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Executive Summary

Beacon is a vertical RegTech business selling compliance-automation software to small and mid-
sized UK payment and e-money institutions authorised by the FCA. Eighteen months into trading,
it has genuine early signal: £140,000 of annual recurring revenue across nine customers, an
average contract value of roughly £15,500, sales cycles of 8 to 12 weeks, and 100% gross retention
through its first renewal cohort1. The product is live in production, the obligation library and
payments-specific control monitoring are built, and the safeguarding-reconciliation checks that
anchor the differentiator are operating rather than promised. For a pre-seed company, the technical
risk that usually dominates is largely behind it.

The market opportunity is real but smaller than the headline figures suggest. The UK RegTech
category is worth around £5.53bn and growing at roughly 18% a year2,3, but the slice Beacon can
actually sell into is narrow. The original model put the serviceable market at £156m on an assumed
2,600 firms paying £60,000 each; both inputs are unsourced and neither survives Beacon's own
data4. Rebuilt at the real £15,500 contract value and roughly 1,000 genuinely addressable firms, the
serviceable market is closer to £15m to £20m1. This reframes Beacon as a capital-efficient niche
leader rather than a hyperscale platform, a distinction that should shape how the round is
positioned.

The timing is unusually favourable. The FCA's CP24/20 safeguarding overhaul, Consumer Duty
continuous-evidencing obligations and intensified personal accountability under SMCR converge in
a 2024 to 2027 window that maps directly onto Beacon's control monitoring5,6,7. Enterprise
consolidation, the Verdane investment in Corlytics and Entrust's acquisition of Onfido, is pulling
incumbents upmarket and leaving the small-firm segment underserved8. The dominant competitor
for this buyer is not a software vendor at all; it is the spreadsheet plus an on-call consultant, and
substituting that status quo is the core commercial opportunity9,10.

Beacon's vertical focus is a strong go-to-market advantage but not, on its own, a durable moat. The
obligation library is replicable public content, at least four direct competitors already map FCA
obligations, and cheap LLM tooling lets well-funded rivals such as Vanta, Drata or
ComplyAdvantage enter the vertical at modest cost11,12,13. Defensibility has to be built rather than
assumed, through deep integrations into client banking and safeguarding-reconciliation data, audit-
firm partnerships that make Beacon's evidence the format auditors expect, accumulated client
evidence histories, and a community relationship with the Payments Association. The vertical focus
buys time; switching costs must be constructed before a larger player notices the niche.

Key findings

Competitive position
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The risk profile is medium-to-high, and the most serious risks cluster rather than scatter. A smaller
true market raises the stakes on retention, which is itself threatened by elevated FCA de-
authorisation and failure rates across small payment and e-money firms14. The founder-led sales
motion is structurally hard to scale at a £15,500 contract value too low to fund a conventional sales
hire1. Demand is partly tied to regulatory events that can slip or soften5. And software that reports a
control as operating carries professional-negligence exposure that must be contained through
careful scoping, insurance and security accreditation15. None is fatal alone; the danger is
correlation, where a CP24/20 slippage, a funded entrant and a stalled founder pipeline arrive
together.

The opportunity is investable, but as a capital-efficient niche leader targeting cash-flow breakeven
in the £600,000 to £1m ARR range, not as a hyperscale exit. The case rests on two actions that
compound. First, lift contract value toward £25,000 to £35,000 through modular gating and the
audit-support upsell, since the obtainable market is governed by contract value far more than logo
count and a fundable sales motion depends on it1. Second, convert the vertical position into durable
switching costs through integrations and audit-firm alliances while the segment remains beneath
larger rivals' attention. Supporting moves clear the path: resolve the name clash with Cyan
Regulatory's competing "Beacon" product11, complete SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR
accreditation to unblock procurement15, and anchor the pre-seed narrative on the honest £15m to
£20m base case with a funded EU/EEA expansion path rather than the £156m headline a
sophisticated investor will reprice on sight.

Analytical frameworks applied. This report draws on PESTLE analysis, Porter's Five Forces,
SWOT analysis, the BCG growth-share matrix, and TAM/SAM/SOM market sizing with top-down
and bottom-up cross-checks.

Principal risks

Recommendation
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Problem Definition

Compliance officers at small and mid-sized UK payment and e-money firms carry a workload that
has outgrown the tools they use to manage it. They must map a sprawling set of regulatory
obligations, the FCA Handbook, the Payment Services Regulations, the Electronic Money
Regulations, safeguarding rules and the full weight of financial-crime and anti-money-laundering
requirements, onto a concrete set of internal controls, then prove, continuously, that those controls
are actually working. The mapping is fiddly. The evidencing is relentless. And the rules keep
moving.

The people who feel this most acutely are Heads of Compliance and Money Laundering Reporting
Officers at FCA-authorised payment institutions and e-money institutions in the 10 to 250 staff
band. These individuals are personally accountable to the regulator under the Senior Managers and
Certification Regime7, yet they typically operate with thin teams and little dedicated tooling. Time-
poverty is the defining characteristic of the role. When an audit or a skilled-persons review lands,
the work becomes a scramble to assemble proof from scattered locations, often under deadline
pressure and with personal liability attached to getting it wrong.

The dominant approach is manual. Most firms run their obligation registers, risk assessments and
control evidence through spreadsheets and shared drives, supplemented by ad-hoc engagements
with compliance consultancies such as Thistle Initiatives when capacity or expertise runs short.
Consultancy of this kind typically runs from £5,000 to upwards of £50,000 per project, with day-
rate advisory on top, and the cost recurs every time a new rule or review demands attention. The
spreadsheet method carries no real cost beyond staff time, but it is error-prone, offers no reliable
audit trail, and depends heavily on knowledge held in one person's head.

Neither coping mechanism scales. Spreadsheets cannot sustain the continuous, demonstrable
evidencing that the Consumer Duty now requires of payment firms6, and consultancy is a non-
scalable services model that grows more expensive the more a firm leans on it. Both leave the
accountable individual exposed precisely when scrutiny is highest.

Compliance is already a heavy line on the balance sheet. UK financial services firms spend an
estimated 20 to 25% of total operating cost on compliance16, a burden that falls disproportionately
on smaller firms with less ability to absorb fixed overhead. The cost of getting it wrong has risen
sharply. The FCA's CP24/20 consultation proposes an overhaul of safeguarding requirements for
payment and e-money firms, introducing tighter reconciliation, record-keeping and audit
obligations alongside an eventual statutory trust model5. Enforcement has hardened in parallel,
with restrictions, growth caps and skilled-persons reviews imposed on firms found wanting on

How firms cope today

The cost of the status quo
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safeguarding and financial-crime controls14. For an accountable MLRO, a missed control is no
longer an administrative slip; it is a personal regulatory and reputational risk.

The wider RegTech market is large and growing, but it does not serve this buyer well. The market
splits across distinct layers, and no single product covers the payments-compliance workflow end to
end9. Horizontal governance and compliance automation leaders such as Vanta and Drata are built
around information-security frameworks like SOC 2 and ISO 2700117; they have no depth in the
Payment Services Regulations or FCA safeguarding rules, and they do not address MLRO
accountability. Financial-crime specialists such as ComplyAdvantage and Sanction Scanner own the
screening layer18,19 but stop short of holistic obligations management. Regulatory-intelligence
players like Corlytics and FinregE map obligations well8,12, yet they are priced and scoped for tier-
one institutions, too heavy and too costly for a 30-person payment firm. Enterprise consolidation
reinforces the gap: Verdane's investment in Corlytics and Entrust's acquisition of Onfido are pulling
incumbents further upmarket8, leaving the small-firm segment underserved.

The practical effect is that the most serious competitor for this buyer is not another vendor at all. It
is the spreadsheet, plus a consultant on call. That status quo is the real incumbent, and substituting
it with affordable, payments-specific, continuously-evidenced tooling is the central commercial
opportunity.

Two points follow for the proposed venture. First, the pain is genuine and well-timed: a converging
set of mandatory obligations, safeguarding reform, Consumer Duty evidencing and intensified
personal accountability, lands squarely on a buyer with no fit-for-purpose tool and a high tolerance
for spending to reduce personal risk. The demand thesis should be anchored in the ongoing,
mandatory nature of continuous evidencing rather than any single rule, so that the value
proposition does not rise and fall with one consultation timetable. Second, because the underserved
gap is defined as much by the failure of adjacent solutions as by the problem itself, the firm's
positioning should make the contrast explicit: payments-native depth and a turnkey price point for
firms that the horizontal platforms ignore and the enterprise suites price out.

Why existing solutions fall short

Implications
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Industry Overview

Beacon operates in the UK RegTech and compliance-automation sector, a market valued at roughly
£5.5bn across all financial-services segments2 and growing at around 18% a year on most published
forecasts3. The slice that matters to Beacon is narrower: compliance software sold to small and mid-
sized FCA-authorised payment institutions and e-money institutions. That niche is fragmented,
underserved and lightly penetrated, sitting between several adjacent layers that each solve part of
the problem and none of it completely9. The forces shaping it are best read through a PESTLE lens,
with the political, economic, technological and legal dimensions doing most of the work.

The defining feature of this sector is that demand is manufactured by the regulator. The FCA has
moved to a more assertive, data-led supervisory posture, and payment and e-money firms are
squarely in its sights. The CP24/20 safeguarding consultation proposes tighter reconciliation,
record-keeping and audit obligations, with a statutory trust model as the eventual end state5.
Personal accountability under the Senior Managers and Certification Regime sharpens the political
pressure further, placing named individuals on the hook for control failures7. The practical effect is
a regulator-driven adoption window running through 2024 to 2027 that maps directly onto
payments-specific control monitoring.

The risk attached to this is that political timetables move. FCA reforms routinely slip, and
consultations soften between draft and final rules. A sector whose demand is tied to a single rule
change is exposed to that drift, which is why the durable pull comes from the standing, mandatory
obligations (Consumer Duty evidencing, AML supervision) rather than any one consultation6.

Compliance is an expensive fixed cost for regulated firms, running at an estimated 20 to 25% of
total operating cost16. That burden underpins willingness to pay for tooling that reduces it,
particularly among smaller firms least able to absorb the overhead. On the supply side, the sector is
well capitalised at the top end. ComplyAdvantage has raised around £85m and reported roughly
£21m of ARR18,20; Drata has crossed £80m of ARR with about 7,000 customers and 60% year-on-
year growth17; Corlytics took majority investment from Verdane in 20248.

Two structural shifts follow from this capital. First, consolidation is pulling incumbents upmarket:
the Verdane and Corlytics deal and Entrust's acquisition of Onfido both point larger vendors toward
tier-one institutions and away from the small-firm segment8. That widens the white space for a
focused vertical entrant. Second, the economics of serving small firms are unforgiving. At the
prevailing price points for this buyer, addressable revenue is far smaller than the headline market
figures suggest, which shapes the sector as one of capital-efficient niche players rather than
hyperscale platforms.

Political and regulatory

Economic
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Buying behaviour in this market runs on trust and peer reference rather than broad marketing.
Compliance officers gather through industry bodies such as the Payments Association and lean
heavily on recommendations from other accountable individuals. Sales cycles are consultative and
relationship-led, which favours vendors with credibility inside the community and disadvantages
cold, volume-driven acquisition. The flip side is a slow ramp: peer-led adoption compounds steadily
but does not spike.

The sector is shifting from point-in-time attestation toward continuous, always-current evidencing,
a trend the 2026 RegTech commentary frames around auditability, governance and agentic AI21.
Drata and Vanta's growth on automated control monitoring proves the demand, even though their
framework focus sits in information security rather than FCA obligations17. Cloud RegTech
adoption among smaller firms is accelerating off a low base22, which opens the segment that
enterprise GRC previously priced out.

The collapse in LLM costs cuts both ways. It makes building and maintaining a deep, regulation-
specific obligation library viable for a small team, but the same capability is available to any well-
funded rival13. Technology lowers the cost of entry across the board, so it functions as an efficiency
enabler rather than a barrier.

The legal environment cuts in two directions for vendors. Procurement at regulated firms
increasingly gates on SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR readiness, so these become commercial
prerequisites rather than nice-to-haves. More acute is the liability question: software that reports a
control is operating sits close to a professional-negligence and regulatory-failure exposure if it
reports green and a control has in fact failed15. The EBA's own work warns that over-reliance on
RegTech tooling can itself become a compliance failure15, and academic critique questions how
much genuine novelty the category delivers23. Vendors in this space must scope their products as
evidence support rather than assurance, with clear limitation of liability.

Two points stand out for the proposed venture. The regulatory tailwind is real and the white space
left by upmarket consolidation is genuine, but neither the obligation library nor the AI behind it is
defensible on its own; durability has to come from switching costs (deep data integrations, audit-
firm partnerships and accumulated evidence histories) built before a better-funded incumbent
decides the niche is worth entering. The firm should also treat procurement-grade security
accreditation and tightly scoped liability terms as gating conditions for selling into this sector at all,
not as later refinements.

Social

Technological

Legal

Implications
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Market Sizing

Sizing this market honestly means separating the broad category Beacon could in theory touch from
the narrow slice it can realistically sell into. The headline numbers look generous. The defensible
planning base is considerably smaller, and the gap between the two matters more than either figure
on its own.

The widest frame is the UK RegTech and compliance-automation market, valued at roughly
£5.53bn (Ken Research puts the figure at about USD 7bn, converted at 0.79)2. That covers every
regulated financial-services segment and every compliance layer, from enterprise surveillance suites
to identity verification, so it functions only as an outer boundary. The category is growing at around
18% a year on published forecasts3. A useful tighter proxy is the UK RegTech and compliance-AI
platforms market at roughly £410m (USD 520m)24, which sits closer to the kind of software Beacon
actually builds and acts as a sanity check on the layers below.

Beacon does not sell to the whole RegTech market. It sells obligations-and-control software to small
and mid-sized FCA-authorised payment institutions and e-money institutions. Apportioning the
£5.53bn TAM down to that payments-compliance niche gives a low single-digit percentage share,
which lands a serviceable market in the order of £150m. The original market model put this at
£156m and the £410m compliance-AI proxy keeps that figure comfortably inside the upper bound.
So far the arithmetic is internally consistent.

The bottom-up build is where the model needs scrutiny. The original calculation took roughly 2,600
target firms multiplied by an assumed £60,000 annual compliance-software spend, reaching the
same ~£156m. Both inputs are weak. The firm count and the £60,000 average contract value are
flagged as unsourced estimates4, and neither survives contact with Beacon's own trading data.

Two corrections pull the figure down sharply. First, the FCA register supports a smaller addressable
base than 2,600. The authorised PI and EMI population is closer to 1,200 to 1,400 in total, and a
large share are small agents, registered rather than authorised firms, or effectively dormant.
Filtered to genuinely addressable firms in the 10 to 250 staff band that would actually buy software,
the realistic count is nearer 1,000. Second, Beacon's actual average contract value is £15,500, about
a quarter of the £60,000 assumed in the model1.

Rebuilt on those grounds, the bottom-up SAM is roughly 1,000 firms at £15,500, or about £15.5m,
with a plausible band of £15m to £20m once modest ACV growth and a slightly wider firm count are
allowed. That is an order of magnitude below the top-down figure. The divergence is real, not a

Total addressable market

Serviceable addressable market: top-down

Serviceable addressable market: bottom-up
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rounding difference, and it stems entirely from the two unsupported inputs in the original top-
down apportionment.

When a top-down apportionment and a bottom-up build disagree by a factor of ten, the build
grounded in observed pricing wins. Beacon charges £15,500 today, not £60,000, and the FCA
register does not support 2,600 addressable firms. The £156m figure is retained here for context
and to show the category Beacon sits within, but it carries low confidence and should not anchor
planning. The £15m to £20m range is the base case. This reframes Beacon as a capital-efficient
niche leader rather than a hyperscale platform play, a distinction that matters for how the pre-seed
round is positioned.

The obtainable market follows directly from which SAM is used. Against the £156m figure, a 3%
share over three to five years gives the original £4.7m SOM, equivalent to around 80 customers at
£60,00025. Against the £15m to £20m base case at Beacon's real £15,500 ACV, the same 3%
penetration yields roughly £450k to £600k. Beacon is already at £140k ARR across nine
customers1, so a realistic three-to-five-year obtainable figure sits in the low single-digit millions if
ACV rises and retention holds across multiple cohorts. Lifting ACV toward £25,000 to £35,000
through modular gating and the audit-support upsell is the single largest lever on this number; it
roughly doubles the obtainable market without needing a single extra logo.

Measure
Headline
model

Base case (risk-
adjusted)

Basis

TAM £5.53bn £5.53bn
UK RegTech & compliance-automation
market, all segments2

SAM £156m £15m–£20m
Top-down: ~3% of TAM apportioned to
payments niche. Base case: ~1,000
addressable PIs/EMIs × £15,500 ACV1

SOM (3–5
yr)

£4.7m
£450k–£600k at 3%;
low single-digit £m if
ACV rises

~3% penetration of SAM25

Current
ARR

£140k across 9 customers, ~£15,500
ACV

Beacon trading data1

Growth
rate

~18% CAGR (UK RegTech) Spherical Insights3

Reconciling the two figures

Serviceable obtainable market

Summary of market sizing
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The willingness-to-pay underpinning these figures is sound even where the firm count is not. UK
financial-services firms spend an estimated 20 to 25% of total operating cost on compliance16, and
the buyer's personal accountability under SMCR makes de-risking tooling an easy budget case7. The
constraint is the number of firms, not the value each places on the problem.

Two things follow. The pre-seed narrative should be built on the £15m to £20m base case, not the
£156m headline, because investors who underwrite a venture return against a market that does not
exist will reprice the round the moment they rebuild the SAM from the FCA register. Presenting the
honest niche figure alongside a funded ACV-expansion and EU/EEA path is more credible than
defending the larger number.

The second point is that obtainable market is governed by ACV far more than by new logos. With a
genuinely addressable base of around 1,000 firms and elevated customer mortality in the segment,
net revenue retention through modules and audit support is the growth engine. The priority is to
push ACV toward £25,000 to £35,000 and prove retention across a second and third cohort before
treating the single-cohort 100% gross retention as durable.

Implications
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Target Customer

The buyer Beacon sells to is narrow and well-defined, which is both the strength and the constraint
of the whole proposition. One persona dominates the pipeline, and understanding that person in
detail matters more than mapping a broad audience.

The primary target is the Head of Compliance or Money Laundering Reporting Officer at a small or
mid-sized UK FCA-authorised payment institution or e-money institution, typically a firm in the 10
to 250 staff band. In practice the same individual often holds both titles at firms this size, alongside
a clutch of other senior management functions. At the smaller end, the MLRO may be the entire
compliance function. At the larger end there is a small team, perhaps two to four people, with the
accountable individual still personally signing off on the work.

This person sits at a particular career stage. They are experienced enough to hold a Senior
Management Function and carry personal regulatory accountability under SMCR7, but they rarely
have the budget authority or the team that an equivalent role at a tier-one bank would command.
They are technically literate without being technical. They live in spreadsheets, regulatory texts and
board papers, not in software procurement. Many have moved into the role from a consultancy or a
larger institution, which shapes both their standards and their professional network.

Consider the MLRO at a 40-person e-money firm processing customer funds that must be
safeguarded. They report to the board, own the firm's relationship with the FCA, and are the named
individual the regulator will hold responsible if a safeguarding reconciliation is missed or an AML
control fails. They have no dedicated RegTech budget line, run their obligation register in Excel,
and call in a consultancy when a rule change or a skilled-persons review stretches them beyond
capacity. They are, by their own account, perpetually behind.

The emotional core of the buying decision is personal accountability. This buyer is not optimising a
workflow for efficiency's sake; they are reducing the chance of a personal regulatory failure that
carries reputational and career consequences. That distinguishes Beacon's sale from most software
purchases. The product is bought to remove a specific anxiety, and the intensified enforcement
environment around payments firms has made that anxiety concrete rather than theoretical14.

Three pain points recur, each covered in more depth in the problem definition. The relentless
burden of continuous evidencing that spreadsheets cannot sustain. The scramble to assemble proof
when an audit or review lands. And the cost and non-scalability of leaning on consultants every
time the rules move. Beacon is bought to convert all three into a standing, auditable system rather
than a recurring fire drill.

Who the buyer is

A representative profile

What drives the purchase
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Buying behaviour in this segment runs on trust and peer reference, not on broad marketing or self-
serve trials. Compliance officers move in tight professional circles, gather through industry bodies
such as the Payments Association and the Emerging Payments Association, and weight
recommendations from other accountable individuals far more heavily than vendor claims. A warm
introduction from a peer who already uses the product is worth more than any amount of outbound
effort.

The decision is consultative and deliberate. Beacon's sales cycle runs 8 to 12 weeks1, reflecting a
buyer who needs to be convinced the tool is credible, who often loops in a colleague or the board,
and whose procurement and legal teams will scrutinise security and liability terms before signing.
Security accreditation and clear contractual scoping are not afterthoughts here; they are gates the
deal must pass through, which is why SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR readiness function as
commercial prerequisites for selling into regulated firms at all15. The buyer is cautious by
professional disposition, so the sale rewards patience and credibility over volume tactics.

The economic case for spending is strong even where the addressable firm count is not. Compliance
already absorbs an estimated 20 to 25% of total operating cost at UK financial-services firms16, and
the accountable individual has a powerful personal incentive to spend against that line to reduce
risk. Beacon's current £15,500 average contract value sits comfortably below the recurring cost of
consultancy retainers, which run from £5,000 to upwards of £50,000 per project10, so the value
framing is a substitution argument the buyer grasps quickly.

The ceiling on willingness to pay is set by firm size and budget authority rather than by doubt about
the problem. A 30-person PI cannot justify enterprise pricing, which is precisely why the
heavyweight regulatory-intelligence platforms have left this buyer unserved. The opportunity to lift
contract value lies in selling more to the same buyer through modules (safeguarding, AML,
Consumer Duty) and the audit-support upsell, rather than in pushing a single high price at first
contact. As set out in the market sizing, moving ACV toward £25,000 to £35,000 is the principal
lever on Beacon's obtainable market.

The channels follow directly from how this buyer behaves. The Payments Association and Emerging
Payments Association are the centre of gravity: structured referral arrangements, speaking slots
and a community presence reach the buyer where they already congregate and convert peer trust
into pipeline. Audit firms and boutique compliance consultancies are a second channel, both as
referral partners and because positioning Beacon's output as the format auditors expect creates a
pull-through effect. Content tied to live regulatory events, the safeguarding reforms and Consumer
Duty reporting cycles, meets the buyer at the moment their anxiety peaks. Cold, high-volume

How they buy

Willingness to pay

Where they can be reached
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acquisition works poorly against a cautious, reference-driven audience and should not be the
primary motion.

The sharpness of this persona is an asset and a risk in equal measure. It lets Beacon build a product
and a message tuned precisely to one accountable individual, which is why early retention has held
and word-of-mouth works. It also means the entire go-to-market currently depends on the
founder's standing inside a small community, a dependency that becomes a scaling ceiling once the
warm network is exhausted. The priority is to institutionalise the channels the persona responds to,
formal Payments Association relationships and audit-firm partnerships, so that peer-driven
inbound replaces founder-driven outbound before the pipeline stalls.

The second implication concerns the buyer's risk profile. The same characteristics that make this
person an eager buyer, a small under-resourced firm under regulatory pressure, also make their
firm more prone to de-authorisation or failure. Concentrating early effort on the better-capitalised,
more stable end of the segment protects retention and gives the modular ACV-expansion strategy a
durable base to grow from.

Implications
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Competitive Landscape

Beacon competes in a fragmented field rather than a single category. No one rival serves the FCA-
payments compliance workflow end to end; instead, several players each own a layer, and the most
entrenched alternative is not a software vendor at all. The table below merges the direct and
adjacent competitors that matter most to Beacon's buyer. Funding figures are approximate and
converted to sterling where the underlying sources report in dollars.

15



Name Founded Funding Pricing (annual) Key strength

ComplyAdvantage 2014
~£85m raised;
~£21m
ARR18,20

Usage-tiered,
~£10k+; free
ComplyLaunch
startup tier

AI-driven AML,
sanctions and
PEP data; strong
fintech brand

Vanta 2018

Over £275m
raised; billion-
pound
valuation26

~£6k–£10k+

Market-leading
automated
evidence
collection for
SOC 2/ISO

Drata 2020
Over £235m
raised; crossed
£80m ARR17

~£7.5k+

Highly
automated
control
monitoring;
7,000+
customers

Corlytics 2013

~£23m raised;
Verdane
majority stake
(2024)8

Enterprise, high five
to six figures

Deep regulatory
intelligence and
obligation
taxonomy

FinregE 2018
Privately held;
limited
disclosure12

Enterprise, on
request

Obligations
mapping aligned
to the FCA
rulebook

Sanction Scanner 2019
Privately held;
limited
disclosure19

From low
£hundreds/month

Affordable, API-
first screening
accessible to
SMEs

Cyan Regulatory
("Beacon")

2024
Privately held;
limited
disclosure11

Subscription, on
request

Purpose-built
obligations
management;
Crown
Dependency ties

Thistle Initiatives 2009
Privately held
consultancy10

£5k–£50k+ per
project

Hands-on FCA
payments
compliance
advisory and
peer trust
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The competitors split along the layers described in the problem definition: horizontal GRC
automation (Vanta, Drata), financial-crime screening (ComplyAdvantage, Sanction Scanner),
regulatory intelligence and obligations mapping (Corlytics, FinregE, Cyan Regulatory), and
services-led advisory (Thistle). The status quo, spreadsheets plus an on-call consultant, remains the
dominant incumbent across the small-firm segment9.

The market is fragmented and several adjacent players are far better capitalised than Beacon, with
ComplyAdvantage, Vanta and Drata all backed by nine-figure funding17,18. None currently owns the
FCA-payments niche outright, but they compete for the same compliance budget and brand
attention, keeping rivalry intense even though direct head-to-head overlap is partial.

The obligation library that underpins Beacon's product is replicable public content, and the collapse
in LLM costs lowers the build cost for any well-funded rival to enter the vertical13. A larger
incumbent that decided the segment was worth pursuing could hire two ex-MLROs and ship an
FCA module within a quarter, so the technical barrier to entry is low.

Individual small-firm buyers have modest budgets and several cheaper alternatives, including
reverting to spreadsheets, which gives them real leverage on price. That is offset by their personal
accountability under SMCR and a reference-driven buying culture that rewards trusted vendors
over the lowest bidder7, tempering pure price sensitivity.

Beacon depends on cloud infrastructure and third-party screening data from providers such as
ComplyAdvantage or Sanction Scanner, both of which carry concentration and pass-through cost
risk. The regulatory content itself is public and free, so the binding upstream dependency is
commercial rather than informational, and switching providers is feasible if margins are protected.

The cheapest substitute is the spreadsheet, and the most credible services substitute is consultancy
from firms like Thistle Initiatives10. Both are familiar, require no procurement friction, and remain
the default for most of the segment, which makes substitution the single largest competitive
pressure Beacon faces9.

Read against the competitive matrix, the well-funded horizontal and financial-crime leaders sit as
Stars: ComplyAdvantage, Vanta and Drata all combine high market presence with strong growth
trajectories17,18. NICE Actimize behaves more like a Cash Cow, holding a large enterprise base in a

Porter's Five Forces

Competitive rivalry: High

Threat of new entrants: High

Bargaining power of buyers: Medium

Bargaining power of suppliers: Medium

Threat of substitutes: High

BCG growth-share positioning
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slower-growing tier-one segment. The obligations-mapping specialists, FinregE, Sanction Scanner
and Cyan Regulatory, fall into the Question Mark quadrant, operating in a growing space without
yet establishing dominant share. Beacon itself is a Question Mark with Star potential: high growth
orientation, negligible current share, and a defensible-feeling vertical focus that has yet to convert
into durable market position. Thistle Initiatives, as a non-scalable services model in a low-growth
advisory niche, classifies as a Dog in growth-share terms even though it remains a trusted and
profitable business in its own right.

The competitive structure points to a genuine but contestable opening. The horizontal leaders lack
FCA depth, the regulatory-intelligence players are priced for tier-one institutions, and enterprise
consolidation continues to pull incumbents upmarket and away from the small-firm segment8. That
white space is real, but the high threat of entry and substitution means the vertical focus alone is a
head start, not a moat. The priority is to convert position into switching cost before a better-funded
rival notices the niche: deep read-only integrations into clients' banking and safeguarding-
reconciliation data, audit-firm partnerships that make Beacon's output the format auditors expect,
and accumulated client-specific evidence histories that are painful to migrate.

Two actions follow directly. First, resolve the name clash with Cyan Regulatory's competing
"Beacon" product through a trademark search and a likely rebrand, before it complicates
partnerships and search visibility11. Second, compete against the spreadsheet rather than the other
vendors: frame the sale as a substitution for recurring consultant spend and manual evidencing,
since the status quo, not ComplyAdvantage or Vanta, is the alternative most of Beacon's buyers are
actually weighing9,10.

Positioning opportunities and recommendations
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Market Growth & Trends

The UK RegTech market is growing at roughly 18% a year on published forecasts3, with the broader
category valued at around £5.53bn2. That figure sits within a global market expanding faster still,
estimated at about £19bn in 2025 and forecast to compound at 21% through 203313. These headline
rates describe the whole sector rather than Beacon's slice of it, but they establish the direction of
travel: compliance software is taking share from manual and services-led methods across every
regulated segment, and the small-firm payments niche is one of the least penetrated corners of it.

Growth rate alone tells only part of the story. The composition of that growth matters more for a
vertical entrant, because the fastest-moving sub-segments are the ones closest to what Beacon sells.
Cloud-delivered RegTech is forecast to compound at around 55% a year between 2026 and 203622,
a far steeper curve than the market average, driven by smaller firms that enterprise GRC platforms
previously priced out finally adopting affordable, turnkey tooling. Beacon's target buyer sits
squarely in that adopting cohort.

Three demand drivers are well evidenced rather than speculative. The first is regulatory pressure.
The convergence of the FCA's CP24/20 safeguarding overhaul, Consumer Duty continuous-
evidencing obligations and intensified personal accountability under SMCR creates a binding, time-
bound reason for payment firms to replace spreadsheets, and these obligations map directly onto
Beacon's control monitoring5,6,7. The regulatory mechanics are set out in the industry overview; the
point for growth is that this is genuine demand creation, not a marketing narrative.

The second is cost pressure. Compliance already absorbs an estimated 20 to 25% of total operating
cost at UK financial-services firms16, and the structural shift from point-in-time attestation toward
continuous evidencing raises that burden further. Manual processes cannot sustain continuous
evidencing, so the workload either grows the consultancy bill or forces adoption of tooling. Both
outcomes favour scalable software over the status quo27.

The third is the substitution of expensive ad-hoc consultancy with productised SaaS. KPMG and
Innovate Finance record a clear upward trend in RegTech adoption alongside growth in compliance
outsourcing27, and the economics are plain: a £15,500 annual subscription compares favourably
with consultancy retainers running from £5,000 to upwards of £50,000 per project10. This is the
core commercial opportunity, and the demand-side behaviour is moving in Beacon's favour.

Two shifts are real but earlier-stage, and should be read as signals rather than proven trends. The
first is the enterprise consolidation pulling incumbents upmarket: Verdane's majority investment in
Corlytics and Entrust's acquisition of Onfido both point larger vendors toward tier-one
institutions8. The logic that this widens the white space for a focused small-firm entrant is sound,

Proven drivers

Emerging signals
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but it is a structural inference, not yet a measured loss of attention by those vendors in the small-
firm segment.

The second is the maturation of agentic AI and the collapse in LLM costs, which the 2026 sector
commentary frames around auditability and governance21. This lowers the cost of building and
maintaining a deep obligation library, but as the competitive landscape sets out, it lowers that cost
for every rival too. It is an enabler of the category's growth, not a tailwind unique to Beacon.

Several forces work against the growth narrative, and they are material. The most significant is that
regulatory-event-driven demand is lumpy and partly reversible. FCA reform timetables routinely
slip, CP24/20 remains at the consultation and implementation stage5, and consultations soften
between draft and final rules. A firm that buys tooling to meet a single deadline may revert to
spreadsheets once it passes, so one-off implementation demand does not automatically convert to
recurring willingness to pay.

Customer mortality is a second drag specific to this segment. Small PIs and EMIs sit in the
population most exposed to FCA de-authorisation, acquisition and commercial failure14, which caps
net revenue retention regardless of product quality. With reports that a large share of fintech
startups fail within three years on regulatory grounds28, the addressable base churns even as the
market grows. A third inhibitor is the liability question covered in the industry overview:
procurement and legal scrutiny of assurance-style tooling slows deals and raises the bar to sell15.

The sector trajectory is one of steady, regulation-led growth rather than a demand spike. The base
case is that the small-firm payments-compliance niche continues to shift from spreadsheets and
consultancy toward SaaS over a 2025 to 2027 window, propelled by the safeguarding and Consumer
Duty obligations bedding in and by the cloud adoption curve steepening. Penetration today is low,
so the runway is real, but it is bounded by the firm count rather than the willingness to pay, as the
market sizing makes clear.

For Beacon specifically, the realistic path is the capital-efficient one described in the market sizing:
growth from £140k ARR toward low single-digit millions over three to five years, with the slope
governed far more by contract value than by logo count1. Lifting ACV toward £25,000 to £35,000
through modular gating and the audit-support upsell roughly doubles the obtainable market
without adding a customer. The optimistic case adds a deliberately funded EU/EEA expansion to
extend the runway; the downside case is a niche that plateaus if the regulatory pull softens and ACV
stays flat. The likeliest outcome sits between the two: durable but bounded growth, contingent on
proving retention across multiple cohorts rather than the single first-cohort figure.

Inhibitors

Three-to-five-year trajectory
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Beacon should anchor its growth thesis in the standing, mandatory obligations rather than any
single rule change, so that the trajectory does not rise and fall with the CP24/20 timetable. Demand
tied to one consultation is fragile; demand tied to continuous Consumer Duty and AML evidencing
is structural, and only the latter supports a recurring-revenue business through a slippage or a
softening.

The second implication is that the market's growth rate is not the binding constraint on Beacon,
and the planning should reflect that. The sector is expanding faster than Beacon can realistically
capture, so the priority is not chasing the headline CAGR but converting the favourable conditions
into contract-value expansion and proven multi-cohort retention before a better-funded incumbent
decides the niche is worth entering.

Implications
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Barriers to Entry

The competitive landscape section rated the threat of new entrants as high, and the barrier analysis
that follows explains why. Most of the structural defences that normally protect an incumbent are
thin in this market. The ones that could protect Beacon are the ones it has not yet built. That
asymmetry is the central finding here: the barriers that let Beacon enter are the same barriers that
leave it exposed to the next entrant.

Building a vertical compliance SaaS no longer demands serious upfront capital. The core platform is
already live in production on cloud infrastructure with no physical supply chain, and the collapse in
LLM costs has cut the expense of encoding and maintaining an obligation library to a level a five-
person team can sustain21. Beacon reached £140k ARR across nine customers on angel backing
alone1. That low capital threshold worked in Beacon's favour at entry, but it offers no protection
now. A well-funded rival faces the same modest build cost, and several adjacent players,
ComplyAdvantage, Vanta and Drata, sit on nine-figure war chests that dwarf anything a pre-seed
entrant can deploy17,18. Capital is a barrier that hinders Beacon against incumbents rather than one
that shields it.

There is no licence required to sell compliance software, so the regulatory barrier to becoming a
vendor is low. The meaningful hurdle sits at the procurement gate. Regulated buyers increasingly
require SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR readiness before they will sign, and these accreditations
function as commercial prerequisites rather than later refinements15. For Beacon, which has not yet
completed them, this is currently a deal-slower working against it. Once achieved, the same gate
becomes a modest barrier against casual entrants who underestimate how much regulated-firm
procurement demands.

The deeper regulatory barrier is domain credibility. Selling to a personally accountable MLRO
requires authoritative interpretation of the Payment Services Regulations, the FCA Handbook and
the CP24/20 safeguarding regime5,7. That expertise, embedded in the team rather than the code, is
the genuinely scarce input and the one regulatory dimension that favours Beacon. It is replicable by
a competitor willing to hire ex-MLROs, but it is not instant.

The obligation library itself is the weakest barrier in the analysis. Regulatory texts are public and
finite, and cheap AI lets any capable team encode the same FCA mappings, which is precisely why at
least four direct competitors already do so11,12. A larger incumbent could ship an FCA module within
a quarter by hiring two compliance specialists. The technical moat lives elsewhere: in deep, ideally
write-back integrations into clients' banking and safeguarding-reconciliation data feeds that turn

Capital requirements: Low

Regulatory hurdles: Medium, and dual-edged

Technical complexity: Low for the library, higher for integrations
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Beacon from a static register into a live monitoring system. Those integrations are operationally
fiddly, require client cooperation, and raise the cost of migrating away. This is the one technical
barrier worth investing in, and at present it is more potential than realised.

This buyer does not respond to marketing. They buy on peer reference, gathering through the
Payments Association and the Emerging Payments Association and weighting recommendations
from other accountable individuals far above vendor claims. Trust accumulates slowly through
community standing and demonstrated credibility, which makes it one of the few barriers that
genuinely protects an established vertical player. Beacon's founder-led motion has already
converted that dynamic into 100% gross retention across the first cohort1. The same barrier cuts the
other way for a horizontal giant: a generalist GRC brand carries little weight inside a tight
compliance-officer network it has never served. Beacon's standing in that community is its most
defensible asset, though it currently rests heavily on one person's relationships, which is a key-
person risk as much as a moat.

Ordinary SaaS friction is the only thing keeping customers in place at present. The accumulating
evidence data belongs to the customer, not to Beacon, so it creates no network effect, and a
determined buyer could migrate to a rival with manageable effort. This is the barrier that most
needs building, and the strategy converges on three mechanisms: deep data integrations that make
Beacon the live evidence engine, audit-firm partnerships that make Beacon's output the format
auditors expect, and accumulated client-specific control histories that are painful to recreate
elsewhere. None of these is in place at scale. Until they are, the vertical focus is a head start rather
than a lock-in, and the window to build them is open only while larger players ignore the segment.

Scale economies barely apply here, which neutralises one of the larger competitors' usual
advantages. The market is small, with a genuinely addressable base of around 1,000 UK payment
and e-money firms, so there is no volume prize that rewards a hyperscale cost base1. A focused
entrant serving the niche well is not meaningfully disadvantaged on unit cost against a giant. The
flip side is that the same small market gives Beacon no scale defence either: there is no cost curve a
rival cannot match, only a customer base too modest to attract one until it grows.

Read together, the barriers split cleanly. Capital, technical complexity around the library, and the
absence of scale economies are all low, which is why entry is easy and the threat of new entrants
stays high. The barriers that favour Beacon, community trust and domain credibility, are real but
soft, replicable by a rival willing to hire and wait. The barriers that would make Beacon durable,
switching costs through integrations and audit-firm alliances, are the ones not yet built. The honest

Brand and trust: High, and the barrier most favouring Beacon

Switching costs: Low today, the priority to raise

Economies of scale: Weak in this niche

Which way the barriers point
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position is that Beacon entered through low barriers and is now defending a niche with barriers it
must construct before a better-funded incumbent decides the segment is worth the effort.

Beacon should treat switching-cost construction as the single most urgent strategic priority, ahead
of new-logo acquisition. Deep banking and safeguarding-reconciliation integrations, formal audit-
firm partnerships that standardise on Beacon's output, and a community relationship with the
Payments Association are the only barriers that convert a fragile head start into durable defence,
and the window to build them closes the moment a well-capitalised rival notices the niche.

The second priority is to complete SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR accreditation without delay.
These are currently a barrier working against Beacon at the procurement gate; once cleared, they
become a modest barrier against the next entrant and unblock the regulated-firm deals that domain
credibility alone cannot close15.

Implications
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Risk Assessment

Strengths Weaknesses

Genuine early product-market signal: £140k
ARR across nine FCA-authorised customers
with 100% gross retention in the first renewal
cohort1

Sharp vertical focus on payments-specific
control monitoring that horizontal GRC
platforms do not address17

Live, production-ready platform with the
obligation library and control monitoring
already built1

Founder standing inside the compliance-
officer community, a barrier that horizontal
rivals cannot quickly replicate

Obligation library is replicable public
content with no durable technology moat or
proprietary-data network effect12,23

Entire go-to-market depends on founder-
led sales at a £15,500 ACV too low to fund a
conventional sales team1

SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR
accreditation not yet complete, slowing
procurement15

Single tiny first cohort makes the 100%
retention figure statistically thin

Opportunities Threats

CP24/20 safeguarding reform, Consumer Duty
evidencing and intensified SMCR
accountability converging in a 2024-2027
demand window5,6,7

Enterprise consolidation pulling incumbents
upmarket and widening the small-firm white
space8

ACV expansion toward £25k-£35k through
modular gating and the audit-support upsell1

Substitution of recurring consultancy spend
with scalable SaaS10,27

Well-funded incumbents (Vanta, Drata,
ComplyAdvantage) able to enter the vertical
cheaply using LLM tooling13,17,18

Elevated FCA de-authorisation and
commercial-failure rates across the target
customer base14

Regulatory-event-driven demand that can
slip, soften or fail to convert to recurring
spend5

Liability exposure where the product
reports a control as operating15

SWOT Summary
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Risk Severity Likelihood Impact Mitigation

Overstated market
size. The serviceable
market at Beacon's real
£15,500 ACV and
roughly 1,000
genuinely addressable
firms is closer to £15m-
£20m than the £156m
headline, collapsing the
obtainable figure1,4

High High

Pre-seed round
may be mispriced;
founder hits a
ceiling around
£2m-£3m ARR
unless ACV rises or
costly
international
expansion follows

Re-derive the SAM
bottom-up from the
FCA register at real
ACV; present the
niche ceiling honestly
with a funded
modular-expansion
and EU/EEA path, or
reposition as a
capital-efficient
profitable business

Weak moat. A
regulation-mapped
control library is
replicable content, and
at least four direct
competitors already
encode FCA obligations
while cheap LLMs
lower the build cost for
any rival11,12,13

High High

A funded
incumbent could
hire two ex-
MLROs and ship
an FCA module
within a quarter,
eroding Beacon's
positioning
advantage

Build switching costs
beyond the library:
deep integrations into
client banking and
safeguarding data,
audit-firm
partnerships that set
the standard format,
and migration-
painful evidence
histories; move fast
to lock the segment

Unscalable
founder-led sales.
The entire go-to-
market runs through
the founder at 8-12
week cycles and a
£15,500 ACV that
cannot fund a
conventional sales
team1

High Medium

Acute key-person
risk; the model
stalls the moment
the founder stops
selling, capping
growth at perhaps
30-50 customers

Lift ACV toward £30k
via modules and
audit support to fund
paid reps; build a
partner and referral
channel through
industry bodies and
audit firms;
document and
productise the sales
motion early

Event-driven,
reversible demand.
Demand is tied to
regulatory events such
as CP24/20, which can

Medium Medium A sugar-rush of
deadline demand
followed by a
trough; the sales
narrative weakens

Anchor the value
proposition in
ongoing mandatory
continuous-
evidencing

Detailed Risk Register
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Risk Severity Likelihood Impact Mitigation

slip or soften, and one-
off implementation
buying may not convert
to recurring
willingness-to-pay5,6

if the FCA dilutes
the reforms

(Consumer Duty,
AML) rather than a
single rule;
demonstrate hard
ROI versus
consultant spend;
diversify obligation
coverage so no single
slippage is existential

Customer
mortality. Small UK
PIs and EMIs sit in the
population most prone
to FCA de-
authorisation,
acquisition or
commercial failure,
creating structural
churn14,28

Medium Medium

Net revenue
retention capped
regardless of
product quality;
logos must be
replaced
constantly to stand
still

Target the better-
capitalised end of the
segment; expand into
adjacent stable
verticals; build
expansion revenue
within surviving
accounts; model
churn against real
FCA de-authorisation
data, not SaaS-
standard
assumptions

Liability and
indemnity
exposure. Software
that tells an
accountable MLRO a
control is operating
creates a direct line to
professional-
negligence and
regulatory-failure
claims if a control is
missed15

Medium Low

A single material
false-positive
before an
enforcement event
could generate a
claim that dwarfs
revenue;
procurement may
demand
indemnities a
small firm cannot
stand behind

Scope the product as
evidence-support not
assurance, with
contractual limitation
of liability; secure
professional
indemnity and tech
E&O cover early;
achieve SOC 2/ISO
27001 and UK
GDPR/ICO readiness
to satisfy
procurement
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Risk Severity Likelihood Impact Mitigation

Brand name clash.
Cyan Regulatory
operates a competing
obligations-
management product
also called "Beacon",
risking partnership and
search-visibility
confusion11

Low Medium

Complicates audit-
firm and
community
partnerships and
dilutes search
presence as the
segment grows

Conduct a trademark
search and resolve
the clash, with a
likely rebrand, before
partnerships and SEO
investment
compound the
problem

Beacon's risk profile is medium-to-high, and the risks cluster rather than scatter. The three that
matter most, an overstated market, a replicable moat and a founder-bound sales motion, are
interlinked: each makes the others harder to manage. A small true SAM1 raises the stakes on
retention, which is itself threatened by customer mortality14; a weak moat means the window to
lock the segment is short, yet the founder-dependent motion makes moving fast difficult. The
favourable items, real revenue, a credible regulatory tailwind and a genuine community position,
are equally clustered, which is why the venture is investable despite the risk weighting.

The honest reading is that the most likely outcome is a capital-efficient niche business plateauing in
the low single-digit millions of ARR rather than a hyperscale exit, unless Beacon raises ACV,
constructs real switching costs and executes a funded multi-jurisdiction expansion. None of the
high-severity risks is fatal in isolation. The danger is correlation: a CP24/20 slippage, a well-funded
entrant and a stalled founder pipeline arriving together would compound quickly. Pre-seed
investors should stress-test the SAM and retention assumptions before underwriting a venture
return.

Two priorities follow directly. First, treat switching-cost construction, deep integrations, audit-firm
partnerships and accumulated evidence histories, as the single most urgent strategic task, because it
simultaneously mitigates the weak-moat, founder-dependency and churn risks while the segment
remains beneath incumbents' attention. Second, be intellectually honest in the pre-seed narrative:
anchor the raise on the £15m-£20m base case1 with a credible ACV-expansion and EU/EEA path,
rather than the £156m headline that a sophisticated investor will reprice the moment they rebuild
the figure from the FCA register.

Overall risk profile

Key implications
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Business Model Assessment

Beacon runs a model that is well understood in RegTech: annual SaaS subscriptions priced by firm
size and module, sold founder-led into compliance teams, with paid onboarding and an annual
audit-support upsell on top. Vanta, Drata and FundApps all monetise the same way17, so the
structure carries little execution risk in principle. The questions worth answering are narrower and
more specific to Beacon: whether the unit economics hold at a £15,500 contract value, what it
actually costs to win a customer, and whether the motion that produced the first nine logos can
carry the business past the founder.

The recurring subscription is the core, and it is the right core. Continuous obligation-mapping and
control-evidencing is a standing, governance-style workload rather than a per-transaction one, so a
flat annual tier fits the value far better than usage pricing would. Usage-based charging has a place
only where Beacon resells third-party screening data, and there it should be passed through on a
cost-plus basis to protect margin rather than treated as a revenue engine in its own right.

On price, Beacon's £15,500 ACV sits sensibly within the market. It is above the self-serve entry
pricing of Vanta and Drata, roughly £6,000 to £7,500 a year, and below FundApps at £20,000 and
above, and well below the enterprise regulatory-intelligence platforms that price for tier-one
institutions17. For a 10 to 250 staff payment firm that is paying £5,000 to upwards of £50,000 per
consultancy project today, the number reads as affordable and defensible10. The weakness is not the
price point but the absence of structured expansion within it. Beacon currently sells a single
subscription where it should be selling a base platform plus gated modules.

The clearest pricing lever is modular gating. Separating safeguarding, AML and Consumer Duty
into priced modules, with the audit-support upsell packaged on top, is the route from £15,500
toward the £25,000 to £35,000 ACV that the strategy work identifies as the threshold at which paid
sales becomes economic. This matters more than new-logo growth. As the market sizing set out,
Beacon's obtainable market is governed by contract value far more than by customer count, so net
revenue retention through modules is the primary growth engine rather than a secondary one.

The subscription line should carry healthy margins. SaaS gross margins in this category typically
run 75 to 85%, and Beacon's monitoring and obligation-library product should sit comfortably in
that band once cloud hosting, regulatory-data feeds and third-party screening integration costs are
netted off. The audit-support upsell is the dilutive element: it is services-led and therefore lower-
margin, but it earns its place by deepening stickiness and lifting ACV, and it captures consultancy-
style revenue at a better margin than pure advisory. The discipline required is to keep it packaged
and repeatable, ideally delivered through partner audit firms rather than founder time, so that it
does not quietly become a services business with a software wrapper.

Revenue model and pricing

Unit economics
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Lifetime value is where the segment's structure intrudes. At £15,500 ACV and an 80% gross margin,
each customer contributes roughly £12,400 of gross profit a year. The first-cohort gross retention of
100% is encouraging but statistically thin across nine accounts, and it cannot be read as durable
given the elevated de-authorisation and failure rate in the small PI and EMI population14.
Modelling lifetime value against realistic logo churn from that mortality, rather than SaaS-standard
assumptions, is essential; an average customer life of five to seven years implies a gross-profit LTV
in the order of £60,000 to £85,000 at current ACV, which roughly doubles if modular expansion
lifts ACV as intended.

Beacon's current CAC is artificially, and unsustainably, low. The nine customers were won through
founder relationships and peer referral inside the compliance-officer community, with effectively no
paid acquisition spend. On a cash basis the acquisition cost is little more than the founder's time
and some community and travel expense, which flatters every ratio. The genuine question is what
CAC becomes once the founder is no longer the channel.

The arithmetic of a conventional sales hire is unforgiving at this ACV. A UK enterprise SaaS
representative on £80,000 to £120,000 OTE needs to close eight to twelve deals a year simply to
cover their own cost, and with consultative 8 to 12 week cycles in a niche market that target is barely
achievable1. Loaded fully, sales compensation alone could imply a CAC of £8,000 to £15,000 per
customer before any marketing, which against £15,500 of first-year revenue produces a payback
period stretching beyond a year and a fragile LTV-to-CAC ratio. At £30,000 ACV the same rep
economics turn comfortably positive. This is the single clearest reason the ACV-expansion thesis is
not optional: it is what makes a repeatable, non-founder sales engine fundable at all.

The more capital-efficient route is to lean on the acquisition channels the buyer actually responds
to, which carry structurally lower CAC than outbound selling. Formal referral arrangements
through the Payments Association, audit-firm partnerships and regulatory-event content reach a
reference-driven audience where they already gather, and they convert peer trust into inbound that
a paid rep then closes rather than originates. ComplyAdvantage's free startup tier is a useful
template here: a lightweight funnel into newly-authorised firms that lowers the cost of first
contact18.

The model is viable, and a path to profitability exists precisely because the niche is small. A five-
person team at £140,000 ARR with strong word-of-mouth can reach cash-flow breakeven at
relatively modest scale, in the region of £600,000 to £1m ARR, provided the founder-led motion is
partially replaced by partner-driven inbound. That is a credible capital-efficient outcome and a
more honest base case than a hyperscale trajectory.

Scalability is the harder question, and it turns on three things rather than on demand. Demand is
real, supported by the regulatory tailwind and by compliance running at 20 to 25% of operating
cost16. The constraints are the structural ceiling of a few hundred to roughly 1,000 genuinely

Customer acquisition economics

Viability and scalability
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addressable UK firms, the elevated mortality within that base, and a sales motion that does not yet
work without the founder. Venture-scale returns depend on lifting ACV through modules and audit
support, proving retention across a second and third cohort rather than the first alone, and credibly
mapping a funded EU or EEA expansion path. The model wins on net revenue retention, not new
logos, which is why the audit-support upsell and modular gating sit at the centre of the commercial
plan rather than at its edge.

The priority is to engineer ACV expansion before scaling acquisition, not after. Modular gating and
the packaged audit-support upsell that move ACV toward £25,000 to £35,000 are what turn the
unit economics from marginal to fundable, because they are the difference between a paid sales hire
that loses money and one that pays back inside a year. Until that shift is proven, founder-led selling
supported by community and audit-firm referral remains the only motion the economics support,
and treating it as a temporary stage to be productised, rather than a permanent constraint, is the
right framing.

The second implication is to model the business on retention realism rather than the single-cohort
headline. The 100% first-cohort figure should be stress-tested against actual de-authorisation and
failure data for small PIs and EMIs, and lifetime value rebuilt on that basis, so that both internal
planning and the pre-seed narrative rest on defensible churn assumptions rather than SaaS-
standard optimism a sophisticated investor will quickly discount.

Implications
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Strategic Recommendations

The recommendations below follow the order in which they should command attention, not the
order in which they are easiest. They draw directly on the SWOT analysis in the risk assessment: the
three clustered high-severity risks (overstated market, replicable moat, founder-bound sales) set the
priorities, and the genuine strengths (early product-market signal, vertical focus, community
standing) provide the means to address them. Each action is scoped to a five-person team operating
on pre-seed capital, so sequencing and effort matter as much as ambition.

This is the single most urgent task because it simultaneously mitigates three risks: the weak moat,
founder dependency and customer churn. Leveraging Beacon's vertical focus and its live,
production-ready platform, the venture should prioritise deep read-only (ideally write-back)
integrations into clients' banking and safeguarding-reconciliation data, formal audit-firm
partnerships that make Beacon's evidence output the format auditors expect, and accumulated
client-specific control histories that are painful to migrate. This directly addresses the replicable-
moat weakness and mitigates the threat of well-funded incumbents entering the vertical
cheaply13,17. The library is replicable; the integrations and the audit-firm standard are not, at least
not quickly.

Timeline: start immediately, with first integrations and one audit-firm pilot inside 6 months.
Effort: high, and the dominant engineering and partnership commitment for the year. Impact:
high; this is what converts a head start into durable defence.

To address the founder-led sales weakness (a £15,500 ACV that cannot fund a conventional
sales hire), the venture should separate safeguarding, AML and Consumer Duty into priced
modules and package the audit-support upsell on top. This capitalises on the ACV-expansion
opportunity and the substitution-of-consultancy opportunity10,27, since the buyer already
pays more than this in recurring advisory fees. As the business model section set out, the rep
economics turn from marginal to fundable at roughly £30,000 ACV, and the obtainable market is
governed by contract value far more than by logo count.

Timeline: module repackaging within 3–6 months; ACV uplift proven across renewals over 12–18
months. Effort: medium, mostly packaging and pricing rather than new build. Impact: high; it
roughly doubles the obtainable market and unblocks a fundable sales motion.

A quick action that removes a low-severity but real brand threat. Cyan Regulatory operates a
competing obligations-management product also called "Beacon"11, which will complicate audit-
firm and Payments Association partnerships and dilute search visibility precisely as those

1. Build switching costs before incumbents notice the niche

2. Lift ACV toward £25,000–£35,000 through modular gating

3. Resolve the "Beacon" name clash
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partnership-led channels (recommendation 1) scale. A trademark search and a likely rebrand
should happen before further investment in partnerships and SEO compounds the cost of changing
later.

Timeline: 0–3 months. Effort: low. Impact: medium; cheap to fix now, expensive to ignore.

These accreditations are currently a procurement weakness working against Beacon at the deal-
closing gate, and they also help contain the liability threat inherent in reporting that a control is
operating15. Achieving them turns a deal-slower into a modest barrier against the next entrant and
satisfies the legal and procurement scrutiny that the target buyer's firm applies before signing. The
product should be contractually scoped as evidence-support rather than assurance, with limitation
of liability and professional indemnity and tech E&O cover secured alongside.

Timeline: 6–9 months to first attestation. Effort: medium; process and documentation heavy rather
than technically hard. Impact: high; it unblocks regulated-firm deals that domain credibility alone
cannot close.

The entire go-to-market currently rests on the founder's standing inside the compliance-officer
community, which is both a strength and an acute key-person weakness. Building on that
community standing, the venture should formalise Payments Association and Emerging
Payments Association relationships into structured referral and speaking arrangements, recruit
audit firms and boutique consultancies as referral or reseller partners, and document the sales
playbook so it is not founder-locked. A consultative AE and a customer-success hire become
economic once recommendation 2 lifts ACV. This converts peer trust into inbound that a rep closes
rather than originates, lowering the CAC that the business model section flagged as the binding
constraint.

Timeline: channel formalisation over 6–12 months; first non-founder sales hire at 12–18 months
once ACV supports it. Effort: medium-to-high. Impact: high; it lifts the structural ceiling on
growth.

To mitigate the event-driven-demand threat and the customer-mortality threat, the value
proposition should rest on the standing, mandatory obligations (Consumer Duty evidencing, AML
supervision) rather than any single rule such as CP24/20, whose timetable can slip or soften5,6. The
venture should target the better-capitalised, lower-mortality end of the segment to protect
retention, demonstrate hard ROI against consultant spend to make Beacon a budget-line fixture,
and track gross and net retention across a second and third cohort before treating the single-cohort

4. Complete SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR accreditation

5. De-risk founder dependency through a partner and referral
channel

6. Anchor the demand thesis in continuous evidencing and prove
multi-cohort retention
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100% figure as durable1,14. This builds on the regulatory-tailwind opportunity while removing
the fragility of tying demand to one consultation.

Timeline: messaging shift immediately; multi-cohort retention evidence over 12–24 months.
Effort: low-to-medium. Impact: medium-to-high; it underpins the recurring-revenue case the
whole model depends on.

To address the overstated-market weakness, the raise should be anchored on the risk-adjusted
£15m–£20m base case rather than the £156m headline, which a sophisticated investor will reprice
the moment they rebuild the figure from the FCA register1,4. Presenting the honest niche ceiling
alongside a funded ACV-expansion and EU/EEA path is more credible than defending the larger
number. In parallel, Innovate UK and UKRI grants, British Business Bank-backed venture debt and
Innovate Finance's RegTech UK programme offer non-dilutive runway and channel credibility29,
extending the window in which recommendation 1 can lock the segment.

Timeline: ahead of the pre-seed round; grant applications in parallel over 3–9 months. Effort:
medium. Impact: medium-to-high; it protects the round's pricing and lengthens runway.

7. Reframe the pre-seed narrative and pursue non-dilutive support
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Action Timeline Effort Impact Primary SWOT link

Build switching costs
(integrations, audit-firm
partnerships, evidence
histories)

Start now;
first results 6
mths

High High
Mitigates weak-moat
weakness and
incumbent threat

Lift ACV via modular
gating and audit support

3–18 mths Medium High
Addresses low-ACV
weakness; captures
expansion opportunity

Resolve the "Beacon" name
clash

0–3 mths Low Medium
Removes brand-clash
threat

Complete SOC 2 / ISO
27001 / UK GDPR

6–9 mths Medium High
Fixes procurement
weakness; contains
liability threat

Build partner and referral
channel

6–18 mths
Medium-
High

High
Leverages community
strength; cuts key-
person weakness

Anchor demand in
continuous evidencing;
prove retention

Now;
evidence 12–
24 mths

Low-
Medium

Medium-
High

Mitigates event-driven-
demand and churn
threats

Reframe pre-seed
narrative; pursue non-
dilutive funding

3–9 mths Medium
Medium-
High

Addresses overstated-
market weakness

The recommendations resolve into a single sequencing logic: spend the window that incumbents'
inattention provides on the two actions that compound, switching-cost construction and ACV
expansion, because together they turn a fragile head start into a defensible, fundable business while
the segment remains beneath larger rivals' notice. Everything else, accreditation, the rebrand, the
channel build and the funding narrative, clears the path for those two to work.

The honest planning frame is a capital-efficient niche leader rather than a hyperscale exit. Beacon
should pursue cash-flow breakeven in the £600,000 to £1m ARR range as its credible base case,
treat a funded EU/EEA expansion as the venture-scale option rather than the assumption, and
underwrite both on proven multi-cohort retention rather than the statistically thin first-cohort
figure.

Priority summary

Key implications
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Financial Projections

The figures in this section are projections built on Beacon's actual trading data and the market
assumptions established earlier in this report. They are illustrative planning scenarios, not forecasts
or guarantees, and they should be read alongside the retention and market-size caveats set out in
the risk assessment. The starting point is firm: £140,000 ARR across nine FCA-authorised
customers at roughly £15,500 average contract value, with 100% gross retention in the first renewal
cohort1. Everything that follows projects forward from that base over a three-year horizon.

Two variables drive almost all the difference between the scenarios: how fast contract value rises
through modular gating and the audit-support upsell, and how many net new logos the founder-led-
then-partner-supported motion adds each year against the churn baked into a high-mortality
customer base14. Logo count matters less than ACV, a point the market sizing made plainly, so the
scenarios diverge mainly on pricing realisation rather than headcount of customers.

The conservative case assumes ACV stays close to today's level, modular pricing lands slowly, and
de-authorisation and commercial failure in the target segment offset much of the new-logo gain.
The base case assumes the ACV-expansion thesis works to roughly the lower end of the £25,000 to
£35,000 target and the partner channel begins generating inbound from year two. The optimistic
case assumes ACV reaches the upper end, the regulatory tailwind converts cleanly, and audit-firm
and Payments Association referral channels compound.

Metric Scenario Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Customers (net)

Conservative 14 19 23

Base 16 26 38

Optimistic 19 34 52

Average ACV

Conservative £16,500 £17,500 £18,500

Base £18,000 £22,000 £26,000

Optimistic £20,000 £27,000 £33,000

ARR (projected)

Conservative £231,000 £333,000 £426,000

Base £288,000 £572,000 £988,000

Optimistic £380,000 £918,000 £1,716,000

Revenue scenarios (projections)
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The spread is wide on purpose. By year three the optimistic case is roughly four times the
conservative one, and the gap is driven far more by the ACV row than the customer row. In the
conservative path Beacon adds 14 net customers over three years yet barely clears £426,000 ARR
because pricing stays flat; in the base case a similar logo count produces nearly £1m because each
account is worth £26,000 rather than £18,500. This is the financial expression of the strategy: net
revenue retention through modules, not logo volume, is where the model wins.

Beacon is a cloud-hosted SaaS with no physical supply chain, so the cost base is dominated by
people. A five-person team carries most of the fixed cost, and the near-term hiring need (a
consultative account executive and a customer-success lead) only becomes economic once ACV
supports it, as the business model section set out. The variable costs are modest and largely pass-
through: cloud hosting, regulatory-content feeds, and third-party screening data resold on a cost-
plus basis.

Cost line Type
Indicative annual
cost (projection)

Notes

Team (5, blended
loaded)

Fixed £340,000–£380,000
Founder, two engineering, one
domain/compliance, one go-to-
market

Cloud infrastructure
Semi-
variable

£25,000–£45,000
Hosting, availability, security
tooling

Regulatory data &
screening feeds

Variable £15,000–£40,000
Scales with customers; screening
passed through cost-plus

SOC 2 / ISO 27001 /
UK GDPR

Mixed
£30,000–£50,000
(Yr1), ~£20,000
ongoing

Procurement gatekeeper; partly
one-off15

PI and tech E&O
insurance

Fixed £12,000–£25,000
Rising with revenue and liability
exposure15

Sales, marketing &
community

Semi-
variable

£30,000–£60,000
Payments Association, events,
content, audit-firm partnerships

Indicative total
operating cost

£450,000–
£600,000

Year 1 base; rises with the first non-
founder sales hire

Subscription gross margin should sit in the 75 to 85% band typical of the category once hosting,
data feeds and screening costs are netted off17. The audit-support upsell is the dilutive element,
lower-margin because it is services-led, but it lifts ACV and stickiness enough to justify its place

Cost structure
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provided it stays packaged and is increasingly delivered through partner audit firms rather than
founder time.

The breakeven question turns on a single relationship: gross profit must cover the operating cost
base. At an 80% subscription margin and a Year 1 cost base around £500,000, Beacon needs
roughly £625,000 of ARR to reach cash-flow breakeven. If the cost base is held nearer £450,000
while the founder still carries sales, breakeven falls to about £560,000; if a paid sales hire pushes
the base toward £600,000, it rises to around £750,000. The realistic breakeven band is therefore
£600,000 to £1m ARR, consistent with the capital-efficient base case described throughout this
report.

Scenario
Reaches breakeven ARR
(£600k–£750k)

Implication

Conservative
Not within 3 years (£426k by
Yr3)

Requires further capital or cost discipline; niche may
plateau below breakeven unless ACV moves

Base
During Year 3 (£572k Yr2 →
£988k Yr3)

Credible path to cash-flow breakeven on pre-seed
capital plus modest extension

Optimistic
Early-to-mid Year 2 (£918k
by Yr2)

Self-funding ahead of a Series A; supports a funded
EU/EEA expansion narrative

The conservative case is the one that should focus attention. It is not a failure scenario so much as a
flat-ACV scenario, and it shows what happens if modular pricing does not land: the business adds
customers but stays below breakeven, burning runway and eventually requiring either more capital
or a deliberate retreat to a leaner cost base. The difference between that outcome and the base case
is almost entirely contract-value realisation, which is why the financial plan and the commercial
plan are the same plan.

The willingness-to-pay underpinning the base and optimistic cases is sound. Compliance already
runs at 20 to 25% of operating cost for UK financial-services firms16, and Beacon's pricing
undercuts the recurring consultancy spend it displaces, which runs from £5,000 to upwards of
£50,000 per project10. The constraint is not the value each firm places on the problem; it is the
number of firms and the rate at which Beacon can lift what each one pays.

The financial model lives or dies on ACV expansion, not customer count. Moving average contract
value from £15,500 toward £26,000 is the difference between a business that clears breakeven
within three years and one that adds logos yet stays cash-negative, so module repackaging and the
audit-support upsell should be treated as the central financial lever rather than a product nicety.

Breakeven analysis

Key implications
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The pre-seed raise should be sized and pitched against the base case reaching breakeven in the
£600,000 to £1m ARR range, with enough runway to prove ACV expansion and multi-cohort
retention before that capital runs short. Anchoring on the conservative cost discipline while
underwriting the base-case revenue path, and treating churn against realistic de-authorisation data
rather than the thin first-cohort figure14, gives a more defensible plan than projecting the optimistic
line as the expected outcome.
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Operational Readiness

Beacon starts this assessment from an unusually comfortable position for a pre-seed company. The
core platform is live in production with nine paying customers, the obligation library and control
monitoring are already built, and the safeguarding-reconciliation checks that anchor the
differentiator are operating rather than on a roadmap1. The near-term technical work is correctly
framed as deepening integrations and widening regulation coverage, not core research and
development. That distinction matters: the execution question for Beacon is one of extension and
hardening, not invention, which materially lowers the technical risk that usually dominates an
early-stage venture.

The product works and sells, so feasibility of the underlying technology is not in doubt. The gaps are
operational and procedural rather than architectural. Three pieces of work stand between Beacon
and a defensible operating position, and all three were flagged earlier in this report as strategic
priorities rather than science projects.

The first is the integration layer. Today Beacon functions closer to a structured register than a live
monitoring system for most customers. The barriers analysis identified deep, ideally write-back,
integrations into clients' banking and safeguarding-reconciliation data feeds as the technical
investment that converts the product from a static tool into a live evidence engine and raises the
cost of leaving. This is buildable with the existing team, but it is fiddly: each integration depends on
client cooperation, varies by the customer's banking and reconciliation setup, and carries data-
quality risk that sits partly outside Beacon's control.

The second is security accreditation. SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR readiness are not yet
complete, and the strategic recommendations placed them on a six-to-nine-month path to first
attestation15. The work is documentation and process heavy rather than technically hard, but it
gates regulated-firm procurement, so it constrains the pace at which Beacon can close deals until it
is done.

The third is regulatory content maintenance. The obligation library must track a moving target as
the FCA publishes, and CP24/20 in particular will generate rule changes that need encoding
promptly5. Cheap LLM tooling lowers the cost of this work, but it does not remove the need for
authoritative human interpretation, which is the scarce input discussed below.

Beacon is cloud-hosted SaaS with no physical supply chain, so the infrastructure picture is
straightforward and the cost base is modest, in the region of £25,000 to £45,000 a year for hosting,
availability and security tooling as set out in the financial projections. The dependencies that matter
are commercial rather than physical: the cloud provider, the third-party screening and sanctions

What is built and what is not

Infrastructure and supply-chain dependencies
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data resold to support financial-crime controls, and the public regulatory sources that feed the
obligation library.

Two of these carry concentration risk. Reliance on a single cloud provider and on screening vendors
such as ComplyAdvantage or Sanction Scanner means Beacon bears pass-through cost and data-
quality exposure it does not fully control18,19. Neither is a reason for concern at current scale, but
both should be contractually managed and, where feasible, kept swappable so that margin and
service quality are protected if a provider changes terms.

The binding resource constraint is not engineering capacity but two specific capability gaps. The
first is regulatory domain expertise. Keeping the library authoritative and credible in front of a
personally accountable MLRO requires embedded ex-MLRO or payments-compliance specialism in
the team7. This expertise, not the code, is the genuinely scarce input, and it is what makes the
difference between a tool a compliance officer trusts and one they second-guess. Concentrating it in
the founder is a present strength and a future key-person risk.

The second gap is go-to-market capacity. The founder-led sales motion is the entire engine today,
and the business model and recommendations sections both identified the need for a consultative
account executive and a customer-success hire once ACV expansion makes them economic. Until
then, the operational ceiling on growth is the founder's own bandwidth across selling, integrations
and content maintenance simultaneously.

The realistic sequencing over the next 12 to 18 months runs in parallel rather than in series, given a
five-person team. Integration build and the first audit-firm pilot should begin immediately, with
initial results inside six months. Security accreditation runs alongside on a six-to-nine-month track
to first attestation. Module repackaging to enable ACV expansion is largely a pricing and packaging
exercise that can land within three to six months and does not compete heavily with engineering
capacity. The first non-founder commercial hire follows once contract value supports it, around the
12-to-18-month mark.

The principal scheduling tension is that the same small team owns integrations, content
maintenance and accreditation at once. None is technically daunting in isolation; the risk is that all
three compete for the founder's and the engineers' attention in the same window, slowing each.
Sequencing discipline, and the non-dilutive funding flagged in the recommendations to extend
runway, are what keep the timeline credible29.

Two risks stand out, and both have been touched on elsewhere in this report. The liability exposure
inherent in reporting that a control is operating is as much an operational discipline as a legal one:
the product must be built and contractually scoped as evidence-support rather than assurance, with

Resource and capability gaps

Development timeline

Key technical risks
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monitoring logic that fails safe and surfaces uncertainty rather than reporting a false green15. A
material false positive ahead of an enforcement event is the single technical failure most likely to
generate a claim out of proportion to revenue.

The second is that the integration work, the one technical barrier worth investing in, is also the one
most dependent on factors outside Beacon's control. Client banking and reconciliation systems
vary, cooperation is required, and data quality at the source determines the reliability of the
monitoring built on top. This is manageable but should be resourced as a sustained capability rather
than a one-off project.

Beacon is operationally ready to grow, with no fundamental build risk in its way. The execution
challenge is one of sequencing a small team across integrations, accreditation and content
maintenance without letting any one of them stall, and of converting the founder's domain expertise
into team capability before it becomes a single point of failure.

The priority is to treat the integration layer and SOC 2/ISO 27001 accreditation as the two
operational gates that unlock everything else: integrations build the switching costs the strategy
depends on, and accreditation removes the procurement brake on the sales pipeline. Both should be
staffed and funded ahead of new-logo acquisition, with regulatory domain expertise deliberately
broadened beyond the founder so that the library stays authoritative as coverage widens.

Key implications
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Commercialisation Plan

Beacon is already trading, so "commercialisation" here means scaling a motion that works rather
than launching a new one. The plan that follows takes the founder-led, peer-referred approach that
produced £140,000 ARR across nine customers1 and sets out how to institutionalise it: which
channels to formalise, which partners to recruit, and in what order, over a 36-month horizon. The
sequencing reflects a hard constraint flagged throughout this report, namely that the go-to-market
currently rests on one person's standing inside a small community, and the commercial task is to
convert that standing into channels and partnerships that outlast the founder's direct involvement.

The core sale is consultative and trust-led, and it should stay that way. The buyer is a personally
accountable MLRO or Head of Compliance who buys to reduce a specific regulatory risk, weights
peer recommendation far above marketing, and runs an 8 to 12 week deliberation cycle that loops in
colleagues and procurement1,7. Cold, volume-driven acquisition fits this audience poorly. The
motion that works is warm: a credible introduction, a focused demonstration anchored on the
firm's own safeguarding and Consumer Duty obligations, and a reference from a peer who already
uses the product.

The narrative should lead with the standing, mandatory obligations rather than any single rule.
Tying the pitch to CP24/20 alone exposes the pipeline to a slippage in the FCA's timetable5;
anchoring it in continuous Consumer Duty and AML evidencing makes Beacon a budget-line fixture
rather than a one-off implementation purchase6. The commercial framing throughout is
substitution: Beacon at roughly £15,500 a year against the £5,000 to £50,000-plus per project that
the same firm pays for ad-hoc consultancy10. That comparison closes deals faster than any feature
argument.

Two operational disciplines support the motion. First, the sales playbook must be documented and
productised early, so the steps that currently live in the founder's head become repeatable by a hire.
Second, deal velocity should be protected by completing SOC 2, ISO 27001 and UK GDPR
accreditation, which currently slow procurement at the closing gate15.

Three channels matter, and they should be built in a deliberate order rather than all at once.

The primary channel is the compliance-officer community itself. The Payments Association and the
Emerging Payments Association are where this buyer gathers and where peer trust converts into
pipeline. Formalising the founder's existing relationships into structured referral arrangements,
speaking slots and a visible community presence is the single highest-yield channel investment,
because it reaches the audience where it already congregates and carries the lowest acquisition cost
of any route available.

Go-to-market motion

Channel strategy
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The second channel is audit firms and boutique compliance consultancies. These serve as referral
and reseller partners, and they carry a secondary strategic benefit covered below: positioning
Beacon's output as the format auditors expect creates a pull-through effect that compounds over
time. A consultancy that embeds Beacon in its delivery converts a competitor for budget into a
distribution partner.

The third channel is regulatory-event content. Webinars and briefings timed to the safeguarding
reform and Consumer Duty reporting cycles meet the buyer at the moment their anxiety peaks5,6.
This is the channel that generates inbound a paid representative can later close, and it is also the
route through which a lightweight free or trial tier (on the model of ComplyAdvantage's startup
funnel) could capture newly-authorised firms early in their lifecycle18.

Direct outbound from a hired account executive belongs at the end of this list, not the start. It only
becomes economic once contract value rises toward £30,000, the point at which a rep on £80,000
to £120,000 OTE can pay back at the deal volumes a niche market allows1.

Partnerships do double duty in Beacon's plan: they distribute the product and they build the
switching costs that the obligation library alone cannot provide. The most strategically valuable is
the audit-firm alliance. If Beacon's evidence trail becomes the format auditors routinely expect from
payment firms, the product gains a standards-led pull that is far harder for a generalist competitor
to dislodge than any feature. This is a defensive moat and a distribution channel in one move, and it
should be pursued through a first audit-firm pilot within the opening six months.

A community partnership with the Payments Association is the second priority. Beyond referral
flow, a deeper relationship that positions Beacon as the de-facto peer-recommended tool inside the
body's membership lends the credibility that a five-person pre-seed company cannot manufacture
on its own. The third tier is the commodity integrations: cloud infrastructure and third-party
screening data from providers such as ComplyAdvantage or Sanction Scanner, integrated on a cost-
plus pass-through basis to protect margin18,19. These are supplier relationships rather than strategic
alliances, and they should be kept swappable to avoid concentration risk.

Non-dilutive support sits alongside the commercial partnerships. Innovate UK and UKRI grants,
British Business Bank-backed venture debt, and Innovate Finance's RegTech UK programme offer
runway and channel credibility that extend the window in which the audit-firm and community
relationships can mature29.

Partnership opportunities
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Phase Window
ARR
target

Commercial focus

Phase 1:
Consolidate the
beachhead

0–12
months

~£400k–
£500k

Formalise Payments Association referral and
speaking arrangements; run first audit-firm pilot;
resolve the "Beacon" name clash before
partnerships compound the cost11; document the
sales playbook; target the better-capitalised, lower-
mortality end of the segment to protect retention14;
begin SOC 2 / ISO 27001 accreditation

Phase 2: De-risk
founder
dependency and
lift ACV

12–30
months

~£1m–
£1.5m

Introduce modular pricing (safeguarding, AML,
Consumer Duty) plus packaged audit support to
move ACV toward £25k–£35k1; recruit audit firms
and consultancies as reseller partners; hire one
consultative AE and a customer-success lead;
pursue non-dilutive funding29; prove retention
across a second and third cohort

Phase 3: Scale
the engine and
prepare
expansion

30–48
months

£1.5m+

Mature content and co-marketing into the
dominant lead source; lock the UK segment
through integrations and the auditor-standard
format; scope a deliberately funded EU/EEA
expansion (PSD2/PSD3, EBA guidelines),
budgeting for a per-jurisdiction library rebuild
rather than a copy-paste

The timeline runs in parallel where a five-person team allows. Accreditation, module repackaging
and the first integrations all begin in the opening phase even though their full payoff lands later,
because each unblocks the next: accreditation clears procurement, modules fund the first sales hire,
and integrations build the lock-in that makes the whole base defensible. The scheduling risk, set out
in the technology readiness section, is that the same small team owns several of these at once, so
sequencing discipline matters as much as ambition.

The commercial plan and the defensibility plan are the same plan. The two channels that matter
most, the Payments Association community and the audit-firm alliance, are also the two
relationships that build switching costs, so investment in distribution and investment in the moat
point in the same direction. Beacon should weight its early commercial effort toward these
partnership channels rather than toward direct outbound, because they carry lower acquisition cost
and compound into defensibility while the segment remains beneath larger rivals' notice.

Launch and rollout timeline

Key implications
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The pacing should be governed by contract value, not logo count. A direct sales hire and aggressive
new-logo acquisition only make sense once modular pricing has lifted ACV toward £30,000; pulling
that hire forward at today's £15,500 would burn runway against unit economics that do not yet
support it1. Until then, founder-led selling supported by community and audit-firm referral is the
only motion the economics justify, and it should be treated as a stage to be productised, not a
permanent ceiling.
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Supply Chain Analysis

Beacon has no physical supply chain. As a cloud-hosted SaaS, its value chain is a sequence of
information and software dependencies rather than goods, and its strategic position is that of an
intermediary sitting between regulatory data sources upstream and the accountable compliance
function and its auditors downstream. The Porter's analysis in the competitive landscape rated
supplier power as medium for good reason: the inputs Beacon relies on are either public and free or
commercially swappable, but two of them carry genuine concentration risk that warrants closer
attention here.

The chain runs in three stages. Upstream sit the inputs that feed the product: public regulatory
sources (the FCA Handbook, the Payment Services Regulations, the Electronic Money Regulations
and FCA publications such as CP24/205), commodity cloud infrastructure, and third-party
screening and sanctions data resold to support financial-crime controls. In the middle sits Beacon's
own value-add: the obligation-to-control mapping, the payments-specific monitoring logic, and the
evidence-trail engine that turns raw obligations into a continuously evidenced audit position.
Downstream are the customer's compliance function, the personally accountable MLRO, and the
audit firms who scrutinise the output.

The bulk of the defensible value is created in the middle stage, but the strategically interesting
relationships sit at the two ends. Upstream, the regulatory content is free yet demands authoritative
interpretation. Downstream, the audit-firm relationship is where Beacon's output can become a
recognised standard, a point developed in the commercialisation plan.

The obligation library depends on public regulatory texts that are free to access but expensive to
keep current and authoritative. The scarce input is not the data; it is the human interpretation that
maps a sprawling rulebook onto concrete, monitorable controls in a way a personally accountable
MLRO will trust7. Cheap LLM tooling lowers the cost of this work without removing the need for
embedded domain expertise, as the technology readiness section set out. This dependency is
therefore a capability dependency rather than a supplier one, and it currently concentrates in the
founder.

Hosting, availability and security tooling run to roughly £25,000 to £45,000 a year and rest on a
single cloud provider. The service is a commodity, but it is operationally critical: an outage or a
security failure at the provider level translates directly into a Beacon service failure with

Mapping the value chain

Key dependencies

Regulatory data and content

Cloud infrastructure
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reputational consequences for a product sold on reliability. This is a concentration risk to manage
contractually rather than a cost to worry about.

For the financial-crime controls Beacon integrates, it depends on external providers such as
ComplyAdvantage or Sanction Scanner18,19. Here Beacon bears two exposures it does not fully
control: pass-through cost if a provider changes pricing, and data-quality risk if the underlying
screening is incomplete or stale. The mitigation is to resell on a cost-plus basis to protect margin
and to keep the integration swappable so no single provider holds pricing leverage.

The most strategically important dependency points the other way. Beacon depends on access to
clients' own banking and safeguarding-reconciliation data to move from a static register to a live
monitoring system. That access is both a dependency, since integration quality hinges on client
cooperation and varies by the customer's banking setup, and the source of Beacon's stickiness, since
a deeply integrated customer is far harder to dislodge. The barriers analysis identified building
these integrations as the single technical investment that converts a head start into durable defence.

Dependency Risk Severity Mitigation

Cloud provider
Concentration; outage or
security failure cascades to
Beacon's service

Medium
Contractual SLAs, security
tooling, architecture that avoids
hard lock-in where economical

Screening /
sanctions data

Pass-through cost rises;
data-quality gaps create
false negatives

Medium
Cost-plus resale to protect
margin; keep providers
swappable; validate data quality

Regulatory
content currency

Library falls behind FCA
rule changes (e.g.
CP24/205)

Medium-
High

Embedded domain expertise
beyond the founder; LLM-assisted
change monitoring with human
sign-off

Client data-feed
access

Integration depends on
client cooperation and
source data quality

Medium
Resource integrations as a
sustained capability, not a one-off
project

Liability at the
output stage

Reporting a control as
operating exposes Beacon to
negligence claims15

Medium
Scope as evidence-support not
assurance; fail-safe monitoring;
PI and tech E&O cover

The liability exposure deserves emphasis because it sits at the downstream end of the chain where
Beacon's output meets the accountable MLRO. A false green on a safeguarding reconciliation ahead

Third-party screening and sanctions data

Client data feeds

Supplier and value-chain risks

48



of an enforcement event could generate a claim out of all proportion to revenue15. This is a value-
chain risk as much as a legal one: it means the monitoring logic must be engineered to surface
uncertainty rather than to assert false confidence, and the product must be contractually positioned
as support to the MLRO's judgement rather than a substitute for it.

The other structural risk is the customer base itself. Small payment and e-money firms sit in the
population most exposed to FCA de-authorisation, acquisition and commercial failure14, so the
downstream end of the chain churns faster than a typical SaaS customer base regardless of product
quality. This caps net revenue retention and was treated in full in the risk assessment.

The principle here is simple: build the assets that differentiate, buy the commodities. Beacon should
build, and hold in-house, the FCA-payments obligation-to-control mapping, the payments-specific
monitoring logic (the safeguarding-reconciliation checks chief among them), and the client
evidence-trail engine. These are the pieces that create the switching costs the strategy depends on,
and outsourcing any of them would hand a competitor the only durable advantage Beacon has.

The commodity layers should be bought or integrated. Cloud infrastructure, third-party AML and
sanctions data via API, and regulatory-content feeds where economical are all cheaper and more
reliable to consume than to recreate, and none confers any competitive edge if owned. The audit-
support upsell is the borderline case: it should be productised and increasingly delivered through
partner audit firms rather than founder time, so that Beacon captures the margin without becoming
a services business in disguise.

Make-versus-buy
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Component Decision Rationale

Obligation-to-control
mapping

Build
Core differentiator; the basis of credibility with
the MLRO buyer

Payments-specific
monitoring logic

Build The feature horizontal platforms do not replicate17

Client evidence-trail
engine

Build Source of switching costs and migration friction

Cloud hosting and
infrastructure

Buy Commodity; no competitive edge in owning it

AML / sanctions
screening data

Buy
Specialist vendors do this better; cost-plus pass-
through18,19

Regulatory content feeds
Buy where
economical

Public sources plus paid feeds, with in-house
interpretation on top

Audit-support delivery Partner
Higher margin and stickier when delivered
through audit firms than founder time

Beacon's most valuable supply-chain move is to convert its two downstream relationships, client
data feeds and audit firms, from dependencies into moats. Deep integrations into banking and
safeguarding-reconciliation data turn a static tool into a live engine that is painful to leave, and an
audit-firm alliance that makes Beacon's evidence the format auditors expect creates a standards-led
pull no generalist can quickly match. Both should be prioritised over the commodity supplier
relationships, which simply need to be kept swappable and contractually sound.

Upstream, the binding risk is not a supplier at all but the concentration of regulatory interpretation
in the founder. Broadening that domain expertise across the team is what keeps the obligation
library authoritative as coverage widens, and it removes the single point of failure that currently sits
at the heart of the value chain.

Key implications
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This report is prepared for informational purposes only and does not constitute financial or investment advice. Data
sourced from Companies House, public records, and third-party research providers.
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