
                               
 

The Banking Standards Review. A CSFI round-table with Sir Richard Lambert, Michael 

Lafferty (Lafferty/OMFIF), Iain Martin (The Telegraph) and  

Alastair Graham (GARP). 

 

Lambert has had over 160 responses to his consultation document – mostly positive in 

principle, but many (more or less) skeptical in practice. 

 

The original idea for a standards body came from the Tyrie report – which proposed an 

independent body without statutory powers, that would focus on standards without getting in 

the way of regulation.  So far, regulators have been positive – as are the big banks (which 

are financing the project).  The intention is that the standards body (should it be set up) 

would champion good outcomes as far as bank and bankers‟ conduct and behaviour is 

concerned, using the power of collective action.  The Dutch and Australians have gone this 

route, with some success.  

 

When set up, the body‟s Board would have a minority of bankers, with most members from 

other walks of life.  It would have a 3-year budget.  The aim is to have a CEO in place by 

year-end.  It would set „aspirational benchmarks‟ and would look at both training and 

outcomes.  It would publish an Annual Report, which would permit banks to rate themselves.  

 

Responses to date have flagged several concerns:  

 

- Scope: Is it too wide?  Or should it include shadow banks? Should it just 
concentrate on retail banking? 

- Membership: Should it accept individual members?  And, if so, when? 

- Local/global: It would have to recognize global regimes, but remain UK-focussed.  
- Kite marking:  Should it attempt to produce some sort of standard? 
- Accreditation: Should it be in the business of accrediting any training 

programmes?  
- Transparency: Should its meeting be open to the public?  

 

At the meeting, many other concerns were raised.  Among them:  

 

- Whether, in effect, such a body would simply constitute another layer of 
regulation. 

- Is there any way for it to encourage bank employees to challenge decisions from 
above with which they disagree, particularly on ethical grounds?  (The idea of 
“challenge” was picked up by several speakers.) 

- The fundamental difference between retail/commercial and investment banking.  
Where should the body draw a line?  

- If this is such a good idea, why can‟t banks do it themselves? Do we need a 
separate body? 

- There is a big difference between conduct and competence.  The standards body 
can look at the former, but it should stay away from the latter.  



- Should it be funded (on a voluntary basis) by the banks? Would it not be better to 
fund it automatically through a levy (say on current accounts)? 

- Can it be expected to do anything about the unrealistically high RoE that is 
expected of banks – which is at the root of much bad behaviour?  

- There is a danger of duplication.  The EBA has something similar in its remit; the 
BIS has recently commissioned work in this area.  Why shouldn‟t the UK‟s 
Training & Competence Regime include this?  

- How would a standards body view (for instance) „teaser rates‟? If they are ruled 
unethical, would that stifle competition? 

- In the 1980s, bankers had to be a member of an accredited body.  Why don‟t we 
revert to that, and use the bodies we have?  

 

And one participant (Kathleen Tyson-Quah, actually) said what we really need is not a 

standards body but a Truth & Reconciliation Committee, set up after the fact for each 

catastrophe that hits the financial services sector.  She suggested one for PPI-mis-selling, 

but the model can be generalised.  
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