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Background

Spotlight on Corruption is an anti-corruption charity that shines a light on the UK’s role in
corruption at home and abroad. We want to see a society with strong, transparent and
accountable institutions which ensure corruption is not tolerated and democracy flourishes both
in the UK and globally. To achieve this, we highlight corruption and the harm it causes, and
campaign to ensure the UK implements and enforces its anti-corruption and sanctions laws
effectively and has strong systems in place to prevent corruption.

The International Lawyers Project (ILP) is an alliance of talented and passionate lawyers
drawn from diverse countries and cultures across the globe. It pulls together teams of pro bono
experts to support the policy and legal needs of marginalised communities. It advances
economic and environmental justice and the rule of law through the provision of pro bono legal
expertise to civil society, communities, and governments. Its vision is a just and sustainable
world in which law serves as a tool for those who need it the most.

Recommendations

1. All Chairs of Select Committees with a sanctions remit (including the Foreign Affairs
Committee, the Intelligence and Security Committee, the Treasury Select Committee,
the Home Affairs Committee and the Business and Trade Committee) should
collaborate regularly - including through a joint inquiry - to ensure the ongoing scrutiny
of sanctions.

2. Parliament should encourage the Government to form an independent expert panel -
which includes anti-corruption expertise - with the ability to make recommendations on
FCDO sanctions policy and targeting based on objective criteria in line with
international law to ensure consistency, fairness, and credibility in applying sanctions.

3. The government should establish a sanctions transparency tracker that collates key
data from across the UK sanctions landscape in a centralised public database to
enhance public and parliamentary scrutiny of sanctions.

4. Parliament should review whether limitations in UK’s sanctions regulations reduce
their applicability and usefulness, including the failure of the GAC regime to include
corruption relating to abuse of function, trading in influence and illicit enrichment.

5. Parliament should explore whether the Government could benefit from more creative
measures (in addition to the standard measures such as an asset freeze, travel ban
and director disqualification) to help maxmise the effectiveness of sanctions, such as a
ban on designated persons using professional services in the UK.

6. Parliamentary committees such as the Foreign Affairs Committee should take oral
evidence from law enforcement agencies on the potential benefits of using sanctions
regimes and law enforcement tools in combination.



7. Parliament should interrogate the Government on how sanctions can be used to help
deliver its missions, such as how a new green accountability regime could contribute
towards making Britain a clean energy superpower.

8. Parliament should conduct a cross-committee inquiry into the UK’s Magnitsky style
sanctions regimes for corruption and human rights abuses by the fifth anniversary of
these regimes coming into force, at the very latest.

9. Parliament should push for the Government to introduce a legislative requirement to
consider suggestions for sanctions designations made by certain Parliamentary
committees, as in the US.

How can Parliament most effectively conduct scrutiny of the FCDO’s sanctions
regimes? Of specific regimes? Or individual designations?

Cross committee scrutiny

1. A key challenge in scrutinising UK sanctions is that responsibilities for different aspects
of sanctions policy (led by the FCDO), as well as their implementation and enforcement
(involving the Office of Financial Sanctions Implementation in the Treasury, The Office of
Trade Sanctions Implementation in the Department of Business and Trade, the Home
Office for visa restrictions, and law enforcement agencies such as the National Crime
Agency for criminal enforcement) are held across departments and agencies.While
several parliamentary committees have heard evidence on sanctions, these inquiries
have generally been ad hoc and limited in scope. For example, the Treasury Select
Committee’s 2024 inquiry was confined to the effectiveness of financial sanctions with a
corresponding focus on OFSI, while it failed to invite evidence on the NCA’s Combatting
Kleptocracy Cell role in enforcing financial sanctions.

2. Parliamentary scrutiny of sanctions would be significantly enhanced if all Chairs of
select committees with a sanctions remit – including the Foreign Affairs Committee,
the Intelligence and Security Committee, the Treasury Select Committee, the Home
Affairs Committee and the Business and Trade Committee – collaborated regularly to
ensure the ongoing scrutiny of sanctions. This collaboration across parliamentary
committees would be essential to achieve a thorough, holistic analysis of the UK’s
sanctions regimes, including their enforcement, and could include coordinating a
comprehensive, cross-committee inquiry into the UK’s sanctions regimes.

An Independent Panel or Sanctions Commissioner

3. As well as through Parliament, robust scrutiny of sanctions could be bolstered by an
independent expert panel with the ability to make recommendations on FCDO
sanctions policy and targeting based on objective criteria in line with international law to
ensure consistency, fairness, and credibility in applying sanctions, as recommended by



the High-Level Panel of Legal Experts on Media Freedom’s report on the use of
Sanctions.1 This panel should also have an expert understanding of how to best counter
corruption and kleptocracy. Alternatively, the Government could appoint an Independent
Sanctions Commissioner, along the same lines as similar roles for terrorism and
anti-slavery. Scrutiny from Parliament combined with oversight by the independent panel
or Commissioner would help foster public confidence in the credibility of sanctions, and
act as a safeguard against any (perception of) politicised targeting through sanctions.

The role of parliament in assessing the impact of sanctions

4. Parliament could also conduct more effective scrutiny of sanctions regimes, including the
Global Anti-Corruption Regime (GAC) regime (a particular focus for Spotlight on
Corruption and ILP), by playing a greater role in assessing their impact and effectiveness
on the ground.

5. In particular, the Foreign Affairs Committee, in close collaboration with other relevant
Select Committees, could put a greater focus on gathering oral evidence from civil
society organisations (CSOs) in the Global South who are best placed to comment on
the impact that sanctions have in changing behaviour, shaping public debate and
political discourse, and empowering CSOs and journalists. A good place to start could be
to hear evidence from CSOs who made statements about the effect of the Government’s
recent sanctions under the GAC regime relating to Ukraine, Angola, Latvia, and
Zimbabwe.2

Lack of transparency around sanctions

6. The dearth of data about enforcement capacity, strategy and impact makes it very
difficult for Parliament or the public to assess how effectively sanctions are being
enforced. While there are sensitivities with disclosing specific information about ongoing
investigations and the independence of law enforcement agencies must be protected,
there is significant scope for greater transparency within these bounds.

7. In order to enhance public and parliamentary scrutiny of sanctions policy, implementation
and and enforcement, the government should establish a sanctions transparency
tracker that collates key data from across the UK sanctions landscape in a centralised,
searchable public database.

8. The tracker should be comprehensive in its coverage of all the UK’s sanctions regimes
and all government departments and agencies with sanctions responsibilities, while this

2 Spotlight on Corruption, 16 December 2024, Partners respond to UK’s latest anti-corruption sanctions
designations; 21 November 2024, Spotlight and partners welcome new government campaign on dirty
money

1Independent High Level panel of Legal experts on Media freedom, 13 February 2020, Report on the Use
of Targeted Sanctions to Protect Journalists



data should be disaggregated where appropriate to allow for finer-grained analysis of
specific regimes, actors and years. Data in the tracker should include:

a. The numbers of designated individuals and entities, broken down by sanctions
regime;

b. The value of assets frozen under sanctions, as recorded in OFSI’s annual frozen
asset review;

c. The impact of sanctions, such as export levels in sectors subject to trade
sanctions;

d. The general and specific licences issued by OFSI, including the number, total
value, regime and licensing grounds of specific applications received, withdrawn,
granted and refused;

e. The numbers of suspected breaches reported, live investigations, referrals to
other authorities, and resolved cases; and

f. The number, type and outcome of enforcement actions by different agencies
including administrative warnings, disclosure notices, civil monetary penalties or
settlements, criminal prosecutions, criminal and civil asset recovery.

Which aspects of sanctions policy would benefit most from broad and open discussion?

Flaws in the sanctions toolkit

9. The first aspect of sanctions policy which we think would benefit most from broad and
open discussion is potential design flaws of certain sanctions regimes. Two key areas
would benefit in particular:

a. The first is how limitations in the drafting of UK’s sanctions regulations may
reduce their applicability and usefulness. In the case of the GAC regime, the
regulations exclude corruption relating to abuse of function, trading in influence
and illicit enrichment (focusing instead on where there is a reasonable suspicion
of bribery or misappropriation of state property). While the breadth of the
definition of ‘involvement’ means this may not always be a barrier, the range of
corrupt activity - including state capture - that could be covered under the regime
would be significantly widened, and the regime made a more effective tool for
tackling impunity for corruption, if it included these offences.

b. Another part of the sanctions toolkit that would benefit from greater discussion is
whether more creative measures should be available to the Government to
maximise the effectiveness of sanctions. One such measure could be a ban
on designated persons using professional services in the UK, which would cause
major disruption to the DP and in some cases could be more effective than a full
asset freeze or visa ban given the UK's world leading role as a professional
service provider. For example, a professional services ban could be very useful
for targeting the UK nexus in a global corruption network when a kleptocrat may
not have assets in the UK or plan to travel to the UK, but uses UK lawyers,
banks, and PR companies. Overall, this would enhance the ability for sanctions



to be used in a more dynamic and tailored way to achieve a particular foreign
policy objective.

Law enforcement and sanctions

10. The second aspect which would benefit from further discussion is the interplay
between sanctions and law enforcement. We believe there is a strong case to be
made in some situations (such as regime changes from an authoritarian to more
democratic Government) to use sanctions to rapidly freeze assets and give time for law
enforcement in the UK and elsewhere to investigate any potential criminality in the
acquisition of those assets, which would otherwise risk being disposed before law
enforcement had time to gather the evidence necessary to freeze them. There is also an
important role for sanctions to be used in combination with law enforcement where
certain targets are beyond the reach of prosecution or civil recovery (for example if an
individual who would otherwise be prosecuted bases themselves in a jurisdiction without
an extradition treaty with the UK).

Sanctions and the Government’s missions

11. Finally, the Foreign Affairs Committee would be well placed to interrogate the
Government on how sanctions can be used to help deliver its missions.3 For
example, we do not believe that there has been sufficient public discussion about how
sanctions could contribute towards making Britain a clean energy superpower. The
energy transition and climate finance, which are central to this mission, are uniquely
vulnerable to the disruptive and harmful impacts of ‘green corruption’. Deploying existing
sanctions regimes such as the Global Anti-Corruption regime, or consider establishing a
new ‘green accountability’ regime, to target perpetrators of green corruption and the
professional enablers who facilitate it, would help protect this mission from those who
seek to undermine it.

How effective has parliamentary scrutiny of sanctions been in other parts of the world?
What has been the experience of other countries?

12. The five year anniversary of the Global Anti-Corruption Sanctions Regime coming into
effect will be April 2026, and we would strongly support an inquiry and report by a
cross-Parliamentary committee on this regime by this date at the very latest. The
Government could also consider introducing a legislative requirement to consider
suggestions for sanctions designations made by certain Parliamentary
committees, as in the US.

13. Five years after the introduction of the US' Global Magnitsky Program, an academic and
legal review led by International Lawyers Project conducted an empirical study of the

3 HM Government, Plan for Change: Milestones for Mission-Led Government



impact of the U.S. anti-corruption sanctions on 20 designees.4 This sanctions impact
research was the first-of-its-kind in providing findings and recommendations to add to
parliamentary and policymakers’ understanding of what Magnitsky-style corruption
sanctions can and do achieve based on empirical evidence. Independent research
conducted by independent sanctions experts could be similarly useful to the UK
parliament.

14. In Canada, there was a legal requirement to undertake a review of its ‘Sergei Magnitsky
Law and the Special Economic Measures Act’, which enables the Canadian Government
to impose sanctions on foreign nationals who are responsible for, or complicit in, gross
violations of human rights and acts of significant corruption, 5 years after it came into
force. The Canadian Parliament’s Standing Senate Committee on Foreign Affairs and
International Trade published this comprehensive review of this sanctions regime in
2023.5

15. A committee of the Australian Parliament has also very recently published a report on
the operation of its Magnitsky sanctions regime.6 In the US meanwhile, the Global
Magnitsky Act explicitly requires the President to consider information on potential
sanctions designations provided by certain Congressional committees.7
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7 Congressional Research Service, 11 July 2024, Human Rights and Anti-Corruption Sanctions: The
Global Magnitsky Human Rights Accountability Act

6 Parliament of Australia, 7 March 2025, Committee reports on the operation of Australia's
Magnitsky-style thematic sanctions

5 Report of the Senate Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade, May 2023,
Strengthening Canada’s Autonomous Sanctions Architecture: Five-Year Legislative Review of the Sergei
Magnitsky Law and the SpecialEconomic Measures Act

4 International Lawyers Project, 28 June 2023, A Journey of 20: An Empirical Study of the Impact of
Magnitsky Corruption Sanctions,


