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Hozzajarulas azonositdja: a1132b9b-8b5c-4e2f-b1a2-daef5750268¢c
Datum: 2026.03.01. 14:09:34

Nyilvanos konzultacio az (EU) 2024/1624
rendelet 28. cikkének (1) bekezdése szerinti
ugyfél-atvilagitasi szabalyozastechnikai
standardtervezetrol

A csillaggal (*) jelolt mezék kitdltése kotelezb.

AMLA

Anti-Money Laundering
Authority

Nyilvanos konzultacio az ugyfél-atvilagitasrol szolé szabalyozastechnikai
standardtervezetrdl a pénzmosas elleni rendelet 28. cikkének (1)
bekezdése alapjan

A konzultacié célja

Az AMLA visszajelzést szeretne kapni az (EU) 2024/1624 rendelet (https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1624/oj/eng) (,LAMLR”) 28. cikkének (1) bekezdése szerinti szabalyozastechnikai
standardtervezet rendelkezéseivel kapcsolatban, és kiilondsen az alabbiakban meghatarozott konkrét
kérdésekkel kapcsolatban.

A hozzaszéblasok akkor a leghasznosabbak, ha:
« valaszoljon a feltett kérdésre;
« jeldlje meg azt a konkrét pontot, amelyre a megjegyzés vonatkozik;
« egyértelmi indoklast tartalmaz;
» bizonyitékokkal tamassza ala a kifejtett nézeteket/javasolt indoklast; és
« [rja le az AMLA altal megfontolandé alternativ szabalyozasi lehetéségeket.

Az észrevételeket 2026. majus 8- an , 23:59-ig (k6zép-eurdpai id6) kell elkildeni .

Személyes adatok védelme:

Az AMLA altali személyes adatok kezelése tekintetében az egyének védelme az (EU) 2018/1725 rendeleten
alapul. A személyes adatok kezelésével kapcsolatos tovabbi informaciok az Adatvédelmi Tajékoztatoban
talalhatok.

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/printcontribution?code=a1132b9b-8b5c-4e2f-b1a2-daef5750268c 1/10


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1624/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1624/oj/eng

2026. 03. 01. 14:09 EUSurvey - Felmérés

Minden jogi részlet megtalalhaté a Kilénés Adatvédelmi Nyilatkozatunkban (SPS)
(https://www.amla.europa.eu/document/download/50aff776-8ab8-4904-a417-e638e52f3f83 en?
filename=AMLA%Z20Privacy%20Statement%20Public%20Consultation%20Art%2028%281%29.pdf) .

Hogyan adjunk visszajelzést
A csillaggal (*) jeldlt mezék kitdltése kotelezd. Ha egy kérdés nem relevans az On szamara, kérjk,
valaszoljon a ,NA” lehet6séggel.

A visszajelzések hatékony és eredményes elemzéséhez kérdbives formatumot hasznalunk. Emiatt a
dokumentumok feltdltése nem engedélyezett ehhez a feladathoz, és kérjiuk, hogy ossza meg észrevételeit
kozvetlenll a kérdbiven beldl.

Felhivjuk figyelmét, hogy hozzaszolasa beklldésével On tudomasul veszi, hogy az az AMLA weboldalan
kozzétételre kerll. A hozzaszolasokat mindig kdzzétesszik. A hozzaszolasukat benyujté szervezetek nevét
is mindig k6zzétesszik. A hozzaszdlast benyujtd természetes személy nevét kozzétesszik, kivéve, ha
kifogast emel a kozzététel ellen. Keérjuk, tartézkodjon a kért adatokon tuli tovabbi személyes adatok
megadasatol. Kilondsen kérjik, tartézkodjon a bizalmas informaciok vagy a személyes adatok kildnleges
kategoriainak (azaz a ,faji vagy etnikai szarmazasra, politikai véleményre, vallasi vagy filozofiai
meggy6zbdésre vagy szakszervezeti tagsagra utalé személyes adatok, valamint a genetikai adatok, a
természetes személy egyedi azonositasat célzé biometrikus adatok, az egészségligyi adatok vagy a
természetes személy szexualis életére vagy szexudlis iranyultsagara vonatkozoé adatok” feldolgozasatal).
Az On e-mail cimét soha nem tessziik k6zzé.

A kozzététel elétt az AMLA munkatarsai korlatozott szlirést végeznek az dsszes bekildott hozzaszoélason,
kizarélag a nem megfelel6 bekiildések kisziirése céljabdl. Ezt kbvetden a valaszok kdzvetlenil az AMLA
nyilvanos konzultacios oldalan érheték el a nyilvanossag szamara.

Felhivjuk figyelmét, hogy hozzaszolasa a dokumentumokhoz vald hozzaférés iranti kérelem targyat
képezheti az Eurdpai Parlament és a Tanacs (EU) 2018/1725 rendelete (2018. oktdber 23.) a természetes
személyeknek a személyes adatok unids intézmények, szervek, hivatalok és igyndkségek altali kezelése
tekintetében torténé védelmérdl és az ilyen adatok szabad aramlasarol, valamint a 45/2001/EK rendelet és
az 1247/2002/EK hatarozat hatalyon kivil helyezésérél értelmében.

Nyelvi nyilatkozat

Az AMLA az EU 0Osszes hivatalos nyelvén fogadja a bekuldott anyagokat. A nyilvanos konzultacio
megjelenitett nyelvét az EU Survey platform jobb fels6 sarkaban talalhaté nyelvvalasztoval modosithatja.
Felhivjuk figyelmét, hogy az angoltdl eltéré 6sszes nyelvi valtozat gépi forditassal készlilt, és
pontatlansagokat tartalmazhat. Kétség esetén kérjik, tekintse meg az angol nyelvi valtozatot.

Ha problémaba Utkozik a valaszok bekuldése soran, kérjik, vegye fel veliink a kapcsolatot e-mailben a
public.consultations@amla.europa.eu cimen legkésébb 48 éraval a konzultacids idészak hatarideje el6tt.

1. szakasz — Valaszaddi profil

*Ezt a hozzajarulast a kdvetkez6k nyuijtjak:

Egy személy

*Személy keresztneve (egyéni valaszado vagy szervezet képviselje)
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maximum 100 karakter

Zsolt

*Szemeély vezetékneve (egyéni valaszadd vagy szervezet képviselje)
maximum 100 karakter

Ruszin

*E-mail cim (felhivjuk figyelmét, hogy az e-mail cimét nem tessziik kb6zz¢é)
maximum 100 karakter

zsolt@ruszin.hu

*A kereszt- és vezetéknév kozzététele
Hozzajarulok a nevem és vezetéknevem nyilvanossagra hozatalahoz (vegye figyelembe, hogy az e-
mail cimét soha nem tesszik k6zzé).
A hozzaszélast a nevem és a vezetéknevem nélkil kézzéteszem (vegye figyelembe, hogy az e-mail
cimét soha nem tesszik kdzzé).

*Which of the following best describes your activity or organisation? Obliged entities are those listed in Article
3 of Regulation (EU) 2024/1624 (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1624/oj/eng).
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

*Non-financial sector
Maximum 14 selection(s)

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 professionnals
Traders in precious metals and stones
Traders in high-value goods
Gambling service providers
Crowdfunding service providers and crowdfunding intermediaries
Traders or intermediaries in the trade or storage of 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
Football clubs
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*Please select the country from which you or your organisation carry out your main activities:

Hungary

*Please indicate the size of your entity.
Micro-enterprise (an enterprise that employs fewer than 10 persons and whose annual turnover or
annual balance sheet total does not exceed EUR 2 million)
Small enterprise (an enterprise that employs fewer than 50 persons and whose annual turnover or
annual balance sheet total does not exceed EUR 10 million)
Medium-sized enterprise (an enterprise that employs fewer than 250 persons and either has an
annual turnover that does not exceed EUR 50 million, or an annual balance sheet not exceeding EUR
43 million)
Large enterprise (an enterprise larger than medium-sized enterprise in the respective aspects)
Sole-professional (including sole-professionals that employ staff)

Section 2 - Substantive comments on the draft Regulatory
Technical Standards

*1. Do you agree that the proposals set out in these draft RTS can be applied across the range of products
and services provided by your obliged entity?
If you do not agree, please:
(i) explain why the current proposals do not provide sufficient flexibility; and
(i) provide concrete drafting proposals and explain why the specific measures you propose would be more
appropriate.

Provisions that are clearly marked as applying only to a specific sector or service should not be taken into
consideration if they do not impact your sector.
5,000 character(s) maximum

I do not fully agree. The draft applies a largely uniform customer due diligence
structure across all products and services, while the actual level of risk and
control differs significantly between financial and non-financial sectors. In
many cases - especially project-based, one-off or purely administrative
engagements - there is no ongoing business relationship, no control over client

funds and no effective insight into the client’s financial operations.

The current wording does not provide sufficient flexibility to address these

differences.

Proposed drafting direction: the standards should explicitly state that the
depth of due diligence must be proportionate to the obliged entity’s actual
level of control and access to client funds or transaction decision-making. This

would ensure proportional application and practical enforceability.

*2. Do you agree that the proposals set out in these draft RTS allow for the effective application of a risk-
based approach towards compliance with AML/CFT requirements?
If you do not agree, please:
(i) specify the provisions concerned; and
(i) provide concrete drafting proposals and explain why the specific measures you propose would be more
appropriate.
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5,000 character(s) maximum

I partially agree. While the draft refers to a risk-based approach, several
provisions effectively establish minimum data collection requirements that apply

even in low-risk situations. This limits genuine risk-based discretion.

A truly risk-based approach would allow obliged entities, on the basis of a
documented risk assessment, to omit certain information where it is not relevant

to the identified risk profile.

Proposed clarification: the text should expressly state that, in low-risk
situations and subject to proper documentation, certain data collection elements
may be reduced or omitted.

*3. Considering the nature of your business, including its size, risks, and complexity, are there any situations
where the information to be collected for the purposes of customer due diligence as proposed in these draft
RTS is routinely unavailable and the proposals in these draft RTS do not provide an alternative solution? If
so, please provide concrete examples of such situations and your proposals for alternative solutions.

5,000 character(s) maximum

Yes, such situations exist, particularly for non-financial obliged entities. In
many cases, full information on source of wealth, source of funds or overall
financial background is not routinely available because the service provider
does not handle client funds and has no visibility over the client’s broader

financial structure.

The draft does not clearly address situations where information is objectively

inaccessible.

Proposed solution: where the obliged entity has no practical access to specific
data, client declarations or other proportionate verification methods should be

accepted, provided there are no inconsistencies or specific risk indicators.

*4. Considering AMLA’s legal mandate in Article 28(1) of Regulation (EU) 2024/1624, and taking into account
your obliged entities’ products offered and service provided, what other simplified due diligence measures
should be included in the draft RTS, for example because of the associated lower ML/TF risks of these
products and services? Please provide concrete drafting proposals and rationale for the specific measures
you would propose.

5,000 character(s) maximum

Additional simplified due diligence measures would be appropriate for products
and services that present demonstrably lower ML/TF risk, particularly where the

obliged entity does not handle client funds and does not execute transactions.

Proposed drafting direction: simplified due diligence should automatically apply
to services that are purely administrative, technical or advisory in nature and
do not involve control over financial flows. This would enhance proportionality
and reduce unnecessary compliance burdens.

*5. 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.

5,000 character(s) maximum
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Several provisions introduce detailed data collection and documentation
requirements without clearly demonstrating their direct impact on improving the
effectiveness of money laundering detection.

For each additional information requirement, proportionality, practical
accessibility and measurable risk-mitigation value should be explicitly

assessed.

The objective of AML/CFT regulation should be the management of real risks, not
the expansion of administrative compliance obligations as an end in itself. The
standards should therefore explicitly reinforce the scope for risk-based

discretion.

Section 3 - Additional substantive input

Use this section to provide feedback on specific articles of the draft RTS, in case these were not already
covered in your responses to the previous questions.

For each reply, please describe the issue identified, indicating, where relevant, whether it relates to legal
certainty, proportionality, technical implementation or other factors. You are kindly asked to provide
alternative drafting proposals and to explain why your proposal would be more appropriate.

Do you have any comments on a specific article in the draft RTS? There is no need to repeat comments
made in the previous sections of this survey.

*Please state the article number in simple figures, without referring to the subparagraphs or points (e.g. '3' or

'21")

Yes
No

Only values between 1 and 33 are allowed

6

*Please share your comments below, specifying the subparagraph and point, if applicable (e.g. paragraph 1

point (a)).
5,000 character(s) maximum
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Article 6 appears to assume that obliged entities have effective control over
client onboarding comparable to financial institutions. This assumption does not
reflect the operational reality of accounting service providers. Accounting
firms typically enter into engagements after business relationships already
exist and do not control client identification channels or financial
transactions.

Requiring accounting service providers to implement technically demanding
identification and verification measures creates obligations that are
disconnected from their actual role and risk exposure. The provision therefore
risks transforming accounting firms into quasi-financial intermediaries without

granting them equivalent access to information or control mechanisms.

The article should explicitly recognise sectoral differences and limit enhanced
identification requirements to entities that initiate or control financial
transactions. Otherwise, the rule undermines proportionality and creates

compliance obligations without corresponding risk mitigation benefits.

Do you have any other comments on a specific article in the draft RTS?
Yes
No

*Please state the article number in simple figures, without referring to the subparagraphs or points (e.g. '3' or
l21 l)
Only values between 1 and 33 are allowed

11

*Please share your comments below, specifying the subparagraph and point, if applicable (e.g. paragraph 1

point (a)).
5,000 character(s) maximum

The concept of “complex ownership or control structure” lacks legal certainty
when applied to accounting service providers. Accountants frequently work with
multi-layer corporate structures that arise from legitimate tax, investment or
international business considerations and do not indicate elevated ML/TF risk.

The current wording risks automatic escalation of due diligence obligations
based solely on structural characteristics rather than identifiable risk
indicators. This encourages formalistic compliance and excessive documentation

instead of meaningful risk assessment.

The article should clarify that structural complexity alone does not justify
enhanced measures unless accompanied by specific risk indicators accessible to
the obliged entity.

Do you have any other comments on a specific article in the draft RTS?
Yes

No
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*Please state the article number in simple figures, without referring to the subparagraphs or points (e.g. '3' or
l21 l)
Only values between 1 and 33 are allowed

18

*Please share your comments below, specifying the subparagraph and point, if applicable (e.g. paragraph 1
point (a)).
5,000 character(s) maximum

Article 18 requires extensive information regarding the purpose of the
relationship and the source and destination of funds. For accounting firms, such
information is often neither available nor verifiable, as accountants do not

monitor transactions in real time and do not control client financial flows.

The provision effectively obliges accounting firms to collect information beyond
their professional access and competence, creating liability for information

asymmetry rather than for risk management failures.

The article should explicitly allow reliance on client declarations and limit

information requirements to data reasonably accessible within the scope of
accounting services.

Do you have any other comments on a specific article in the draft RTS?
Yes

No

*Please state the article number in simple figures, without referring to the subparagraphs or points (e.g. '3' or
l21 l)
Only values between 1 and 33 are allowed

27

*Please share your comments below, specifying the subparagraph and point, if applicable (e.g. paragraph 1
point (a)).
5,000 character(s) maximum

The expectations regarding source of wealth and source of funds verification in
higher-risk situations appear calibrated to financial institutions rather than
accounting service providers. Accountants typically lack investigative powers,
independent verification tools and transactional visibility necessary to

substantiate wealth origin beyond reasonable professional judgment.

Without clarification, the provision risks imposing an evidentiary standard
approaching proof of legality, which exceeds the role of private service

providers and shifts investigative responsibilities from authorities to
accountants.

The article should clarify that the required standard is reasonable assurance

based on available information, not verification equivalent to investigative
confirmation.
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Do you have any other comments on a specific article in the draft RTS?
Yes
No

Do you have any comments on the recitals? The recitals are the statements at the start of the draft RTS and
are numbered from (1) to (25).

Yes

No

Do you have any comments on the Annex in the draft RTS?
Yes
No

Section 4 - Overall assessment

*How would you rate the proposals set out in the draft RTS overall?
Inadequate
Somewhat inadequate
Neutral
Good
Excellent

Would the implementation of the draft RTS generate any of the following additional costs beyond the
adjustments that would be required to implement the rules set out in Chapter Il of Regulation (EU)
2024/1624 (customer due diligence)?

This question is aimed at understanding the additional costs stemming from the implementation of these
specific draft RTS, rather than the additional costs stemming from the provisions of Regulation (EU)
2024/1624. We are interested in understanding the additional costs arising from the implementation of the
draft RTS for your obliged entity. Please provide your responses with this context in mind.

For this survey, “costs” refer to the financial and resource implications your entity may face in implementing
the draft RTS, including both initial setup efforts and ongoing operational commitments. Examples of one-off
costs include amending policies and procedures, system upgrades, staff training or consultancy fees.
Examples of recurring costs may include additional reporting, monitoring, software subscriptions, or
allocation of additional full-time equivalent resources, etc.

Please describe and substantiate the specific costs you foresee when implementing the provisions of these

draft RTS.
Manageable Disruptive No significant Not applicable/no
impact impact additional costs information available
One-off
implementation
costs

Recurrent costs
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*Please justify your answer to the previous question and provide evidence where possible.

The implementation of the draft RTS would generate significant additional costs
for accounting service providers beyond those already arising from Regulation
(EU) 2024/1624.

Az egyszeri koltségek magukban foglalndk a belsd pénzmoséds elleni eljaréasok
jelentdés felilvizsgdlatéat, az lUgyfél-bevezetési folyamatok Ujratervezését,
azonositési és szlUrdbszoftverek beszerzését vagy frissitését, valamint a
személyzet széleskdrd képzését. A konyveldcégeknek kiilséd jogl és megfeleldségi
tanédcsadésra is sziikségik lenne az elsdsorban pénzigyi intézményekre, nem pedig

professziondlis szolgdltatdkra szabott kotelezettségek értelmezéséhez.

Ismétldds koltségek meriilnének fel a folyamatos monitoring kotelezettségekbdl,
az Ugyféladatok ismételt frissitésébdl, a szigorubb dokumenticids
kovetelményekbdl és a folyamatos szlrési tevékenységekbdl. Ezek a feladatok
tovabbi személyzeti erdéforradsok allokdlasdt tennék sziikségessé, annak ellenére,
hogy a koényvel&dcégek nem ellendrzik az lgyfelek pénzeszkdzeit, és nem hajtanak

végre tranzakcidkat.

A kis- és kozépvallalkozasok szamdra a megfelelési tevékenységek egyre inkdbb a
professziondlis kdnyvelési szolgdltatédsoktdl az adminisztrativ kockdzati
dokumenticid felé terelnék az erb6forradsokat. A szabdlyozadstechnikai standardok
tervezete ezért strukturdlis megfelelési terhet hoz létre anélkil, hogy tovabbi
vizsgdlati hataskdrdket vagy a pénzigyili informacidkhoz vald hozzadférést
biztositana a ML/TF kockdzatok érdemi mérsékléséhez.

Ennek eredményeként a tobbletkdltségek ardnytalannak tlnnek a szémviteli
szolgaltatédsokkal kapcsolatos tényleges kockézati kitettséghez képest, és

negativan befolyadsolhatjdk a kisebb kotelezett szolgdltatdk piaci hozzaférését

és mikodési fenntarthatdsagat.

K6sz6ndm szépen a visszajelzését.

Erintkezés

Kapcsolatfelvételi Grlap (/eusurvey/runner/contactform/ConsultationDraftRTSonCDD)
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