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Public Consultation on draft Regulatory Technical Standards on
criteria for business relationships, occasional transactions and
linked transactions as well as lower thresholds under Article 19
(9) of Regulation (EU) 2024/1624

Objective of the consultation
AMLA invites comments on provisions of the draft RTS under Art. 19(9) of Regulation (EU) 2024/1624 and in
particular on the specific questions detailed below.

Comments are most helpful if they:

respond to the question stated;
indicate the specific point to which a comment relates;
contain a clear rationale;

provide evidence to support the views expressed/ rationale proposed; and

describe any alternative regulatory choices AMLA should consider.

Such comments should be sent by 8 May 2026, 23:59 (CET).

Personal data protection:
The protection of individuals with regard to the processing of personal data by the AMLA is based on
Regulation (EU) 2018/1725. Further information on the processing of the personal data is available in the Data



Protection Notice.

All legal details can be found in our Specific Privacy Statement (SPS).

How to provide feedback
All the fields marked (*) are mandatory. In case a question is not relevant for you, please answer with "NA".

We are using a survey format to help us analyse feedback effectively and efficiently. For this reason, document
uploads are not enabled, and we kindly invite you to share your comments directly within the survey.

Please note that, by submitting your contribution, you acknowledge that it will be published on AMLA's
website. Contributions will always be published. The name of organisations submitting their contribution will
also always be published. The name of the natural person providing a contribution will be published unless
they object to said publication. Please refrain from inserting further personal information beyond of what we
ask from you. In particular, refrain providing confidential information or special categories of personal data
(that is "personal data revealing racial or ethnic origin, political opinions, religious or philosophical beliefs, or
trade union membership, and the processing of genetic data, biometric data for the purpose of uniquely
identifying a natural person, data concerning health or data concerning a natural person’s sex life or sexual
orientation). Your email address will never be published.

Before publication, the AMLA staff performs a limited screening of all contributions provided for the sole
purpose of blocking unauthorised submissions. After this, the replies are made available to the public directly
on the AMLA's public consultations’ page.

Please note that your contribution may be subject to a request for access to documents under Regulation 2018
/1725 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection of natural persons
with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on
the free movement of such data, and repealing Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 and Decision No 1247/2002/EC.

Should you encounter issues with submitting your responses, please contact us by email at public.
consultations@amla.europa.eu no later than 48 hours before the deadline of the consultation period.

Language disclaimer

AMLA welcomes submissions in all official EU languages. You can change the displayed language of this
public consultation using the language selector in the top right corner of the EU Survey platform. Please note
that all language versions other than English have been produced using machine translation and may
contain inaccuracies. When in doubt, please refer to the English version.

Your details

* This contribution is made by:

An organisation


https://www.amla.europa.eu/document/download/b4ab880a-0c7c-45cf-89e2-e90aa28302e7_en?filename=AMLA_Privacy%20Statement_Public%20Consultation_Art%2019%289%29.pdf

* Name of the organisation

Holland Quaestor

* Name of representative:

Martin

* Surname of representative

Worsdorfer

* Email (note that your email address will not be published):

voorzitter@hollandquaestor.nl

* Sector of activity
Maximum 1 selection(s)
Obliged entity in the non-financial sector
Obliged entity in the financial sector
Self-regulatory body in the sense of Regulation (EU) 2024/1624 Article 2(1) point (47)
Industry association representing non-financial sector obliged entities
Industry association representing financial sector obliged entities
Civil society organisation/non-governmental organisation
Other

OODOEODOO

* Non financial sector

Maximum 1 selection(s)

O

Auditors, external accountants, tax advisors, other independent professionals that provide assistance or advice
on tax matters

Notaries, lawyers, other independent legal professionals

Trust or company service providers

Estate agents, other real estate professionnels

Trading in precious metals and stones

Trading in high-value goods

Gambling services

Crowdfunding service providers and crowdfunding intermediaries
Trading, intermediary trading or storage in cultural goods

Credit intermediaries for mortage and consumer credits (other than credit and financial institutions)
Investment migration operators

Non-financial mixed activity holding companies

Football agents
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Football clubs



* Please select the country from which you or your organisation carry out your main activities:

NL - Netherlands

* Publication of your name and surname:
@ | agree to the publication of my name and surname (note that your email address will never be published).

) Contribution to be published without my name and surname (note that your email address will never be
published).

Public Consultation Questions

Question 1: Do you find the criteria listed in Article 2 of the draft RTS effective to identify business
relationships properly? If not, could you please indicate why, where possible substantiated by relevant data?
5000 character(s) maximum

Question 2: Do you find the criteria listed in Article 3 of the draft RTS effective to identify linked transactions
properly? If not, could you please indicate why, where possible substantiated by relevant data?
5000 character(s) maximum

Question 3: Do you consider it necessary to add additional criteria that should at least be taken into account
when considering the different elements of the definition of a business relationship to ensure the proper
identification of business relationships? If so, could you please indicate which criteria and for which sector(s)?

5000 character(s) maximum

Question 4: Do you consider it necessary to add additional criteria that should at least be taken into account
when considering the different elements of the definition of linked transactions to ensure the proper
identification of linked transactions? If so, could you please indicate which criteria and for which sector(s)?

5000 character(s) maximum

Question 5: Do you consider the criteria for identifying business relationships and linked transactions
listed in Article 2(3) and Article 3(2) of this draft RTS proportionate? If not, could you please indicate why,
where possible substantiated by relevant data, and which alternative criterion you would find more
proportionate?

5000 character(s) maximum



Question 6: Do you foresee any operational challenges in implementing this draft RTS? If so, could you
please indicate which, where possible substantiated by relevant data? Do you have any suggestions that
would make the criteria better suited operationally?

5000 character(s) maximum

Question 7: Do you see a need for the introduction of an additional lower threshold for a specific obliged
entity, sector or transaction? If so, could you please indicate why, where possible substantiated by data, and
at which value the threshold should be set?

5000 character(s) maximum

Additional observations: Do you have any additional comments relevant to the draft RTS that have not been

covered above? Please ensure that comments refer to a specific article, are precise, and, where possible,
supported by evidence. Where necessary, comments should also include a proposed solution.

5000 character(s) maximum

We would welcome further clarification in the RTS on how the concept of a *business relationship* under
Regulation (EU) 2024/1624 should be applied in the specific context of Dutch trust offices regulated under the
*Wet toezicht trustkantoren 2018 (Wit 2018)*.

Under Dutch law, the terminology and concept of *doelvennootschap* (target entity) continues to exist. The
*Implementatiewet* does not change this. The explanatory memorandum to the Implementatiewet states:

“The definition of ‘business relationship’ also extends to target entities. Although the concept of ‘target entity’ is
not explicitly included in the Anti-Money Laundering Regulation or the Sixth Anti-Money Laundering Directive,
its absence does not result in a substantive change compared to the current law. The relationship between a
trust office and a target entity is connected to the professional activities of the trust office and generally has a
lasting or repetitive character. Therefore, this relationship meets the elements of a business relationship as
defined in the Anti-Money Laundering Regulation.”

At the same time, the AMLR defines a *business relationship* as:

“a business, professional or commercial relationship, connected with the professional activities of an obliged
entity, established between an obliged entity and a customer, even where no written agreement exists, and
which is expected, at the time when the contact is established, to have an element of repetition or duration, or to
acquire such element later.”

This gives rise to an important interpretative question for the Dutch trust sector.
In the Dutch framework, the *client* and the *target entity (doelvennootschap)* are not fully interchangeable

concepts. The Wit 2018 distinguishes between them and imposes different requirements in relation to each. In
particular, the assessment relating to the target entity is more specifically focused on the actual activities and



flow of funds of the entity to which the trust services relate.

Against that background, it is unclear how AMLR and the draft RTS should be applied where, in practice, there
may be *two relevant parties™:

1. the contractual or formal client; and

2. the target entity to which the trust services relate.

We would therefore appreciate AMLA’s views on the following points:

1. Customer qualification
Should both the client and the target entity be treated as a “customer” for the purposes of the AMLR definition
of business relationship, where both relationships have a professional and durable character?

2. Application of CDD requirements
If both are within scope of the business relationship concept, does this mean that all legal and regulatory
requirements must be applied separately and in full to both the client and the target entity?

3. Room for functional qualification

Alternatively, should the obliged entity identify which party qualifies as the “customer” based on the entity to
which the trust service is actually provided, while still applying additional specific measures to the other relevant
party where required by national law or risk considerations?

4. Interaction with national frameworks such as Wit 2018

How does AMLA see the interaction between the harmonised Union framework and national regimes, such as
the Wit 2018, that distinguish between the client and the target entity and attach different compliance
consequences to each?

This issue is particularly relevant because the Dutch regime has historically required a differentiated approach
to the *client* and the *target entity*, rather than a fully identical treatment of both. If the AMLR concept of
customer were interpreted to cover both parties in the same way, this could imply that the same customer due
diligence framework must be applied equally to both, which may not align with the logic of the Wit 2018.

For legal certainty and consistent supervisory application across Member States, it would be helpful if AMLA
could expressly address this in the RTS or accompanying guidance. In particular, AMLA could clarify whether,
in structures involving Dutch trust services, the existence of both a client and a target entity should be
understood as:

- creating two separate customers/business relationships; or

- creating one customer relationship, supplemented by additional due diligence on other involved persons or
entities, including the target entity.

A clear position from AMLA on this point would greatly assist obliged entities in applying the harmonised
framework in a manner that remains workable within national legal systems such as the Wit 2018.

Contact

Contact Form


https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/contactform/edf80060-2903-1021-8694-e03784b5e3b5






