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1.1 For the reasons given in this First Supervisory Notice, and pursuant to regulation
11(1) of the Electronic Money Regulations 2011 (the "EMR"), the Financial Conduct
Authority (“the Authority”) has decided to vary the authorisation granted to
Paywiser Limited (the “Firm”) pursuant to Part 2 of the EMR by imposing the
following requirements (the “Requirements”) on the Firm with immediate effect.

Restriction on electronic-money and payment services

1) The Firm must not register, onboard or provide regulated electronic money or
payment services (either directly or through outsourced partners) to any new
customers without the prior written consent of the Authority.
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2)

The Firm must not provide any regulated electronic money or payment services
(either directly or through outsourced partners) to any existing customers,
without the prior written consent of the Authority.

Notification requirements

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

The Firm must by 12pm on 10 October 2025 notify in writing all customers,
banking partners, payment services providers or any other relevant person of
the imposition and effect of these Requirement in a form to be agreed in
advance with the Authority.

By 12pm on 10 October 2025, the Firm must:

a) Ensure that a prominent notice is displayed on the front page of its website,
and any website that it controls, in terms, font and size to be agreed with
the Authority, outlining the effect of the Requirements and providing a link
to the relevant website and entry in the Financial Services Register relating
to the Firm where the terms of those Requirements will appear.

b) Ensure that, when any client of the Firm enters login details to access an
account, a prominent notice is immediately displayed to the client, in terms,
font and size to be agreed with the Authority, outlining the effect of the
Requirements and providing a link to the relevant website address of the
entry in the Financial Services Register relating to the Firm, where the
terms of these Requirements will appear.

Within 24 hours of the notifications at Requirements 3 and 4 being made, the
Firm must provide the Authority with:

a) copies of the template notification sent to all recipients; and

b) confirmation that, to the best of its knowledge, the Firm has sent
notifications pursuant to the Requirements 3 and 4.

The Firm shall send to the Authority via email by 12 noon every Friday,
beginning on 10 October 2025 until such time as it is notified otherwise in
writing by the Authority up-to-date bank statements for all the Firm’s bank,
payments or electronic money accounts.

By 12pm on 14 October 2025 the Firm must provide written confirmation to
the Authority that it is in compliance with the Requirements.

Secure records

8)

The Firm must secure all books and records, preserve information
and systems, and must retain such records in a form and at a location within
the UK, to be notified to the Authority in writing no later than seven days after
these Requirements come into force, such that they can be provided to the
Authority, or to a person named by the Authority, promptly on its request.

For the reasons given in this FSN, and pursuant to regulation 74C of the Money
Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information on the Payer)
Regulations 2017 (“the MLR"), the Authority has decided to impose the following
direction (“the Direction”) on the Firm with immediate effect.

Direction
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9) The Firm must not carry on any cryptoasset business for which it would require
registration with the Authority under regulation 56(1)(f) of the MLR.

These Requirements shall take immediate effect and remain in force unless and
until varied or cancelled by the Authority (either on the application of the Firm or
of the Authority’s own volition).

REASONS FOR ACTION
Summary

The Authority has concluded, on the basis of the facts and matters described below,
that it is necessary to vary the Firm’s authorisation by imposing the Requirements
because it appears that:

a) pursuant to regulation 11(1)(a) of the EMR the Firm no longer meets, or it is
unlikely to continue to meet, the conditions for authorisation under regulation
6(4) to (8) of the EMR (the “Conditions for Authorisation”); and

b) it is desirable in order to protect the interests of consumers pursuant to
regulation 11(1)(d) of the EMR.

The Authority has also concluded, on the basis of the facts and matters described
below, that it is necessary to exercise its power under regulation 74C(5)(a) of the
MLR to impose a direction on the Firm in order to remedy a failure to comply with
a requirement under the MLR.

The Authority has identified serious concerns about the Firm including that it
appears that the Firm may not have:

a) effective procedures to identify, manage, monitor and report any risks to which
it might be exposed (regulation 6(6)(b) of the PSR); or

b) adequate internal risk control mechanisms, including sound administrative, risk
management, and accounting procedures (regulation 6(6)(c) of the PSR),

which are comprehensive and proportionate to the nature, scale and complexity of
electronic money to be issued and payment services to be provided by the Firm.

The Authority has also identified serious concerns that:

a) having regard to the need to ensure the sound and prudent conduct of the
affairs of an authorised electronic money institution, the Firm’s sole shareholder
is not a fit and proper person (regulation 6(6)(a) of the EMR);

b) it appears the Firm is carrying on a cryptoasset business without the registration
required by regulation 56(1)(f) of the MLR and is therefore not complying with
the requirement in regulation 6(7) of the EMR to be included in the register of
cryptoasset businesses under the MLRs;

c) the Firm has not been open and cooperative with the Authority in accordance
with Principle 11 of the FCA’s Principles for Businesses.

The Authority considers that the imposition of the Requirements and the Direction
should take immediate effect because the matters set out in this First Supervisory
Notice demonstrate that the Firm is unable to manage its affairs in a sound and
prudent manner and its putting customers at risk. The Authority considers that the
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Requirements and Direction should remain in force until varied or cancelled by the
Authority (either on the application of the Firm or of the Authority’s own volition).

DEFINITIONS

The definitions below are used in this First Supervisory Notice:
“Act” means the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000;
“Authority” means the Financial Conduct Authority;

“Conditions for Authorisation” means the conditions for authorisation set out in
regulations 6(4) to (8) of the EMR;

“Cryptoasset Exchange A” means a cryptoasset exchange provider with which the
Firm held and account and transacted between November 2021 and 18 July 2025;

“Cryptoasset Exchange B” means a cryptoasset exchange provider with which the
Firm opened an account on 26 February 2022;

“"EMR” means Electronic Money Regulations 2011;
“the Firm” means Paywiser Limited;

“Hong Kong Entity A” refers to a Hong Kong limited company which the Firm says
is responsible for executing and processing cryptoasset transactions;

“relevant funds” has the meaning given to it by Regulation 20 of the EMR;

“"Requirements” means the terms imposed on the Firm by this First Supervisory
Notice as outlined in section 1 above;

“Senior Manager A” means a senior manager at the Firm;

“Senior Manager B” means a senior manager at the Firm; and

“Tribunal” means the Upper Tribunal (Tax and Chancery Chamber).

FACTS AND MATTERS

Background

The Firm was incorporated on 17 March 2017 and authorised on 7 October 2020 as
an Authorised Electronic Money Institution. It has permissions to provide the
following payment and electronic money services:

a) Services enabling cash placement on a payment account;

b) Services enabling cash withdrawals from a payment account;

c) Execution of payment transactions (not covered by a credit line);

d) Execution of payment transactions (covered by a credit line);

e) Issuing payment instruments or acquiring payment transactions; and

f) Issuing Electronic Money.

The Firm provides e-wallet payment accounts and debit card services to retail and
corporate customers.

The Firm is not registered with the Authority under the MLR as a cryptoasset
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exchange provider or custodian wallet holder.
Failings and risks identified

Registration of cryptoasset exchange providers

The Authority is the anti-money laundering and counter-terrorist financing
supervisor of UK cryptoasset businesses under the MLR. Since 10 January 2020,
any cryptoasset exchange provider which operates by way of business in the UK,
must be registered with the Authority.

The Firm’'s cryptoasset wallets

In April 2024, the Authority engaged with the Firm in relation to its compliance with
the cryptoassets financial promotions regime. On 3 April 2024 the Authority wrote
to the Firm noting its concerns that the Firm was providing services to cryptoasset
firms which were on the FCA Warning List, as both firms were illegally promoting
cryptoassets to UK consumers. The Authority noted its serious concerns that by
promoting services to firms that may be committing criminal offences, the Firm
may be dealing in criminal property. The Authority also noted that the continued
provision of payment services to firms about whom the FCA has issued a clear public
warning raised serious concerns about the adequacy of the Firm’s risk
management, client due diligence and anti-money laundering systems and controls.

On 10 April 2024, the Firm wrote a letter to the Authority in which it confirmed in
bold text that "we have decided to exit the [cryptoasset] sector and have
suspended any transactions with our cryptoasset clients with immediate
effect (emphasis in original).”

On 8 July 2024, the Authority met with the Firm and during the meeting, Senior
Manager A stated that the Firm had decided not to offer crypto as a service in the
UK, and that most of the Firm’s crypto customers were onboarded before the
introduction of the cryptoasset financial promotions regime, but confirmed that the
Firm had offboarded all crypto customers.

On 28 May 2025, in response to an information request, Cryptoasset Exchange A
provided information to the Authority in respect of an account that the Firm held
with Cryptoasset Exchange A. Cryptoasset Exchange A provided KYC (Know Your
Customer), transaction history and other information about the account, which
showed that:

a) The Firm held a UK domestic business account with Cryptoasset Exchange A,
which had been opened on 29 September 2021 with the Firm’s certificate of
incorporation, in the Firm’s former name, Billion Key Limited, and the Firm’s
registered office address.

b) The account appeared to be controlled by Senior Manager A, as his name and
Firm email address (with the domain name: @PAYWISER.com) appeared to be
used to open the account.

c) The account was active, and between November 2021 and 25 April 2025:

a. a total of 3,026 cryptoasset transactions were executed through this
account;

b. approximately 180 million worth of USDT (Tether) (or the equivalent of
approximately £131 million) was deposited into the account from other
crypto wallets. Tether stablecoin are cryptoasset tokens approximately
pegged to the US Dollar;
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c. approximately 183 million worth of USDT (or the and the equivalent of
approximately £134 million) was withdrawn from the account and paid
into other crypto wallets.

On 30 June 2025, the Authority sent the Firm an information request, asking it to
confirm whether it is or has previously engaged “in any other financial services
other than the payment services, including cryptoasset activity... If yes, please
provide an overview of the services provided, including timeframe for activity,
customer base and transaction count”. The Firm responded and stated that “I have
now asked the team to go through the records to check when [sic] any activity
including cryptoasset activity, took place. I can confirm that the firm is currently
not engaged in financial services other than the payments services, including
cryptoasset activity.”

On 17 July 2025, the Authority met with the Firm to discuss the Firm’s progress in
remediating the Authority’s concerns with its anti-money laundering and financial
crime systems and controls.

During the meeting, the Authority questioned the Firm about its potential
cryptoasset activity. In response to the Authority’s questions, Senior Manager A
stated that in fact the Firm held an account with Cryptoasset Exchange B. Senior
Manager A said that the account was opened because of a potential investment
opportunity 3 or 4 years ago where Cryptoasset Exchange B planned to invest in
the Firm. Senior Manager A said that the Firm had never traded or used the wallet.

Senior Manager A also confirmed that the Firm held an account with Cryptoasset
Exchange A, but the Firm had terminated all crypto activity and exited all crypto
relationships in April or June 2024 and at that time had notified the Authority of its
decision to do so.

The Authority asked Senior Manager A to explain the purpose of the Cryptoasset
Exchange A account. Senior Manager A explained that the Cryptoasset Exchange A
account was opened for the Firm to explore and learn about crypto activity. Senior
Manager A also explained that the account was active for three of four years and
was still open but was not operational.

The Authority noted that the Cryptoasset Exchange A account had been open for
three or four years, and asked whether its purpose had really been to learn about
crypto. Senior Manager A said that he had used the account to exchange some
crypto using personal money, for example, he made a payment to the Firm’s Chief
Data Officer to work out the process and test the flow and the payment was then
transferred back to him.

The Authority asked the Firm to explain the rationale behind trading personal
money with a corporate account. Senior Manager A said that he had tried to open
a personal account, which was flagged for fraud due to his ID documentation
sharing a likeness with his brother who already had an account.

The Authority asked whether the decision to open a corporate account in the name
of the Firm to trade personal funds had been discussed with the Firm’s board or its
Head of Compliance. Senior Manager A said that the Board had decided in a board
meeting to open an account to test how crypto worked. Senior Manager A also
stated that no money from the Firm was used on the account and it had never been
used to trade on behalf of clients. Senior Manager A also stated that sometimes his
friends had asked for payments in crypto and although he does not personally trade,
in those scenarios he will send funds to his friends’ wallets.
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The Authority asked the Firm how much money had been deposited into the Firm’s
Cryptoasset Exchange A wallet. Senior Manager A said that approximately 1,000
USDT (or the equivalent of approximately £730) had been deposited into the Firm'’s
wallet with Cryptoasset Exchange A.

The Authority noted that it is important that it is made aware of any crypto accounts
held by the Firm. The Authority also noted that cryptoasset exchange activity
carried out by the Firm could be in scope of the MLR, and the Firm could be in
breach of the registration requirement in the MLR. Senior Manager A confirmed that
the Firm did not have any current or future plans to invest in or offer crypto products
through the Firm. Senior Manager A also said that he would close both the
Cryptoasset Exchange B and Cryptoasset Exchange A accounts.

Senior Manager B stated that since September 2024 the Firm had not permitted
crypto business customers to use the Firm’s platform, and the Firm had not
permitted its customers to use the Firm’s platform to transact with crypto firms. As
the meeting closed, Senior Manager B stated that the Firm had no interest in the
crypto space currently or in the future.

Following the supervisory meeting, on 21 July 2025 the Authority emailed the Firm
attaching an information requirement pursuant to section 165 of the Act (as
amended by the EMR) seeking the further information about the Firm’s cryptoasset
accounts and the activities on those accounts.

On the 28 July 2025 the Firm provided its response to the information requirement,
and attached a cover letter, customer list, board meeting minutes, and both crypto
transaction records for the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange B and Cryptoasset
Exchange A accounts.

In respect of the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange A account the Firm stated that: "[t]he
account remains active. However, we are currently in the process of deciding
whether to keep or terminate the relationship with this crypto exchange.” The Firm
explained that: “The purpose of the account was to allow for inter-company use.
This is actually in use by another non-UK Paywiser entity according to internally
agreed arrangements....” The Firm also explained that there are no retrievable
records available on Cryptoasset Exchange A’s website, however, “[a]t the time of
account opening... we believed we explained [to Cryptoasset Exchange A] were
exploring the possibility of developing in-house crypto capabilities.”

The Firm also stated: “In line with internal arrangements among Paywiser group
entities, all cryptocurrency transactions are executed and processed solely by non-
UK Paywiser entities. Paywiser UK does not participate in the execution, processing,
or operational handling of any cryptocurrency transactions. Such transactions
include receiving payments from customers for services, making payments to
suppliers, and assisting clients with crypto asset conversions — for example,
converting TRC20 USDT to ERC20 USDT

While the intention was to segregate activity by entity through the use of sub-
accounts within the [Cryptoasset Exchange A] platform, this functionality was not
available for UK. As a result, it was not possible to establish separate sub-accounts
under Paywiser UK's [Cryptoasset Exchange A] account for use by other Paywiser
entities....

Access to the [Cryptoasset Exchange A] has been granted exclusively to
designated non-Paywiser UK personnel, who are responsible for executing all
transactions in accordance with the internal procedures of the relevant non-UK
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Paywiser entity.”

The Authority has serious concerns that the explanation given by the Firm in its
response referred to and at paragraphs 4.22-4.23 above contradicts statements
made by the Firm on 10 April 2024, 8 July 2024, 30 June 2025, and 17 July 2025
(see paragraphs 4.6, 4.74.8 , 4.9 and 4.11-4.19 above). This is particularly
concerning given the number of occasions on which the Authority had sought
confirmation from the Firm as to whether it was conducting any cryptoasset activity.

The Authority has previously raised with the Firm serious concerns about its
apparent failure to provide a complete an accurate response to an information
requirement. On 14 February 2024 and 28 May 2024, the Authority sent the Firm
information requirements pursuant to section 165 of the Act (as amended by the
EMR) requesting the Firm provide, among other things, a full customer list and a
list of customers offboarded in the previous 12 months. On 31 May 2024, the Firm
provided the customer lists. The Authority reviewed the customer lists provided by
the Firm against information received from the Firm’s former bank and identified
that at least nine customers had been excluded from the information provided by
the Firm. On 8 July 2024 the Authority met with the Firm and discussed the
inconsistency. On 31 July 2024, the Authority provided written feedback to the Firm
outlining its serious concerns that the Firm, and when given the opportunity during
the supervisory visit, had not provided the Authority with an explanation why
certain clients were not included in the customer lists.

On 30 July 2025 the Firm provided the Authority with the following KYC documents
which it said it had submitted to Cryptoasset Exchange B and Cryptoasset Exchange
A when opening accounts with those firms:

a) The Firm’s Certificate of Incorporation and pages from Companies House
recording the Firm’s shareholders and directors, and name change;

b) A copy of the Firm’s entry on the FCA register;

Cc) Senior Manager A’s proof of address;

d) Board meeting minutes dated 26 February 2022 recording the Firm’s decision
to open an account with Cryptoasset Exchange B;

e) An onboarding questionnaire, where in in response to the question “How many
clients [are] currently entrusted fiat/cryptoassets with your company”, the Firm
stated, “We are currently building this new business stream, for Fiat / Crypto
Asset Client [sic], we currently only have 3 in total.”

f) The Firm’s AML Policy dated 2021.

The Authority has reviewed the material provided by the Firm in its response to the
information requirement, which shows that:

a) Senior Manager A and Senior Manager B, together with two other Paywiser staff,
were named on the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange A account [REDACTED].

b) Between November 2021 and 18 July 2025:

i. a total of 3,347 cryptoasset transactions were executed through the
Cryptoasset Exchange A wallet.

ii. approximately 267 million worth of USDT (or approximately £195 million
worth) was deposited into the wallet from other crypto wallets;

iii. approximately 271 million worth of USDT (or approximately £198 million
worth) was withdrawn from this wallet;

iv. Many of the deposits into the wallet were for large sums. 417 deposits
were for 100,000 USDT or more, and 46 deposits were for 1m USDT or
more. In one instance over 3m USDT was deposited into the wallet.
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In its response to the information requirement, the Firm also provided minutes for
a board meeting the Firm says was held on 10 September 2021 in which Senior
Manager A and Senior Manager B, discussed opening crypto accounts. The minutes
state: “In expectation of the growing importance of crypto currencies in the
foreseeable future, the business will in collaboration with associated entities within
the Paywiser group explore building relationship with potential partners from the
crypto industry and take the necessary actions (including opening accounts with
such partners) to understand the nature of the industry and the processes
involved.”

On 1 August 2025, the Authority emailed the Firm requesting further information
and documents to support the Firm’s claim that “all cryptocurrency transactions are
executed and processed solely by non-UK Paywiser entities.” The Authority also
noted that the Firm had provided a PDF of the board meeting minutes which
appeared to have been created on 28 July 2025 (after the Authority’s request for
information). The Authority asked the Firm to provide the native electronic version
of the board meeting minutes created at the time of the meeting, together with any
supporting records such as email invitations, calendar entries, and/or draft versions
of the minutes.

On 6 August 2025, the Firm sent the Authority an email in response to the
information request. In its covering email, the Firm stated that:

"The original board meeting took place when Paywiser Limited (UK) had only two
directors — one based in Hong Kong and the other in the UK. At that time, the UK
director was the only person working from the UK, without any admin or clerical
support. For convenience and due to time zone differences, board discussions were
typically held between the two directors over the phone.

During this particular meeting, the company secretary in Hong Kong joined the call
and took the minutes as the discussion progressed. With the UK director’s
agreement during the call, the secretary prepared the minutes on his behalf in the
days following the meeting with the HK director in direct attendance (hence there
are no records of drafts of the minutes going back and forth). The company
secretary then printed a physical copy, which was then retained in the Hong Kong
office for record-keeping.

We recognise that it is unusual that we only have a hard copy of this document and
the Resource Sharing policy and that our record-keeping needs to be addressed.
Improvements were made overtime. Unfortunately, we were unable to backdate
records prior to this time because of damage to a crucial hard drive which resulted
in the loss of some records (but no unauthorised disclosure of data). As such, the
soft copies of these documents are unfortunately irretrievable.

In terms of the date of the document, the PDF provided to the FCA is a scanned
version of that original document, which was only recently digitised for submission
purpose.”

The Authority notes that the PDF version of the board meeting minutes were created
less than three hours before the document was provided to the Authority and do
not in fact appear to be a scanned version of a printed copy, but rather a native
PDF file created from a digital source. This seems to contradict the Firm’s statement
to the Authority that soft copies of these documents are irretrievable. The Authority
also notes that other documents have been provided by the Firm from a similar
time period which have the correct metadata (for example, the Firm’s AML Policy
from 2021) which seems to contradict the Firm’s statement that it is unable to
retrieve or backdate records prior to this time. In view of the date the document
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was created, recorded in the metadata, and the Firm’s explanation, the Authority
therefore has serious concerns that the Firm may have created the board meeting
minutes in response to the Authority’s information request, in order to support its
claim the cryptoasset activity conducted through the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange
A account was carried out by Hong Kong Entity A, rather than by the Firm itself.

The Authority has previously raised with the Firm concerns that documents provided
in response to an information request appeared to have been created after the date
of the Authority’s requests. During a supervisory visit on 8 July 2024 the Authority
asked the Firm to explain why several documents provided by the Firm appeared
to be created on either 14 March 2024 or 15 March 2024, following the date of the
information requests. Senior Manager A said that this was a “mere coincidence”.
Senior Manager A explained that at the time of the information request it was
already in the process of updating its policies and procedures and the Firm wanted
to provide the Authority with the most recent version. Senior Manager A said that
the Firm did not amend or update the policies because of the request and the timing
was coincidental.

In its email dated 6 August 2025, the Firm also provided the Authority with copies
of the following documents:

a) A Group Resource-Sharing Policy covering the Paywiser Group’s shared
resources and crypto arrangements focussing on Hong Kong Entity A’s
cryptoasset arrangements.

b) A list of customers who deposited crypto in the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange A
account; and

c) A list of recipients who received crypto from the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange A
account.

The Authority has reviewed the Group Resource-Sharing Policy which states, among
other things, that Hong Kong Entity A:

a) is “given the responsibility for the coordination, management and facilitation of
shared crypto-related resources for the entire Paywiser group.”

b) “will be responsible for coordinating administrative assistance from [the Firm]
for the opening of crypto wallet accounts (in the name of [the Firm]).”

c) “will be solely responsible for initiating, managing, and overseeing commercial
activity for which any Wallet Accounts, facilitated through this group
arrangement, are to be used.”

d) “Responsibility of Hong Kong regarding crypto assets: Within the Group,

[Hong Kong Entity A] shall be solely responsible for any operational, legal or
regulatory consequences arising from its use of or its reliance on the eWallet
Account(s)...”

This appears to contradict a previous statement made by the Firm during a
supervisory visit on 8 July 2024, where the Senior Manager A confirmed that while
the Firm has seven separate entities/offices, the Firm is not part of a group
structure and there is no shared resource between the offices.

On 12 August 2025 the Authority emailed the Firm a further request for information,
with a range of questions relating to specific customers and Hong Kong Entity A’s
process for onboarding cryptoasset customers.

On the 15 August 2025 the Firm responded to the Authority’s request for further
information stating that:

a) “All crypto-related transactions have been or are currently handled exclusively
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by Hong Kong Entity A (though some of these transactions were conducted
through the [Cryptoasset Exchange A] account);”

b) “There has been no promotion of crypto-related service to customers of any of
the Paywiser entities”;

c) “Each Paywiser entity functions independently and separately, in full compliance
with its respective local laws and regulations.”

On 5 September 2025, the Firm sent an email to the Authority stating that since its
last correspondence the Firm had “taken steps to further strengthen the Paywiser
Group’s management and governance by fully separating each entity” including by
“developing a dedicated website and UK-specific email addresses for the UK office”.
The Firm also confirmed that on 2 September 2025 it had terminated its relationship
with Cryptoasset Exchange A.

On 9 September 2025, the Authority emailed the Firm to acknowledge its response.
On 23 September 2025, the Firm sent the Authority an email requesting an update
from the Authority in relation to the voluntary undertaking given by the from on 18
July 2024. In its email the Firm stated that it had complied with the terms of the
undertaking and had completed a comprehensive remediation programme. On 25
September 2025, the Authority responded to the Firm’s email and stated that, as
outlined in the July 2025 supervisory visit, the Authority was conducting further
enquiries, particularly regarding the crypto element of the Firm’s business. The
Authority noted that had concerns with the consistency of the information that was
provided during the supervisory visit compared with what was later sent to the
Authority in response to information requests. The Authority noted that it would
contact the Firm with the next steps in due course. On the same date, the Firm
responded to the Authority stating they it was not aware of any inconsistency
between the information provided during the meeting and their subsequent
responses to the Authority’s information requests. The Firm stated that it had done
its best to answer the Authority’s questions around crypto without having been
prepared for it and reiterated that the crypto activity was carried out by the Hong
Kong Entity A. The Firm also requested the Authority provide an indication of the
next steps. The Authority responded to the Firm noting that it would aim to meet
with the Firm in the coming weeks, and the Firm acknowledged the Authority’s
email. On 3 October 2025, the Firm sought an update from the Authority, and the
Authority advised that it would look to arrange a meeting with the Firm in the next
week. The Firm acknowledged the Authority’s response.

The Authority has serious concerns that the Firm does not appear to have provided
accurate or complete information to the Authority with respect to the nature of its
cryptoasset business. The Authority has reviewed the information provided by the
Firm, and has concerns that:

a) The Firm’s recent claim that the cryptoasset activity carried out using the Firm'’s
Cryptoasset Exchange A wallet was conducted exclusively by Hong Kong Entity
A, is at odds with previous statements made by the Firm to the Authority and
the onboarding documents provided to Cryptoasset Exchange A. The Authority
has serious concerns that the explanation given by the Firm in its response
referred to at paragraphs 4.22-4.23 above contradicts statements made by the
Firm on 10 April 2024, 8 July 2024, 30 June 2025, and 17 July 2025 (see
paragraphs 4.6, 4.7 , 4.9 and 4.11-4.19 above). The nature of the Firm’s recent
claim is particularly concerning given the number of occasions that the Authority
sought confirmation from the Firm as to whether it was conducting any
cryptoasset activity, and in view of the Authority’s ongoing engagement with
the Firm since July 2024.

b) Senior Manager A’s statements that (i) the Firm’s crypto wallets were opened
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to test and learn about crypto, and had been used only on occasion to send
personal payments to friends; (ii) approximately £730 worth of crypto had been
deposited into the Firm’s Binance wallet; and (iii) the Firm had terminated all
crypto activity in April or June 2024, appear to have been made in a deliberate
attempt to mislead the Authority given that the transaction data from
Cryptoasset Exchange A demonstrates that, in fact, approximately £195 million
worth of crypto was deposited into the Firm’s Cryptoasset Exchange A wallet up
to 18 July 2025.

c) [REDACTED]

d) The only documents provided which are allegedly scanned (the Board minutes
dated 10 September 2021 and the Paywiser Group Resource-Sharing Policy) are
those related to the Firm’s cryptoasset business and were produced recently.
Whereas the Firm has been able to produce a native electronic version of its
AML policy which it provided to Cryptoasset Exchange A and Cryptoasset
Exchange B when opening accounts with those firms. Having regard to the
previous instances in which the Firm appears to have created documents in
response to Supervision’s requests (as set out in paragraph 4.32 above), the
Firm’s explanation of the circumstances in which the board minutes and Group
Resource Sharing Policy were created (set out at paragraph 4.30 above) does
not seem credible.

4.41 The Authority considers that there is no reasonable explanation for the Firm

5.1

5.2

providing inaccurate information to the Authority in response to an information
requirement. Consequently, the Authority has serious concerns that the Firm, and
those responsible for managing it, have made false and/ or misleading statements
to the Authority. In the absence of a reasonable explanation or the inconsistent
information, the Authority has serious concerns about whether those who manage
the Firm’s affairs have acted with integrity and have the adequate skills and
experience to ensure that the Firm’s affairs are conducted in an appropriate manner
and one that complies with the regulatory framework.

CONCLUSION

The regulatory provisions relevant to this First Supervisory Notice are set out in the
Annex.

Analysis of failings and risks

For the reasons set out above, the Authority has serious concerns that the Firm
may not have:

a) effective procedures to identify, manage, monitor and report any risks to which
it might be exposed; or

b) adequate internal risk control mechanisms, including sound administrative risk
management and accounting procedures.

which are comprehensive and proportionate to the nature, scale and complexity of
the payment services to be provided by the Firm, in accordance with regulation
6(5) of the EMR.

5.3 The Authority is also concerned that the Firm appears to be failing to meet several

requirements of the regulatory system, including:
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5.4

a)

b)

)

having regard to the need to ensure the sound and prudent conduct of the
affairs of an authorised electronic money institution, it appears the Firm’'s sole
shareholder is not a fit and proper person (regulation 6(6)(a) of the EMR);

it appears the Firm is carrying on a cryptoasset business without the registration
required by regulation 56(1)(f) of the MLR and is therefore also failing to comply
with regulation 6(7) of the EMR;

the Firm has not been open and cooperative with the Authority in accordance
with Principle 11 of the FCA's Principles for Businesses.

As a result of the facts and matters detailed above, the Authority considers that the
Firm no longer meets, or is unlikely to continue to meet, the Conditions for
Authorisation and several requirements of the regulatory system, because:

a) In particular, between 10 November 2021 and 18 July 2025 the Firm appears

b)

to have operated a cryptoasset business in the UK when not registered by the
Authority to do so, in breach of regulation 56(1)(f) of the MLR. Although the
Firm asserts that all cryptoasset activity is conducted by a Hong Kong entity,
Hong Kong Entity A, and the Firm has provided a copy of a Paywiser Group
Resource-Sharing Policy which states that Hong Kong Entity A is solely
responsible for initiating and managing commercial activity in the Firm'’s
cryptoasset wallets, on balance, Supervision considers that the following
evidence demonstrates that the cryptoasset activity was carried out by way of
business in the UK. The Firm’s opened cryptoasset business accounts with
Cryptoasset Exchange A and Cryptoasset Exchange B and during the onboarding
process with these firms, Firm relied on its FCA authorisation by providing a
copy of the Firm’s entry on the Financial Services Register and provided a copy
of the Firm’s AML policy. The Firm also relied on its certificate of incorporation
for this purpose - not that of the Hong Kong entity. The Firm in its KYC
documentation for Cryptoasset Exchange A and Cryptoasset Exchange B stated
that it was “building a new business stream, for Fiat / Crypto Asset Client [sic]”
and stated that the majority of its crypto clients would be based in the
UK/Europe. The Group Resource-Sharing Policy also states that crypto wallet
accounts will be opened by the Firm (clause 4.2(a)). Through the Firm’s
Cryptoasset Exchange A wallet, the Firm has exchanged, arranged or made
arrangements with a view to the exchange of cryptoassets for cryptoassets.
Between 10 November 2021 and July 2025, the Firm used its Cryptoasset
Exchange A wallet to receive £198 million worth of cryptoasset deposits. Many
of the deposits were for sums of 1m USDT or more. Through its Cryptoasset
Exchange A wallet the Firm executed a total of 3,331 cryptoasset transactions
and withdrew and transferred approximately £198 million worth of cryptoassets
to different crypto wallets. The pattern of transactions in the Cryptoasset
Exchange A wallet suggests that trades were being carried out on behalf of
clients, for example with cryptoassets being transferred in, exchanged for other
cryptoassets, and then transferred to other crypto wallets, all in quick
succession. The Firm’s claim that the cryptoasset activity has been carried out
exclusively by a Hong Kong limited company, Hong Kong Entity A, is inconsistent
with the Firm’s previous statements and evidence.

Conducting cryptoasset exchange activity on a major scale has put the Firm at
risk of being used for the purposes of financial crime. The nature and scale of
the Firm’s cryptoasset business has presented an obvious financial crime risk.
For example, it is not clear which group entity has been conducting KYC (if any)
on the cryptoasset business customers who have deposited approximately £198
million into the Firm’s Binance account. Since July 2024, the Firm has been
remediating its financial crime controls. While the Firm has appeared to have
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5.5

5.6

5.7

made progress with its remediation, the Firm’s failure to identify and disclose
the nature of the cryptoasset activity being conducted in its cryptoasset wallets,
notwithstanding the Firm’s ongoing engagement with the Authority, calls into
question the effectiveness of the remediation. In view of the Firm’s failure to
identify and disclose the cryptoasset activity to the Authority or apply for
registration as a cryptoasset business, the Authority has serious concerns that
the Firm may not have effective procedures to identify, manage, monitor and
report financial crime risks to which it might be exposed or adequate internal
risk control mechanisms, including sound administrative, risk management.

c) The Firm has not been open and cooperative with the Authority and those
responsible for managing it appear to have failed to disclose to the Authority
important matters in respect of which the Authority would reasonably expect
notice, namely the existence of and details relating to the Firm’s crypto asset
business. Information obtained relating to the Firm’s cryptoasset activities
raises very serious concerns that the Firm, and those responsible for managing
it, have provided information to the Authority which is inaccurate and
incomplete and may have misled the Authority in relation to the existence of its
cryptoasset business. The Firm’s explanation provided in response to an
information requirement, requesting information about the Firm’s cryptoasset
business, contradicts statements made by the Firm on a number of occasions.
In the absence of a satisfactory explanation for the inconsistency, the Authority
has serious concerns about the integrity of the current senior managers and
that the Firm’s business may have been used for a purpose connected with
financial crime. The Firm’s repeated failure to provide accurate and complete
responses to information requests means that, overall, the Authority has serious
concerns over its ability to supervise the Firm effectively and the ability of the
Firm to be run in a sound and prudent manner.

d) The Firm’s director and sole shareholder, Senior Manager A, has demonstrated
an ongoing pattern of an inability to provide the Authority with complete and
accurate responses to its requests for information. The Authority has serious
concerns that Senior Manager A and the Firm do not appear to have been candid
and truthful in their engagement with the Authority and do not appear to
demonstrate a readiness or willingness to comply with the requirements and
standards of the regulatory system. Consequently, the Authority is concerned
that these failures indicate that Senior Manager A is not a fit and proper person.

Based on the above, the Authority has serious concerns that the Firm is no longer
meeting, or is unlikely to continue to meet, the Conditions for Authorisation, and
other regulatory requirements. The Authority considers that the variation of the
Firm’s authorisation by the imposition of the Requirements and the imposition of
the Direction are a proportionate and appropriate means to address the current and
immediate risks, and are desirable to protect the interests of consumers in
accordance with the Authority’s duties under regulation 11(1)(d) of the EMR.

Timing and duration of the Requirements

It is necessary to impose the Requirements on an urgent basis given the
seriousness of the risks and the need to protect consumers’ funds.

The Authority considers that it is necessary for the Requirements to remain in place
indefinitely.

PROCEDURAL MATTERS

Decision maker
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

The decision which gave rise to the obligation to give this First Supervisory Notice
was made by an Authority staff member under executive procedures according to
DEPP 2.5.7 and DEPP 2.5.7B.

This First Supervisory Notice is given to the Firm under regulation 11(6) of the EMR
and in accordance with regulation 11(7) of the EMR, and also under
regulation 74C(9) and in accordance with regulation 74C(10) of the MLR.

The following statutory rights are important.
Representations

The Firm has the right to make written representations to the Authority (whether
or not it refers this matter to the Tribunal). The Firm may also request to make oral
representations but the Authority will only consider this in exceptional
circumstances according to DEPP 2.3.1AG. The deadline for providing written
representations and notifying the Authority that the Firm wishes to make oral
representations is 22 October 2025 or such later date as may be permitted by the
Authority. Any notification or representations should be sent to the Executive
Decision Making Secretariat (EDMCaselnbox@fca.org.uk).

The Tribunal

The Firm has the right to refer the matter to which this First Supervisory Notice
relates to the Tribunal. The Tax and Chancery Chamber is the part of the Tribunal
which, amongst other things, hears references arising from decisions of the
Authority. Under paragraph 2(2) of Schedule 3 of the Tribunal Procedure (Upper
Tribunal) Rules 2008, the Firm has 28 days from the date on which this First
Supervisory Notice is given to it to refer the matter to the Tribunal.

A reference to the Tribunal can be made by way of a reference notice (Form FTC3)
signed by or on behalf of the Firm and filed with a copy of this First Supervisory
Notice. The Tribunal’s contact details are: Upper Tribunal, Tax and Chancery
Chamber, 5% Floor, Rolls Building, Fetter Lane, London EC4A 1NL (telephone: 020
7612 9700; email: uttc@hmcts.gsi.gov.uk).

Further information on the Tribunal, including guidance and the relevant forms to
complete, can be found on the HM Courts and Tribunal Service website:
http://www.justice.gov.uk/froms/hmcts/tax-and-chancery-upper-tribunal

The Firm should note that a copy of the reference notice (Form FTC3) must also be
sent to the Authority at the same time as a reference is filed with the Tribunal. A
copy of the reference notice should be sent to the Executive Decision Making
Secretariat (EDMCaselnbox@fca.org.uk).

Confidentiality and publicity

The Firm should note that this First Supervisory Notice may contain confidential
information and should not be disclosed to a third party (except for the purpose of
obtaining legal advice on its contents).

The Firm should note that section 391(5) of the Act, as applied by paragraph 8 of
Schedule 3 of the EMR, requires the Authority, when this First Supervisory Notice
takes effect (and this First Supervisory Notice takes immediate effect), to publish
such information about the matter to which the notice relates as it considers
appropriate and regulation 74C(20) of the MLR also permits such publication where
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directions are issued under the MLR.
Authority contacts

6.11 For more information concerning this matter generally, contact the Executive
Decision Making Secretariat (EDMcaseinbox@fca.org.uk).

Decision made under executive procedures

Director, Payments and Digital Assets
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Annex

RELEVANT STATUTORY PROVISIONS

Electronic Money Regulations 2011

1.

Regulation 7(1) of the EMR provides that the Authority may include in the
authorisation of an authorised electronic money institution such requirements as it
considers appropriate. Regulation 7(2) of the EMR provides that a requirement may,
in particular, be imposed so as to require the person concerned to: 1) take a specified
action, or 2) to refrain from taking a specified action.

Regulation 8(a) of the EMR provides that the Authority may, on the application of an
authorised electronic money institution, vary that person’s authorisation by, among
other things, imposing a requirement such as may, under regulation 7 of the EMR,
be included in an authorisation.

Regulation 11(1) of the EMR provides that the Authority may vary the authorisation
of an electronic money institution in any of the ways mentioned in regulation 8 if it
appears to the Authority that:

[

(a) The person no longer meets, or is unlikely to continue to meet, any of the
conditions set out in regulation 6(4) to (8) of the requirement in regulation
19(1) to maintain own funds.

(c) The person would constitute a threat to the stability of a payment system by
continuing to issue electronic money or provide payment services.

(d) The variation is desirable in order to protect the interests of consumers.”

Regulation 11(2) of the EMR provides that a variation takes effect immediately if the
notice given under paragraph (6) states that this is the case, or on such date as may
be specified. Regulation 11(3) of the EMR provides that a variation may be expressed
to take effect immediately or on a specified date only if the Authority, having regard
to the ground on which it is exercising the power under paragraph (1), reasonably
considers that it is necessary for the variation to take effect immediately or, as the
case may be, on that date.

Regulation 11(6) of the EMR provides that, where the Authority proposes to vary a
person’s authorisation, it must give the person notice.

Section 391 of the Act, as applied in modified form by paragraph 8 of Schedule 3 to
the EMR, provides that:

]

(5) When a supervisory notice takes effect, the Authority must publish such
information about the matter to which the notice relates as it considers
appropriate.

(6) The Authority may not publish information under this section if, in its opinion,
publication of the information would be: a) unfair to the person with respect
to whom the action was taken (or was proposed to be taken), b) prejudicial
to the interests of consumers, or c) detrimental to the stability of the UK
financial system.

(7) Information is to be published under this section in such manner as
the Authority considers appropriate.”
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Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer of Funds (Information on the Payer)

Regulations 2017

7.

10.

11.

12.

Regulation 14A of the MLR provides that a cryptoasset exchange provider:

(1) [...] means a firm or sole practitioner who by way of business provides one or
more of the following services, including where the firm or sole practitioner does so
as creator or issuer of any of the cryptoassets involved, when providing such
services—

(a) exchanging, or arranging or making arrangements with a view to the exchange
of, cryptoassets for money or money for cryptoassets,

(b) exchanging, or arranging or making arrangements with a view to the exchange
of, one cryptoasset for another, or

(c) operating a machine which utilises automated processes to exchange
cryptoassets for money or money for cryptoassets.

Regulation 9 of the MLR provides that:

(1) For the purposes of these Regulations, a relevant person (“"A”) is to be regarded
as carrying on business in the United Kingdom in the cases described in this
regulation even if A would not otherwise be regarded as doing so.

(3) The second case is where-(a) A’s registered office (or if A does not have a
registered office, A's head office) is in the United Kingdom; and (b) the day-to-day
management of the carrying on of A's business is the responsibility of-(i) that office,
or (ii) another establishment maintained by A in the United Kingdom.

(5) For the purposes of paragraph (3)-(b) it is irrelevant where the person with
whom the business is carried on is situated.

Regulation 56 of the MLR provides for the requirement that a person must not act
as a cryptoasset exchange provider or custodian wallet provider unless they are
registered with the Authority.

Regulation 74C of the MLR permits the Authority to exercise its powers of direction
on a cryptoasset business or financial before, on or after registration, and may be
imposed for the purpose of remedying a failure to comply with a requirement under
the MLR, preventing a failure to comply or continued non-compliance with a
requirement under the MLR, or preventing the cryptoasset business from being used
for money laundering, terrorist financing or proliferation financing.

Regulation 74C(9) allows directions requiring or prohibiting the taking of a specified
action, imposed by the Authority, to take effect on such a date as is specified in the
notice.

Regulation 74C(20) provides that the Authority may, if it considers it proportionate
to do so, publish such information about a notice given under paragraph (9) as it
considers appropriate.

RELEVANT REGULATORY PROVISIONS

FCA Handbook

The Supervision Manual ("SUP”)

13.

The Authority's approach in relation to its own-initiative powers is set out in SUP 6B,
certain provisions of which are summarised below.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

The Authority considers that the powers under regulation 11(1) of the EMR are
similar to those under sections 55] and 55L of the Act and that the provisions of
SUP 6B “Variation and cancellation of permission and imposition of requirements on
the Authority’s own-initiative and intervention against incoming firms” are
applicable.

SUP 6B.1.1 states that the Authority will have regard to its statutory objectives and
the range of regulatory tools that are available to it when it considers how it should
deal with a concern about a firm. It will also have regard to: 1) the responsibilities of
a firm’s management to deal with concerns about the firm or about the way its
business is being or has been run; and 2) the principle that a restriction imposed on
a firm should be proportionate to the objectives the Authority is seeking to achieve.

SUP 6B.2.3 states that in the course of its supervision and monitoring of a firm or as
part of an enforcement action, the Authority may make it clear that it expects the
firm to take certain steps to meet regulatory requirements. In the vast majority of
cases the Authority will seek to agree with a firm those steps the firm must take to
address the Authority’s concerns. However, where the Authority considers it
appropriate to do so, it will exercise its formal powers under section 55] or 55L of
the Act where the Authority considers it appropriate to ensure such requirements are
met. This may include where, amongst other factors, the Authority has serious
concerns about a firm, or about the way its business is being or has been conducted
or is concerned that the consequences of a firm not taking the desired steps may be
serious.

SUP 6B.3.1 states that the Authority may impose a requirement so that it takes
effect immediately or on a specified date if it reasonably considers it necessary for
the requirement to take effect immediately (or on the date specified), having regard
to the ground on which it is exercising its own-initiative powers.

SUP 6B.3.2 states that the Authority will consider exercising its own-initiative power
where: 1) the information available to it indicates serious concerns about the firm or
its business that need to be addressed immediately; and 2) circumstances indicate
that it is appropriate to use statutory powers immediately to require and/or prohibit
certain actions by the firm in order to ensure the firm addresses these concerns.

SUP 6B.3.3 states that it is not possible to provide an exhaustive list of the situations
that will give rise to such serious concerns, but they are likely to include some of the
following characteristics: 1) information indicating significant loss, risk of loss or
other adverse effects for consumers, where action is necessary to protect their
interests; and 2) evidence that the firm has submitted to the Authority inaccurate or
misleading information so that the Authority becomes seriously concerned about the
firm’s ability to meet its regulatory obligations.

SUP 6B.3.4 states that the Authority will consider the full circumstances of each case
when it decides whether an imposition of a requirement is appropriate and sets out
a non-exhaustive list of factors the Authority may consider, these include: 1) the
extent of any consumer loss or risk of consumer loss or other adverse effect on
consumers; 2) the extent to which customer assets appear to be at risk; 3) the
financial resources of the firm; 4) the nature of the false or inaccurate information;
and 5) the impact that use of the Authority’s own-initiative powers will have on the
firm's business and on its customers.

SUP 6B.4.4 states that examples of requirements that the Authority may consider
imposing when exercising its own-initiative power are: 1) a requirement not to take
on new business; 2) a requirement not to hold or control client money; and 3) a
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requirement that prohibits the disposal of, or other dealing with, any of the firm’s
assets or restrict those disposals or dealings.

Fit and Proper test for Employees and Senior Personnel (“FIT”)

22,

23.

24,

25,

The Authority has issued guidance (Payment Services and Electronic Money - Our
Approach, November 2024, at 3.104) which explains that the Authority has
interpreted the term “fit and proper” in regulation 6 of the EMR in relation to
controllers to mean in substance the same for electronic money institutions as it does
for individuals approved in FSMA firms.

FIT 1.3.1 G states that the Authority will have regard to a number of factors when
assessing the fitness and propriety. FIT 1.3.1B G states that in the Authority’s view,
the most important consider will be the persons: (1) honesty, integrity and
reputation; (2) competence and capability; and (3) financial soundness.

FIT 2.1.1G states that in determining a person’s honest, integrity and reputation the
Authority will have regard to all relevant matters, but not limited to those set out in
FIT 2.1.3G which may have arisen either in the United Kingdom or elsewhere.

FIT 2.1.3G states that the matters referred to in FIT 2.1.1G to which the Authority
will have regard, and to which a firm should also have regard, include, but are not
limited to:

(5) whether the person has contravened any of the requirements and standards of
the regulatory system

(13) whether, in the past, the person has been candid and truthful in all their dealings
with any regulatory body and whether the person demonstrates a readiness and
willingness to comply with the requirements and standards of the regulatory system
and with other legal, regulatory and professional requirements and standards.



