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JANUARY 2023 

Welcome to our Winter Newsletter 

Dear Clients and Partners,  

Welcome to our first Newsletter for 2023 and here's wishing you 
all the very best for a happy and healthy year! 

Looking back, 2022 had many highlights for My Compliance 
Centre. We were delighted to be awarded Best Compliance 
Management System at the Compliance Register awards in 
September, a great recognition for the hard work of our team. We 
were also delighted Sunil Sehdev joined us as CEO at the end of 
the year. 2023 is a year we are looking forward to with renewed 
energy and enthusiasm as we look towards the ongoing growth of 
the company. 

Within the newsletter, in 'Meet Our CEO' - Sunil Sehdev gives us a 
glimpse of his key focus areas for this year and what he believes 
will drive the take up of compliance management software in the 
future. 

In our featured article, ‘They are looking in the wrong place’, Ben 
Mason, Founder of My Compliance Centre, compares the cost of 
what he calls ‘the biggest Regulatory scandal since the credit 
crunch’, with the cost of other high profile market failures, such as 
the recent collapse of FTX and concludes that it is just possible 
the authorities are looking in the wrong place in their attempt to 
fix the market. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Best Compliance Management System –  
Compliance Register awards in September 2022 

 

The FCA and the ICO, two critical 
regulators for everyone reading this article, 
have both recently laid out a vision for the 
future. Their vision is very different, 
however, and comparing the two offers a 
stark reminder of the pressure the FCA is 
under and is transferring to regulated 
firms.  Two regulators, two approaches 
compares the FCA and ICO’s respective 
approaches. 

The FCA, in particular, has had a very busy 
2022, in every sense. Our quarterly 
summary, Regulator Watch, is a high level 
analysis of what regulators have been up 
to, enforcement, supervision and their 
overall activity, juxtaposed with Ben 
Mason’s opinion and insight on the last 
quarter’s regulators activities. 

Our regular features include: 

• Quote of the Quarter - Sir Jon 
Cunliffe, Bank of England Deputy 
Governor, articulates just one of 
many angles as to why crypto 
currencies should be regulated. 

• Our System Update is here with 
new functionality and module 
version updates. 

• Our featured article - They are 
looking in the wrong place  

Wishing everyone the very best for the new year. 

Ben Mason 
Founder 
My Compliance Centre 
E:ben.mason@mycompliancecentre.com 
T: +44 (0) 20 8017 8273 
www.mycompliancecentre.com 
Follow us on LinkedIn 
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Meet Our CEO 
Sunil is a Chartered Engineer and has previously held senior posts at leading RegTech firms NICE 
Actimize and Star Compliance, playing an instrumental role in their growth and development. He has also 
worked out of both New York and London. 

Q: Tell me a little bit about your RegTech experience? 

A: I’ve been very fortunate to have worked across several segments within RegTech. Initially, helping 
Searchspace/Fortent to build a market leading AML & KYC solution deployed at the world’s largest banks 
and later managing its integration into the NICE Actimize AML/Case Manager suite of products. More 
recently I held an executive position with StarCompliance from the early stage of its evolution through to 
helping grow it into one of the market leading Employee Compliance solutions  

Q: Where do you see the RegTech market going? 

A: The increasing intrusiveness of the regulator and complexity of regulation, in particular for those with 
complex FCA permissions or international operations, has led to most firms engaging more compliance 
staff to solve their increasingly complex compliance challenges. This complexity is driving the adoption of 
compliance management systems. 

By way of comparison, if we look at the adoption of RegTech we can compare it to the early days of CRM 
systems like Salesforce, where organisations still managed their sales processes painstakingly through 
excel spreadsheets. Today, when running a sales team, deciding whether to adopt a sales management 
system isn’t a consideration, it’s a given. This is where RegTech and compliance management specifically is 
headed, and I expect most compliance teams will increasingly use automated technology solutions.    

Several market reports predict the RegTech market to grow from circa £7bn Billion in 2021 to >$20bn in 
2026.  Compliance Management software growth and adoption will mirror this trajectory. Further 
emphasising this growth is the increase in funds raised by RegTech companies from $7.8bn in 2020 to 
$18.9bn in 2021. 

We’re still in the early stages of technology adoption and its integral use within the core compliance 
management activities for many firms. Regulated firms will continue adopting technology solutions to solve 
their complex compliance needs. 

Q: Why did you join My Compliance Centre? 

A: Having first-hand experience of several Employee Compliance solutions, I always felt the market needed 
a solution whose focus was around the compliance department and their wider responsibilities, not just 
employees. Compliance monitoring, SMCR, Regulatory Change and other core compliance activities all 
need to be managed from within the same integrated system as employee compliance. Having met Ben, 
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the founder of My Compliance Centre, and listening to his views resonate with my observations you could 
say it was a meeting of minds. My Compliance Centre is heavily differentiated in that is has clearly been 
built by compliance professionals for compliance professionals, so My Compliance Centre is uniquely 
placed to understand the challenges facing compliance teams and deliver an integrated solution to 
address them.  

I initially visited the My Compliance Centre team for a general discussion at their offices only to find the 
conversations naturally flowed into working sessions suggesting we were all clearly aligned and a natural fit 
to work together. It’s been all systems go from day one and I’ve not looked back. 

Q: What’s the next innovation for Compliance Management Software and My Compliance Centre? 

A: The market needs a configurable and adaptable compliance management solution to fully automate the 
entire compliance management process. There are many point solutions, but nobody is bringing it together 
and allowing ad hoc processes to be built and managed centrally. My Compliance Centre is already a 
market leader with a number of compliance processes integrated into our solution. Our 2023 roadmap 
sees us building on this and meeting the needs of the market and continuing the trend of being market 
innovators and disruptors in the compliance management software space. 

Q: Is there anything else you’d like to share with our community? 

A: Quality customer service is key principle of mine. As we grow and welcome more clients into our 
community, I want to ensure every client continues to have access to the same great level of service and 
expertise. I’m also very much looking forward to meeting our client base. 

As we build out our roadmap, I also want to ensure we continue releasing quality products designed to 
automate, simplify, and manage the needs of a compliance department.  Automate, Simplify and Manage – 
words you will often hear me repeat! 

For more information, please contact Sunil Sehdev at sunil.sehdev@mycompliancecentre.com 

Featured Article: They are looking in the wrong place 

Written by Ben Mason, Founder, My Compliance Centre 

Arguably the biggest regulatory scandal since the credit crunch cost UK consumers £237m and has 
resulted in a significant tightening of the regulatory regime for firms that were already compliant. Ben 
Mason argues that the authorities are looking in the wrong place. Failures outside of the regulated sector 
are costing much more than those within it. 

£237m.  $9bn.  $33bn.  £130bn.  Remember these numbers.  

They all relate to financial services disasters – direct losses to investors and consumers. Just two of them 
relate to crypto.  

The mystery is why the UK authorities have acted so aggressively in response to the smallest of these 
failures but appear to be doing next to nothing about the bigger ones, over an extended period of time. 

mailto:sunil.sehdev@mycompliancecentre.com
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The Biggest Regulatory Scandal Since The Credit Crunch? 

A balanced evaluation of the various UK regulatory scandals since the credit crunch would probably see 
London Capital and Finance (LCF) come out ‘top’. This is not because of the amounts involved, but 
because of the handwringing and actions that followed the scandal.  

LCF sold unregulated mini-bonds to unsuspecting investors, marketing them as ISAs and using its cover as 
a regulated firm to make the mini-bonds look authentic. £237m was lost by investors when it turned out 
that the money was used to fund associated companies and not put to proper investment use. 

Dame Gloster was appointed to investigate the scandal and concluded that the regulator had failed in its 
duties in numerous ways.  The fallout has been a significant – and at times throttling for regulated firms. 
There has been a significant tightening of the FCA’s risk appetite, with innovative firms finding it much 
more difficult to get authorised and regulated firms having to live with a more intrusive regulator. Life has 
become really tough for the ‘good guys’, with the perennial problem that firms that want to comply and do 
the right thing face crippling compliance costs compared to those that take a different path. 

That all sounds like a big deal – so what is my point?  

£237m is Small Fry 

Devastating though it was for those that lost money, the £237m lost in the LCF scandal is microscopic 
compared to some of the failures in the crypto market in 2022.  

FTX, the cryptoasset exchange, hit the front pages in the Autumn when it lost $9bn of customers money. A 
staggering amount.  However, Chainalysis highlight that this is far from the biggest crypto scandal of 2022.  

The depegging of Terra’s UST token realised losses for investors of $20 billion. The collapse of Celsius and 
Three Arrows Capital (3AC) caused a mountainous $33 billion investor loss, all of which dwarves the 
damage done by the FTX scandal.  And you do not have to dig too much further to discover many other 
crypto failures, scandals and scams which have delivered additional huge losses to investors. The famous 
Mt. Gox theft and scandal was as far back as 2014. This is not new. 

The FTX fiasco reads like an incredibly long list of schoolboy-esque failures of internal systems and 
controls. I don’t believe this scale of failure would happen in any normal UK regulated firm (without 
deliberate fraud); I also don’t believe that the people responsible would get authorised in the UK. All of this 
would lead to the conclusion that this is why FTX were based off-shore: to duck on-shore regulation. But, in 
fact, FTX’s primary business activities are still not regulated in the UK specifically or in a number of other of 
major jurisdictions. 

Analysis by Chainalysis also highlights that it is ordinary investors and consumers who have been losing 
money, albeit from around the world and not necessarily UK based. But, with over 2m people in the UK 
owning cryptoassets, each global failure will have an impact here as well. A properly regulated local 
cryptoasset industry would help address this specific risk – that risk being that consumers lose huge 
quantities of money due to terrible corporate governance within their service provider, which proper 
regulation would fix to a large degree.  

The danger that we could have a failure of significant scale in the UK still exists and is not mitigated by 
regulation at the moment. 
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Why should the UK act?  And why has it not to date? 

Let’s be clear on the current position: the UK already regulates trading in all derivatives, including 
cryptoasset derivatives. It also requires crypto firms to register under the Money Laundering Regulations 
and applies a much more stringent approval process then it might otherwise do to those applying for this 
registration. (At the point of writing, 41 crypto firms are registered under the Money Laundering Regulations, 
of which 12 were registered in 2022.) 

And some further actions are now underway: a government enquiry into crypto has been ongoing for a few 
months; Stablecoins are to be regulated within the Payments regulatory framework and the promotion of 
cryptoassets is to be regulated in 2023.  

What is ‘surprising’, however, is that the basic activities of dealing in cryptoassets and the associated 
safeguarding of them, are only likely to be the subject of a future consultation – there are no concrete 
plans as yet. All of the consumer and market safeguards that would come with such regulation are to be 
further delayed.  

The other surprise about the current government enquiry is that the Treasury Select Committee has 
already carried out an expensive enquiry into cryptoassets in 2018, that looks incredibly similar to the one 
currently underway. Its recommendations were crystal clear.  

This is what the Rt Hon. Nicky Morgan MP, Chair of the Treasury Committee, said on 19th September 2018: 

‘Bitcoin and other crypto-assets exist in the Wild West industry of crypto-assets. This unregulated 
industry leaves investors facing numerous risks. 

Given the high price volatility, the hacking vulnerability of exchanges and the potential role in money 
laundering, the Treasury Committee strongly believes that regulation should be introduced. 

It's unsustainable for the Government and regulators to bumble along issuing feeble warnings to potential 
investors yet refrain from acting. 

At a minimum, regulation should address consumer protection and anti-money laundering. If the 
Government decides that crypto-asset growth should be encouraged, appropriate and proportionate 
regulation could see the UK become a global centre for this activity.’ 

That was over 4 years ago. What could be clearer?  

I am at a total loss. Given the scale of crypto failures, and the panic that sets in when there is a regulatory 
failure in the UK with a much less severe financial consequence, why are the British authorities not terrified 
that they might end up with a major, major failure on their hands, that dwarfs LCF and makes them look 
incompetent?  Particularly when the Select Committee has made such a clear recommendation 
previously.  

Surely, it is time to act decisively? 

You mentioned £130bn but have not explained it. Where did that come from? 

Having said all of the above, there are greater thefts, frauds and scandals still.  
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Richard Lloyd, as interim Chair of the FCA, stated that fraud costs the country ‘over £130bn a year’ and 
laments the massive under resourcing from the authorities into preventing it and begs the authorities to 
legislate and resource anti-fraud measures effectively.  £130bn a year. Just incredible.  

(By comparison, ‘just’ £88bn is laundered in the UK every year, making fraud a worse problem if viewed 
purely from a financial perspective.) 

Overall, I question whether the measures the authorities take in aggregate are truly proportionate to the 
risks the country faces and the damage done when these risks are not adequately addressed. The damage 
done outside the regulatory system dwarves the damage done inside it.   

 

 

Regulator Watch 

Regulator Activity - Q42022 

We like to keep an eye on our primary regulators and what they are up to. A useful starting point is just to 
examine regulators activity, as measured by their output of documents in scope of our monitoring.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Documents tracked by My Compliance Centre Regulatory Change Module 

Regulators like the PRA, EBA, EIOPA, ESMA and PSR normally tick along at about the same level of activity 
from quarter to quarter. 

The FCA, however, has grown its level of activity dramatically through 2022. At the end of Q1 2022, I noted 
that they had been a bit quiet, with an output of 65 documents (still comfortably the busiest of any 
regulator we monitor). However, Q4 2022 has seen this level of activity grow dramatically to 114 documents 
– a huge % increase through the year.  

Over recent years, the FCA has set a trend of issuing less Consultations than was historically the case and 
simply issuing Guidance instead, i.e. “we are not asking your opinion because we already know what we 
think.”  This trend continued in the last quarter with just 3 genuine Consultations issued compared to 13 
Guidance papers, not to mention the additional guidance the FCA offers via tools such as 'Dear CEO' letters 
(which it is now issuing at an enhanced rate). 
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Many regulated firms will think that this reflects what they have experienced in terms of FCA increasing 
their intrusiveness and approach to supervision through the year. 

Enforcement 

Enforcement in Q3 2022 was a bit slow, if measured in fines and other public action taken. Just £29m 
levied in fines by the FCA.   

However, they have more than made up for it in Q4 with a number of eye-catching interventions.  

The aggregate level of fines was £157m from the FCA alone – a 500% increase on Q3 and I suspect one of 
the FCA’s most “productive” quarters ever.  

Santander led the way with a staggering £107m fine for repeated AML failings and the notable trends 
continues to be AML failings (and small, overseas banks ongoing challenges with AML just seem to 
continue). 

Other noteworthy fines include market abuse failings and further progress on a Barclays fine for corruption 
in its capital raising process during the credit crunch 14 years ago! All retail firms should take note of the 
£2.4m fine received by Pembrokeshire Mortgage Centre (now in liquidation) for poor advice in relation to 
British Steel pensions. TSB’s £47m fine (two fines actually – one each from FCA and PRA) for IT failings 
should not go unmentioned, notwithstanding the £33m of redress it paid customers.  

The list goes on. 

Overall, the FCA has levied 26 fines in 2022 raising £216m. By way of comparison, in 2021 it levied just 10 
fines – but raising a whopping £567.7m – of which £566m came from just 4 fines courtesy of some of our 
bigger banks.  

My observation is that raised levels of enforcement in 2022 simply reflects the FCA’s more intrusive 
approach to Supervision. 

I’ve failed to mention any non-FCA regulator, but in fact the ICO is also active. It is just pursuing a more 
collaborative approach in some enforcement situations, an interesting dynamic.  

Looking internationally, Coinbase’s $100m settlement with the New York Financial regulator (for AML 
failings, of course) should not go unmentioned. Coinbase being a Cryptocurrency exchange and just part of 
the wider issues in the Cryptocurrency world.  
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Supervision 

And all that leads us to Supervision.  

Nikhil Rathi, CEO of the FCA, promised the FCA would be much more intrusive, and he has been true to his 
word.  'Dear CEO' letters have rained down on the industry. The FCA’s increasing use of attestations as part 
of its supervision strategy: from signing off on the existence of a Consumer Duty plan to confirmation by 
insurance companies that their pricing practices are compliant. The FCA’s expectations of all firms in 
supporting consumers through the cost-of-living crisis have, unsurprisingly, been made very clear.  

While there are numerous ongoing FCA interventions, particularly of note is the threat to the traditional 
Appointed Representative model, which allows (normally) small firms to be unregulated, operating under 
another firm’s “umbrella”. After many years of threatening action in this area, some is finally being taken, in 
response to the Greensill scandal. The impact of this will be to reduce the number of Appointed 
Representative platforms, with those that remain pickier about whom they accept on their platform. The 
knock-on impact of that is making it more difficult for new firms to get into business. More will be 
announced about all of this as the FCA completes its investigation. 

Overall, the FCA’s promised intrusive approach is coming through and levels of compliance need to be sky 
high in any high risk or consumer facing sector or firms are at risk of serious intrusion by the FCA.  

(And I won’t mention the new firm authorisation process. This has become very difficult in certain sectors; 
again, as promised by Mr Rathi.) 

Political Intervention 

Despite the FCA’s high levels of activity, the most notable aspect of regulation over the last few months 
has been the level of political intervention. 

What is highly predictable is that a new government promises a bonfire of red tape. 

What is a lot less predictable is that they have come up with a bundle of reforms that might make sense 
and take us forward.  The Edinburgh reforms, overall, appear to be very sensible.  (I would be interested to 
know if anyone disagrees?). 

I am interested to see the proposed changes to the SMCR. To date they have been muted but not detailed. 
My perception is that SMCR has been a success in driving better conduct within the industry through 
enhanced accountability. I read in the FT that SMCR was a failure because there had not been an increase 
in enforcement. I would have thought that was a measure of success? I could sympathise with any firm 
thinking “why did we go through all that pain and cost to implement SMCR if they then change it so soon 
after.”  Let’s see what the concrete proposals bring when they arrive. 

There is also an ongoing “circular reference”, between political ambition and regulatory reality.  

What is clear is that there is a drive from politicians to ease regulation… which flies in the face of what is 
actually happening at the FCA.  

What is actually happening at the FCA is a tightening of regulation, brought on by the Gloster report which 
was… commissioned by politicians.  

It’s a circular reference we have seen many times.  
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At the same time, there is a nonsensical (as I see it) proposal to somehow increase accountability to the 
FCA for regulatory failures. We already have numerous checks and balances in the system (i.e. the FSCS) 
and increasing accountability at the FCA will only further tighten their risk appetite and increase their level 
of aggression against firms, raising the cost of compliance, making us less competitive as a country and 
weakening our financial services sector.  

I don’t get it. I have previously written 'They are looking in the wrong place' about how the cost of failures 
outside the regulatory system dwarves those within it and how (in my view) the authorities are not 
prioritising effectively. 

System Updates in Q4 2023 
Jenny Kenlin, Head of Customer Engagement 
 
17 January 2023 

Central to everything we do at My Compliance Centre is, of course, the functionality of our system. This is 
something we work on day in, day out, in partnership with our fantastic clients who provide so much 
feedback, thoughts and fresh ideas.  

We are excited to share that My Compliance Centre received a number of system updates in the last 
quarter, with some major developments planned over the next few months.  

My Compliance Centre System Releases: October – December 2022 

Filechecker 

• Related individuals - this new functionality allows users to be linked to the file and where 
permissions allows a user to see the completed file and related tasks. 

• Bulk Uploader – This functionality has been extended to allow Managers and Senior managers to 
upload files for their team or group. 

• We have added functionality for admin managers whereby files that have been completed 
previously can now be edited and updated. This will allow for simple mistakes to be rectified rather 
than having to move the file through the QA process. 

 Boards and Committees 

• Changes to the team role and following discussion with clients, we have opened up the system to 
allow any member of a committee to view and edit meetings, add documentation and actions as 
required. 

• Tasks/Actions from meetings to be assigned to multiple users - New functionality allows a single 
task to be distributed to several staff. 

• Updates to the email tracking for Accept/Decline for meetings - When enabled within the module, 
when emails for meetings are sent with an attached ics. file, when a calendar invite is accepted or 
declined by users this will now be reflected within the system. 

Gifts 

A new release of this module brings a new enhanced approval workflow: 

• Two Level Approval 

%5bsitetree_link,id=221%5d
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• Differing Approval Levels 
• New Settings and Configuration 

When enabled within the module, emails for meetings are sent with an attached ics. file, when a calendar 
invite is accepted or declined by users, this will now be reflected within the system. 

Attestations 

Considerable changes have been made to the Questions Manager section of the Attestation module. This 
will allow more flexibility when setting up question sets. The amendments allow: 

• Easy view of the sections and questions linked to a question set. 
• The ability to:  

o Choose correct (positive) responses 
o Force Comments ad Attachments on responses 
o Choose whether N/A options are required 
o Choose to flag attestations or questions as required 

Our sincere thanks to all our clients who provide such great feedback that enables us to enhance our 
system and make these improvements become a reality. 

Two regulators, Two Approaches 

Written by Ben Mason, Founder, My Compliance Centre 

Most people reading this will be aware of the critical work carried out by the FCA and ICO. My Compliance 
Centre Founder, Ben Mason, explains the significant differences in their approach and explains why those 
differences exist. 

Regulators like to set out their vision of the future and most people reading this article will experience the 
FCA’s approach daily and already have a good idea of where they are heading.  

Most of us are also aware of the need for world class regulation of the use of personal data: we have 
watched “The Capture”, we see CCTV cameras everywhere, we click “Accept All” 20 times a day when we 
visit new websites, and so on.  

This is regulated by the Information Commissioners Office (ICO).  

It’s interesting to compare the approaches of the FCA and the ICO.  They are equally important, but do 
they plan to do the job in the same way? 

The FCA’s future approach has been described in detail by Nikhil Rathi, the CEO, over many 
speeches.  And, the ICO’s approach was described in 2022 by New Zealander John Edwards, the 
Information Commissioner, in his “ICO25” plan.  In some areas the difference between the regulators could 
not be starker.  

Let’s take a look.  

Is there a difference in primary objectives? 

The differences start with both organisations’ primary objectives.  
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The FCA’s primary objectives are to empower and protect consumers and support the integrity of financial 
markets. 

The ICO is also ALL about empowerment.  However, in a very different way.  The ICO seeks to empower all 
parties, including those it regulates.  

This is a different approach and sets the scene for what is to come. 

How do the FCA and ICO approach those they Regulate? 

The ICO wants to empower those it regulates through some incredibly positive policies:  

• Creating central training for all. 
• Creating a database of all the advice they provide to organisations and the public. 
• Investment in a series of services, tools and initiatives to enable organisations to benefit from the 

ICO’s advice and the experience of others. 
• Publishing their internal data protection and freedom of information training materials. 
• Providing certainty to those they regulate – citing tax regulators as an example to follow. 

The FCA by contrast has ‘negative KPIs’. These include reducing the number of firms that are regulated 
(essentially it is targeting itself with putting regulated firms out of business) and increasing the number of 
applications it prevents from getting authorised. These measures have been taken in response to political 
pressure applied when things go wrong.  

The differences between the two regulators appear very strong - one regulator wanting to empower those 
it regulates and another judging its success by the wounds it inflicts on the regulated population. 

The Cost of Compliance 

The Regulators Code requires all regulators to reduce the cost of compliance to the regulated. This applies 
to both the FCA and ICO. 

However, this is not enforced (to the best of my knowledge) and I simply don’t believe it is a concern for 
the FCA, given all the other pressures it is under.  I have asked many current and ex-regulators about this 
point, and they look at me a bit non-plussed, as if it is not a thing.  But it is a thing – they just ignore it.  

By contrast, the Information Commissioner has challenged his team to save the firms it regulates £100m in 
compliance costs.  

That is admirable, and a very different approach to the FCA.  

Giving Certainty to the Regulated 

The ICO’s policy is to provide clear advice to those it regulates so they have certainty and can execute 
their business plans with confidence. 

The FCA, by contrast, cannot aspire to such principles. Essentially, many firms applying for their initial 
authorisation must gamble huge amounts of time and money with no guarantee that they will get 
authorised. The challenge of long processing times for new applications and the potential for the FCA to 
change their risk appetite mid-application are well-known issues within the compliance advisory 
community.   
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Why is it so different? 

A summary of the analysis above is simply that the ICO is more open and supportive than the FCA. 
However, I would not want anyone reading this to think that I am simply making casual criticisms of the 
FCA. This happens too often and criticisms of the FCA are often uninformed. 

It is true that the FCA has a more negative outlook, but it is also true that there are very strong reasons for 
this.  The FCA is continually caught between a rock and a hard place, trying to balance the different 
pressures on it from politicians, public enquiries, and firms’ misconduct. Everything that goes wrong is 
blamed on the FCA.  It’s only way out is to tighten regulation, be more intrusive in its approach and look to 
take action which acts as a deterrent to the ‘bad guys’.  

The ICO, by comparison, has recently reduced its use of fines in favour of different approaches to 
enforcement, without suffering overbearing criticism.  It is under pressure, but a different level of 
pressure.  As a result, it is able to present a far more positive and open approach, to support those it 
regulates, rather than looking to impose itself on them. 

Either way, and while there may well be good reasons for it, the FCA and the ICO are treading two very 
different paths.  

Quote of the Quarter 

Our quote of the quarter reflects something we have comments on often – the need to regulate crypto 
currencies like other parts of financial services.  

Numerous luminaries argue that cryptos should not be regulated – and given ten years of inactivity by the 
British government, implicitly they agree. 

However, Sir Jon Cunliffe, Bank of England Deputy Governor, sees it differently and articulates very clearly 
just one of many angles as to why crypto currencies should be regulated: 

“We had banks and investment funds and others who wanted to invest in it and I think we 
should think about regulation before it becomes integrated with the financial system and 
before it becomes a systemic problem.” 

Bank of England Deputy Governor Sir Jon Cunliffe  

Ends 

 

 

  

 


