the bill so far? Table 7 shows some suggeslive evidence that, at
this point, compliance might be about resources and secrecy. We estimate a set of simple linear
probability models with companies listed as proprietors in the OCOD data as the unit of analysis
and a binary indicator of presence in the overseas company registry as the dependent variable.
As independent variables we include a measure of whether the proprietor is registered in a tax
haven (using the different tax haven indicators discussed above), a measure of financial secrecy
of the firm's registered location taken from the 2022 edition of Tax Justice Network's Financial
Secrecy Index (Cobham, Jansky, and Meinzer, 2015), and the interaction between both variables.
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Table 7: Probability of Registration by Nov 1, 2022

Consensus List Menkhoff & Miethe (2019) Wier, Zucman et al. (2022)

(1) 2) (3)
Intercept —0.33** —0.76%* —0.74**
(0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Tax Haven 0.53** 0.87* 0.87*
(0.03) (0.05) (0.04)
Secrecy Index 0.01* 0.02* 0.01*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Tax Haven x Secrecy —0.01** —002** —0.02*
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
N 32402 32402 32402
Adj. R2 0.02 0.04 0.04

*p<0.05*p <001
Note:  Heteroscedasticity-consistent standard errors in parantheses.
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As the Table 7 shows, at relatively low levels of financial secrecy, firms registered in tax havens
are more likely to be in the Register of Overseas Entities compared to non-haven companies. Our
intuition is that this might be due to faster compliance with the new law by professional agencies,
who are more likely to be operational in tax havens. On the other hand, conditional on being
registered in a tax haven, companies registered in more secretively locations are less likely to be
already declared in the Register of Overseas Entities. This provides some indicative evidence that
firms with incentives for secrecy are less likely to comply with the Economic Crime Bill to date.

In addition to purchases prior to August 1st, the bill has clear instructions for more recent
property transactions. All overseas companies that have purchased property since August 1, 2022
are eventually required to have submitted data on beneficial owners to the Register of Overseas
Entities. Analyzing data on the proprietors of property purchases registered since August 1,
2022, we identify 25 unique firms as proprietors. Qut of these 25 companies only seven can be
found in the Register of Overseas Entities, i.e., a registration rate of only 28%. While this is a
higher compliance rate compared to properties purchased prior to the August start date, absolute
compliance is again quite low.

For sales to increase, eager buyers also must emerge, in particular for luxury properties that
are perhaps overvalued because of the opacity previously conferred. Table 1 also shows that
the primary buyer of real estate assets owned by overseas companies are also overseas companies.
Roughly one-half of all sales stay in foreign hands, suggesting there is a pocket of properties
within the UK real estate market that are almost never owned by domestic persons or companies.
The ECB may have so driven down demand for these properties that few existing owners are
willing to sell.

6.2 Improved enforcement
The impact of the Economic Crime Bill in driving down real estate activity by overseas companies
in the UK stands in contrast to a similar measure requiring beneficial owner transparency in the
U5 - the Geographic Targeting Orders (GGTOs). First introduced in Manhatlan and Miami in 2016
and ultimately expanded to 21 counties, the GTOs required corporate buyers of any real estate
assel above certain price thresholds™ to report their beneficial owners confidentially to the US
government. Our previous work found little to no evidence that this program had an effect on the
buying behavior of corporate entities since its introduction (Collin, Hollenbach, and Szakonyi,
20121). What explains this divergence in policy outcomes across the two broadly similar real estate
markels? We argue the relative effectiveness of the ECB owes to money laundering perceiving a
greater degree of enforcement of the regulation and thus wider scrutiny of suspicious purchases.
First, in the UK, the ECB created a public, permanent register of beneficial owners ol over-
seas companies, drawing on an existing definition and infrastructure already applied to domestic
companies. The Register of Overseas Entities is already live (as of August 1, 2022) and immedi-
ately available for browsing by journalisls, investigators, and the general public. Fears of external
scrutiny may have been especially heightened in the wake of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. For
months, investigalive journalists combed through UK public records in search of assets held by
Russian oligarchs and individuals connected to Putin’s war machine. The increased salience
around the issue of the UK as a destination for illicit financial flows potentially changed the
risk-reward calculus of initialing new real estate investments in the country. Although all cor-
porate all-cash buyers of real estate had to submit roughly the same information to government

2T he thresholds varied by county and over time, ultimately being lowered across the country o $300,000.
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authorities in the US, the agency tasked with collection — FinCEN — has not shared publicly any
of the ownership data and only in rare cases shared information with other US law enforcement
agencies (GAQ, 2020).

Even if they had doubts about the ability of Companies House to verify data and conduct
investigations, overseas companies considering purchasing property may have been wary of a
public record of ownership records raising significant questions about the provenance of the
money used for the real estate purchase. The ECB also made Unexplained Wealth Orders (UWOs)
easier to obtain, enforce and monitor, giving the UK government an additional tool to confiscate
assets.*" The introduction of the Economic Crime Bill 2.0 in the summer of 2022 also allocates
additional resources and investigative authority to Companies House to monitor the Register,
promising increased enforcement activity going forward. This intensifying external scrutiny
combined with formal government attention to enforcement effectively decreases interest among
overseas investors to date.

6.3 Policy or invasion of Ukraine?

The Economic Crime Bill was fast-tracked as part of the UK's response to Russia’s war in Ukraine
over concerns about Russian money finding a safe haven in the West. That response included
a battery of sanctions to freeze and even confiscate the assets of Russian oligarchs. Spooked by
these actions, wealthy Russians may have significantly pulled back their investments in the UK
real estale sector, not because of future concerns about beneficial ownership transparency, but
because of the heightened political risk surrounding all forms of Russian money in the wake
of the invasion. Figure 6 indeed shows that companies based in Russia-favored havens more
sharply curtailed their purchasing behavior beginning in February 2022.

Owr results indicate that Russian money avoiding the UK was not completely responsible for
the drop in both purchases and sales of property by overseas companies starting in the spring
of 2022, First, our categorization of Russia-favored havens does not mean these jurisdictions are
solely conduits for Russian investments. Even countries such as Gibraltar and Cyprus where
relatively larger numbers of Russian beneficial owners have been observed see roughly 90%
of their investment from other country-nationals in Europe, the Middle East, Africa, and Asia.
Additionally, we observe similar effects for purchasing activity by companies based in tax havens
favored by the corrupt, but not necessarily Russian investors. Though less precisely estimated,
this downward trend also begins in the spring of 2022.

Most importantly as Figure 4 shows, these declines accelerated in August 2022, when the
Register of Overseas Entities first went live. By that month, the political risk caused by the war
had more or less already been priced into the marketl. Therefore, the further drop-olf in interest of
offshore companies after that point reflects the impact of ECB independent of the war in Ukraine.
This effect may be driven both by corrupt and Russian money avoiding the UK property market
rather than tax evaders, as the effects are much more muted for havens dominated by residents
of countries participating in the OECD’s CRS. This may because those who are not reporting
offshore properly assets to lax authorities may not expect the register to be used against them,
or because they expect their delails will be less scrutinized by the public.

Haeioley, Kate, and Laura Hughes. “UK Set o Cap Costs for Agencies Pursuing Unexplained Wealth Orders.”
Financial Times, February 17, 2022,
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7 Conclusion

Using data available as of November 15th, 2022, we find that the ECB led to substantial decreases
in new purchases and sales of UK properties by companies based in tax havens, a clear sign
those wishing to anonymously invest in UK property view the policy as a threat. The large
effects we have found stand in contrast to the implementation of a similar policy in the US, likely
driven by the fact that the reporting requirements have resulted in a public database that will be
subject to public scrutiny as well as the presence of forestalling components that will - in theory
- ‘catch’ any investments or divestments made in the interim. Beneficial ownership transparency,
a cornerstone of current efforts to reduce corruption, money laundering and tax evasion around
the world, appears to have a strong deterrent effect if implemented correctly.

However, as we have discussed, the success of the Economic Crime Bill and the Register
of Overseas Entities will rest on its effective implementation once the registration deadline has
passed. A significant amount of real estate owned by entities in tax havens has yet to fall into
compliance, and it is unclear if the supervising entity - Companies House - will have the capacity
to scrutinize the information that will be submitted by roughly 30,000 companies, or to track
down those who do not comply. To date, compliance to submit information to the Register of
Overseas Entities is quite low and the long-run effect of the bill may be different. In future
versions of the paper we will analyze new data once it becomes available.

Additionally, future versions of the paper will investigate possible ways that bad actors can
circumvent the policy and avoid disclosing accurate information about true beneficial owners.
Analysts have highlight two such mechanisms that the ECB left open. First, owners of overseas
companies only have to be disclosed if properties change hands. If instead the company which
owns the property is itself sold to another company (or individual for that matter), the reporting
requirements of the ECB are not triggered. To test whether this loophole is being exploited,
we are collecting data from OpenCorporates about the officers and formation agents associated
with overseas companies that own property. Significant changes in these company characteristics
without evidence of titles being transferred could be evidence of evasion. Similarly we will use
such data to track a second loophole about whether nominee arrangements are being exploited
to shield owners from disclosing their identity.

28



References

Agarwal, Sumit, Liu Ee Chia, and Tien Foo Sing. 2020. “Straw Purchase or Safe Haven? The
Hidden Perils of Illicit Wealth in Property Markets.” The Hidden Perils of Illicit Wealth in
Property Markets (September 8, 2020) .

Alstadsaeter, Annette and@kland, Andreas. 2022. “Hidden in plain sight: Offshore ownership of
Norwegian real estate.”.

Alstadsaeter, Annette, Gabriel Zucman, Bluebery Planterose, and Andreas @kland. 2022. “Who
Owns Offshore Real Eslate? Evidence from Dubai.”.

Badarinza, Cristian, and Tarun Ramadorai. 2018. “Home away from home? Foreign demand and
London house prices.” Journal of Financial Economics 130 (3): 532-555.

Beer, Sebastian, Maria Delgado Coeltho, and Sebastien Leduc. 2019. Hidden Treasure: The Impact
of Automatic Exchange of Information on Cross-Border Tax Evasion. Technical report Interna-
tional Monetary Fund.

Bethmann, Dirk, and Michael Kvasnicka. 2016. “International tax evasion, state purchases of
canfidential bank data and m]unl;ary disclosures.” Working Paper Series .

Bomare, Jeanne, and Ségal Le Guern Herry. 2022. “WILL WE EVER BE ABLE TO TRACK
OFFSHORE WEALTH? EVIDENCE FROM THE OFFSHORE REAL ESTATE MARKET IN THE
UK.".

Bourne, Jonathan, Andrea Ingianni, and Rex McKenzie. 2022. “What's in the laundromat?
Mapping and characterising offshore owned domestic property in London.” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2207.10931 .

Bullough, O. 2022. Butler to the World: The Book the Oligarchs Don’t Want You to Read - How
Britain Helps the World's Worst People Launder Money, Commil Crimes, and Get Away with
Anything. St. Martin's Publishing Group.

URL: https://books.google.com/books?id=abl9EAAAQBA]

Casi, Elisa, Christoph Spengel, and Barbara MB Stage. 2020. “Cross-border lax evasion after the
common reporting standard: Game over?” Journal of Public Economics 190: 104240.

Cefalu, Matthew, Brian G Vegetabile, Michael Dworsky, Christine Eibner, and Federico Girosi.
2020. “Reducing bias in difference-in-differences models using entropy balancing.” arXiv
preprinl arXiv:2011.04826 .

Cobham, Alex, Petr Jansky, and Markus Meinzer. 2015. “The Financial Secrecy Index: Shedding
New Light on the Geography of Secrecy.” Economic Geography 91 (3): 281-303.
URL: http:/fdx.doi.org/10.1111/ecge. 12094

Collin, Matthew, Florian M. Hollenbach, and David 5Szakonyi. 2021. “The impact of beneficial
ownership transparency on illicit purchases of U.S. propertly.” Brookings Global Working Paper
170. Last Accessed October 26, 2022.

URL: https:/fuww.brookings.edufwp-content/uploads/2022/03/licit-purchases-of-LIS-property. pdf

29



Cvijanovié¢, Dragana, and Christophe Spaenjers. 2021. ““We'll always have Paris”: Out-of-country
buyers in the housing market.” Management Science 67 (7): 4120-4138.

De Simone, Matteo. 2015a. Corruption on your doorstep: How corrupt capital is used to buy
properly in the UK. Transparency International UK.

De Simone, Matleo. 2015b. Corruption on your doorstep: How corrupt capital is used to buy
property in the UK. Transparency International UK.

FATE. 2007. Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing Through the Real Estate Sector. Technical
report Financial Action Task Force.
URL: https: //wuw. fatf-gafi. org/ documents/documents/ moneylaunderingandterrorist financingthre
himl

Gabriel, Cynthia. 2018. “The rise of kleptocracy: Malaysia’s missing billions.” Journal of
Demaocracy 29 (1): 69-75.

GAQ. 2020. Anti-Money Laundering: FinCEN Should Enhance Procedures for Implementing
and Evaluating Geographic Targeting Orders. Technical Report GAO-20-546 US Government
Accountability Office July 14: .

Gorback, Caitlin S, and Benjamin | Keys. 2020. Global Capital and Local Assets: House Prices,
Quantities, and Elasticities. Technical report National Bureau of Economic Research.

GW. 2013. The Companies We Keep: What the UK’s Open Data Register Actually Tells Us About
Company Ownership. Technical report Global Witness.
URL: hiilps: //wuw. globalwitness. org/ en/ campaigns/ corruplion- and-money- laundering/
aNOnYMouSs - company - cumers/ companies - we- keep/

Hainmueller, Jens. 2012. “Entropy balancing for causal effects: A multivariate reweighting
method to produce balanced samples in observational studies.” Political analysis 20 (1): 25-46.

Johannesen, Niels, and Gabriel Zucman. 2014. “The end of bank secrecy? An evaluation of the
(20 tax haven crackdown.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 6 (1): 65-91.

Londofio-Vélez, Juliana, and Javier Avila-Mahecha. 2021. “Enforcing Wealth Taxes in the De-
veloping World: Quasi-Experimental Evidence from Colombia.” American Economic Review:

Insights .

Menkhoff, Lukas, and Jakob Miethe. 2019. “Tax evasion in new disguise? Examining tax havens’
international bank deposits.” Journal of Public Economics 176: 53-78.

OCCRP. 2021. “The Aliyev Family’s London Property Empire.”.

OReilly, Pierce, Kevin Parra Ramirez, and Michael A Stemmer. 2019. “Exchange ol information
and bank deposits in international financial centres.”.

Powell-Smith, Anna. 2021. New data on property in England Wales owned by overseas individ-
uals. Technical report Centre for Public Data.
URL: hitps:/furwnw.centreforpublicdata.org/s/CF PD-overseas-titles-report. pdf



S4, Filipa. 2016. “The effect of foreign investors on local housing markets: Evidence from the
UK.".

Terslav, Thomas, Ludvig Wier, and Gabriel Zueman. 2020. “The Missing Profits of Nations.”.

White, Matasha. 2020. The Cycle of Kleplocracy: a Congolese State Affair Part I11. Global Wilness.

Wieder, Ben, Shirsho Dasgupta, and Karen Wang. 2021. “Men tied to Ralian mob money-
laundering case still able to snap up South Florida properties.”.

Wier, Ludvig, Gabriel Zucman et al. 2022. Global Profit Shifting, 1975-2019. Technical report
World Institute for Development Economic Research (UNU-WIDER).



Appendix
A Data processing
A1l Summary Statistics and Tax Havens

Table A.1: Summary statistics for overseas transaction data
(Jan 2020 - Oct 2022)

MNon-havens  Hawvens

ft purchases (monthly) 042 9.48
{2.36) (BL41)
it tithes purchased (monthly) 031 513
(1.60) (20.73)
Any purchase? (monthly) 1l 033
{0.31) {0.47)
Tertal value purchases (monthly, £ millions) 076 1576
(5.15) (7477)
it number of sales® (monthly) 044 .69
{5.74) (26.58)
Any sale? {monthly) on7 030
{0.26) {.46)
it number titles sold (monthly) 0.30 431
{3.89) (16.0:4)
Total value sales (monthly, £ millions) (LE2 1236
{10.50) (49.42)
Tostal stock (momthly) 113.52 323113
(29677)  (9,80365)
Total # titles (monthly) 93.08 1L.713.20
(247.08) (4,769.32)
(servations 4422

Notes: Table presents jurisdiction-month level summary statistics for havens
(using Menkholf and Miethe (207%) measure) and non-havens. Sale data only
includes sales o domestic or offshore companies, not natural persons.



Table A.2: Summary statistics for local authorities

Mesan 50 Min P35 i pis Max N

Average prce WRO3TI3  I3RIRLTE BOSORIY ITSTZI5E DGII9A5 W01 125069125 330
Population density 174240 261525 2500 2S00 63050 2900 IEST00 390
%o of properties owned through havens 0.47 0.74 {100 0y 032 0.53 £43 10
% of titles owrsesd by Russian individuals 0.00 0.0 .00 000 0.00 .00 oM o
%o owned by individual from highly-corrupt countries 0,01 .02 .00 000 .00 (T oM 30
%5 e by pndividual from CRS countries .25 .42 .00 02 0.17 2% 580 30

Motes: Table presents local-authority level summary statistics (all estimates taken from Jan 202()



Table A.3: Lists of Tax Havens Used in Main Analysis

Couniry Cromeierears Lt Minkhodf and Mictbse (319)  Wier, Socman el al (2022)
.I‘.I'H.!I:m X =
Anguilla 5 %
Antigua and Barbuda X X =
Arulsa 5 ®
Avisdria u

HBahamas % = =
Hahrain x i u
Barbados = ] =
Belyrium %

Boeliee = 4 1
Barrmuads x x '
Hintish 'l'i.rs"m Isliaruks u =
Cayman lskanads x N '
Chitle x

sk, slands x N '
Cuomda Rica n

Curacan x % %
C}'P'l.- LS u L
Dhninica % 3
Uitbraliar 5 n =
Cinenada E n %
Gl..'rnm:r u N =
Humyg, Ko SAR Chra x n X
Irvland & "
lsiber iaff Man ® 5 5
Jerazy n i Y
Jurddan 5 5
Ll:l:m.nl:m N u
Libwria x % 5
Liewchienstein s W
Lusembourg = E =
Wlavan SAK China ] ®
Maloymia 5

Maldives ® =
Mol x 5
Marshall lslands ) X
Belauritius u 5
Belisrasc o ) N
Belonserral . n x
Pauru N

Metherlands Ankilles x x =
Miue L]

Pamama ® x X
Hanmwa L] =
San Marin %

Seychellos X L]
!'iinpp‘w ® l. x
Sint Maarten x ] )
Gb, Kbl and Mevis ® ™ n
S Lucia ] )
St Vineent and Grenadines X | X
Swltaerband . X .
luwnriga L1

Trimiclaed and Tobago X

Turks and Caloos 1alands x ] X
US Virgin Inkands x

Uruguay N

Wanualu N x x

This table shows the lists of s hovens e in the main snalysis, The Consensas List conbains W) oouniries
compiled by Menkboll and Micthe (2009) that maosi ofien appear in studben of Lax evasion. The Menkbsoll and
Miiztbu (2009 lisl inwcludes comendrion classifiod as tex havens in their snalysie. The Wier, Zuecman et ol (2022)
Vit brvelusdioss conbries elussified as bas havens in their analysis.
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Table A.4: Lists of Tax Havens Used in Heterogeneily Analysis

Cl:llml.r'_r Fupulnr w/ Hussians L‘I"'Iﬁﬂu.[l:'r. 'I:I'ISIHHPE:. mgwldn'ﬂ

Haharmas
Bl iz
Cyprus
Gibraltar
Gurenasda =

ﬂuetmlql u
Howyg, K SAR China x = E

h'.l: ii Mﬂ.ﬂ x X x
ey x

Liberia X X
Liechlvnsiein

Methedoands Anbilles

Singapore 5 5
Turks ared Caicrs Islands

This tasble shires the: lints of tax havens used in the heterogeneity analysis. The Bussian st idendifies havens
wihare u berge proportion of beeficial ownsers of shedl comnpanies mlendified i the (Ofishore Leaks werne Bos-
s, Thae CF 25¢h and CFI 50th lists identify havens where o large proportion of beneficial owners of shell
eompanivs come from countries thal ans listed in the 25th or Sth percentile of most corrupt countries sooond-
i, b 11 Corruption Perceplion Indes, The AEDH list idendifies identify havens whene o large proporiion
of beneficial owners of shell companies come: from couniries that are signatories o the OECLY s Common
Heporting Standarnd (CRS),




A.2 UK Property Ownership Data

Both the OCOD and the CCOD datasets include information on unique titles changing owner-
ship, rather than actual buildings or properties. According to a spokesperson, "there may be more
than one structure contained within a registered title."* To identify instances where titles contain
multiple properties, we apply a set of algorithms developed by Bourne, Ingianni, and McKenzie
(2022) to enhance the OCOD dataset by first tidying the data so that individual properties are
listed on each line, and then standardizing the address and locating the Local Authority for the
property based on the system from the Office of National Statistics. We adapt the algorithms to
intake both the OCOD and CCOD data which suffer from the same limitations.

A.21 UK property stock data and the proportion of offshore ownership

Annual data on English and Welsh residential housing stocks come from StatsWales and the De-
partment for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities respectively.*** Data on non-residential
properties comes from the Valuation Office Agency’s list of the number of number of rateable
properties taken from the Local Ratings List."

“Neate, Rupert. “More than 138,000 Properties in England and Wales Owned by Offshore Companies.” The
Guardian, November 7, 2022,
WBpttpa: //statewales, gov. vales/Catalogue/Housing/Dvelling-Stock-Estimates/
duellingatockest imates-by-localauthority- tenure
Whttps: //wew . gov.uk/government /statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock- including-vacants
Yhetpa://wew . gov . uk/goverssent /statistics/non-domest be- rating- stock-of -propert iea- 2022
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A.3 Red-flagging the Companies House data

Table A.5 shows summary statistics across the 12 criteria we use to create the ‘broad’ and “narrow”
red flag indicators for UK companies. To create these we combine data from Companies House's
Basic Company Data with its Persons of Significant Control (PSC) and Company Officers (CO)
databases which lists any individuals or companies that exert control (i.e. ownership) over reg-
istered companies. We process the Basic Company Data by standardizing company addresses;
for the first criteria (1), we then flag if a company was registered at any address alongside at
least 100 other companies, so-called ‘mass addresses’ or company factories that have been shown
to be used by money launderers.* Next, we calculate the gap in time between the company’s
incorporation date and the property purchase date to flag those created specifically to house the
property.

We then parse the PSC and CO databases, cleaning and standardizing country names and
matching to our directories of tax havens in Table ??. We flag if companies had any PSC or
officers listing tax havens on any of our three lists. Finally, we follow Global Witness in flagging
any companies who had PSC that were listed on 50 total companies in the dataset as well as
PSC that were trusts, given the vulnerability of that type of legal entity to money laundering
concerns.*

Qur Broad Red Flag indicator takes a 1 if the company met any of the 12 criteria listed in
the table; over 52% of all companies in the database qualified, with the mass address and recent
incorporation crileria driving that figure. Acknowledging that far from all companies registered
at mass addresses or shortly before property purchase dates are engaged in suspicious activity,
we code the Narrow Red Flag indicator based on criteria 4-12, which focus on the individual
owners, officers, and other actors with control associated with the company. As a robustness
check, we show results using both red flag measures.

A.4 Transaction Level Price Prediction

As described above, we start with our data on all real estate transactions. We first fill in missing
postal codes where possible. After adding additional price data from the UK Land Registry Price
Paid Data we are left with missing price data in 61.6% of observations. Based on the price data
available, we create two variables measuring quarterly average price, lirst at the postcode area
level and then al the larger local authority level. Using the combined dala, we then eslimale a
linear regression model with logged prices as the dependent variable. As independent variables,
we include the following:

* a binary variable for the type of title purchases, i.e., this variable is coded one for properties
with indefinite title transfer (frechold)

e number of quarterly transactions at the postcode area (natural log)
* average price level al the postcode area (or, if unavailable, at the local authority level)

* a categorical variable for the different combinations of types of buyer/sellers for each trans-
action: person, domestic company, or foreign company (see Table ?2)

WEitzpatrick, Jim. “Firms Linked to Crime Based Yards from Companics House” openDemocracy, October 10,
2022,

Polly, Jasper. “Campaigners Query UK Government's Ability to Identify Oligarchs’ Assets.” The Cuardian, October
3, A122.
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Table A.5: UK Company Red Tlags

Variable N Mean
(1) Was the company incorporated at any address with at least 100 other companies? 597626 0.032
(2) Was the company formed within three months of the property purchase date? 597626 0.049
(3) Did the company declare that it had no qualifying PSC? 597626 0.055
(4) Has the company failed to submit any Persons of Significant Control Reports? 597626 0.067
(5) Were there any F5C from the Menkhoff and Miethe (20019) list of tax havens? 597626 022
(6) Were there any P5C from the Johannesen and Zucman (2014) list of tax havens? 597026 0021
{7) Were there any PSC from the consensus list of tax havens? 597626 0.019

(8) Were there any officers from the Menkhoff and Micthe (2019) list of tax havens? 597626 0.015
(9) Were there any officers from the Johannesen and Zucman (2014) list of tax havens? 597626 0014

(10) Were there any officers from the consensus list of tax havens? 597626 0.
(11) Were there any PSC that also were listed as a PSC of at least 50 other companies? 597626 0006
(12) Were there any PSC that are trusts? 597626 0.001
Red Flag: Broad 597626 0224
Red Flag: Narrow 597626 0102

This table shows the summary statistics for the indicators used to create the red Hags based on Companies
House data. PSC stands for Persons of Significant Control, the UK term that encompasses beneficial
owners. The Broad Red Flag takes a 1 if a company met any of the 12 criteria listed. The Narrow Red Flag
indicator takes a 1 if the company met any of the criteria in rows 4-12.

In addition, the model includes quarter fixed effects and postcode district fixed effects. For those
observalions with missing postcodes we set the postcode district value to 'missing’ and estimate
a single fixed effect. Additionally, we add local authority specific intercepts for observations with
missing postcode data.

As noted in the manuscript, the estimated model is quite good at predicting prices. When
training the model on 75% of observations with price data and holding 25% of data out as a test
sel, we achieve an out of sample predictive root-mean-squared error of 1.04 and mean absolute
error of 0.66. We then estimate the model on all observations with price information and predict
a price for all remaining observations.

B Robustness

B.1 Additional Tables and Graphs
B.2 Updating of the OCOD database

For any given property transaction there exists a lag between the date the property was purhased /sold
and when it is entered into either the CCOD or OCOD. Across all transactions during our time
period of interest (2018-2022), the median entry appears 81 days (122 on average) after the ac-
tual transaction has taken place. This means thal our estimates of recent trends of property
transactions will be undercounting the true number and value of purchases, as some ol those
transactions will not yet have been lodged in the OCOD or CCOD.

This would bias our results if, for instance, certain types of transactions were more likely to be
lodged later than others - such as companies based in havens delaying the process of submitting
the transaction longer than others.



Figure B.1: Event study estimates of transactions involving tax havens following the reintro-
duction of the ECB (robustness across different tax haven lists)
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Motes: Figure 4 shows the impact of the Russian invasion + the announcement of the Economic
Crime Bill on the inverse hyperbolic sign of (a) the monthly number of property purchases
and (b) the monthly number of property sales in England and Wales by companics based in
tax havens using three separate lists: (1) those chosen by Menkholl and Micthe (2019), those
chosen by (2) Tarslov, Wier, and Zucman (2020), and (3) a consensus list of jurisdictions that
most commonly appear on tax haven lists, also compiled by Menkholl and Micthe (2019).
Saless numbers exclude properlies sold to persons. Confidence intervals shown are at the 95%

lewed.

To investigate this, we compare the difference in the “lag time” (between the date the com-
pany was registered as an owner of the property and the date the transaction was posled lo
the QOCOD) between companies based in tax havens and those based elsewhere overseas. There
appears to be no difference in the distribution between the two groups, neither within the entire
sample, nor across time (importantly, neither after the Russian invasion of Ukraine).



Table B.6: Difference-in-difference estimates of impact on monthly transactions involving tax
havens
(robustness using different definitions of tax haven)
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MNotes: This table is an expanded version of Table 77, and presents different-in-difference estimates of montly new property
purchases, new property sales, and the total stock of property owner by offshore companies. The unit of analysis is a jurisdiction
, and treated jurisdictions are tax havens - using different lists of tax havens -, which treatment beginning on Febroary 222, the
month of the Russian invasion and the re-tabling of the Economic Crime Bill. Number of titles = outcomes where we use the
number of unique transactions on the land registry, rather than the estimated number of properties. Standard errors clustered at
the jurisdiction level. *p < (.10,** p < 0.05,*** p < 0.01

Figure B.2: Estimated impact on total £ sterling volume of investment, by different definition
of tax havens
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Notes: Figure B2 shows event study estimates of the impact of the Russian invasion + the announcemaent
of the Eeonomic Crime Bill on the total pound Steeling, volume of purchases made (quarterly) by offshore
companies. The unit of observation is the country of incorporation of the offshore entity and the treated
group are tax havens, Each color represents a different list of lax havens: (1) those chosen by Menkholl
and Micthe (2019), those chosen by (2) Tersloy, Wicr, and Zucman (2020), and (3) a consensus list of
jurisdictions that most commonly appear on tax haven lists, also compiled by Menkholf and Micthe (2019).
Observations are winsorized at the Y9th percent level within countrics. Confidence intervals shown are al
the 95% level.
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Table B.7: Triple difference estimates of impact of re-introduction of ECB on purchases by
suspicious domestic companies in local authorities with different risk profiles
(broad red flag measure)
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Motes: lable presents estimates of equation (77) - triple difference estimates of monthly property purchases by UK-registered
companies. The unit of analysis is a local-authority + transaction type (either made by a low nisk or a high risk one by the
broad criteria set out above). Treated observations are purchases by high risk companies in one of four types of local authorities:
those at or above the 7Sth percentile for (i} the proportion of all properties in 2000 owned by offshore companies based in
tax havens {(as defined by (Menkhoff and Micthe, 20019)) (i) the proportion of properties owned by Bussian individuals (as
measured by CPD), (iii) the proportion of properties owned by individuals from highly-corrupt countries (as measured by the
Corruption Ferceptions Index) or (iv) the the proportion of properties owned by those from ABOL/CRS participating countries

(with the exception of tax havens). Treatment begins in February 222, Standard ermors clustered at the local authority level
o L1 p < D05, p < 0N
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Figure B.3: Delays in posting transactions to the OCOD, between tax havens and non-havens

(a) Overall distribution of reporting lag (2018-2022)
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MNotes: Figure B.3(a) displays the distribution of "reporting lags” for every transaction in the OCOD
database lodged between 20018-2021 for transaction lodged by companies based in tax havens (con-
sensus list) versus non-havens (only transactions with a lag < 500 days are shown). The reporting Lag
is the difference between the registralion date for the owning company and the date the transaction
was lodged in the OCOD database. Figure B.2(b) displays the average “reporting lag” for transactions
at a monthly level, divided between havens and non-havens.
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