
 
 

 

SUBMITTED VIA EMAIL TO: FATF.Publicconsultation@fatf-gafi.org 
Subject line: Comments of Global Digital Finance (GDF) on the draft R.16 Guidance 
 

To whom it may concern, 

Re: Public Consultation on the draft Guidance on Implementation of FATF Recommendation 16 
(R.16) on Payment Transparency 

About Global Digital Finance (GDF) 

GDF is the leading global members association advocating and accelerating the adoption of best 
practices for crypto and digital assets. GDF's mission is to promote and facilitate greater adoption of 
market standards for digital assets through the development of best practices and governance standards 
by convening industry, policymakers, and regulators. 

This response has been prepared on behalf of the GDF membership. As always, GDF, our members, 
and global community remain at FATF's disposal for any further questions or clarifications and would 
welcome a meeting to discuss these points in more detail should that be useful as FATF finalises the 
Guidance. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Neil Samtani - Executive in Residence, GDF Chair, GDF FATF Working Group 
Adriana Ennab - Head of Global Policy and Regulation 
 
  



 
 

 

Executive Summary 

GDF welcomes the opportunity to comment on FATF's draft Guidance supporting implementation of 
the strengthened Recommendation 16 (R.16), published for consultation on 24 June 2026. GDF 
supports FATF’s objective of increasing payment transparency and combating money laundering, 
terrorist financing and fraud, while ensuring that implementation remains technology-neutral, 
proportionate and capable of accommodating rapidly evolving payment architectures.  

Given GDF's remit, this response focuses on the areas of the Guidance most relevant to virtual assets 
(VA), virtual asset service providers (VASPs), stablecoins, and the digital-asset infrastructure that 
increasingly intersects with traditional payment rails - in particular Chapters 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10 and 
Consultation Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 12 and 13. 

Our key points are: 

1. Hybrid payment chains. GDF strongly supports the principle that where there is a single 
originating customer instruction, there should be a single payment chain even where value 
changes form during execution. This is increasingly relevant to cross-border payment models in 
which fiat is converted into stablecoins for settlement and converted back into fiat for payout. 
Such payments should not become a series of disconnected transactions merely because the 
settlement asset changes. We recommend a worked example clarifying the allocation of 
responsibilities between the FIs, PSPs, Technical Service Providers and VASPs participating in 
each leg, including the information that must pass between them and the application of origin-
of-funds requirements at conversion points. 

2. Digital wallets. Flag that the Chapter 8 definition of 'digital wallet' at paragraph 225 expressly 
excludes 'virtual asset-related instruments,' which appears to sit in tension with paragraphs 42–
44's treatment of VASP-hosted (and, by extension, stablecoin) wallets as in-scope. This appears 
to sit in tension with paragraphs 42–44, which treat VASP-hosted, and by extension stablecoin, 
wallets as in scope. It may also create uncertainty around fiat assets held before or after an 
exchange into virtual assets. We recommend FATF clarify whether this exclusion is intended to 
route VA-related wallets solely to the R.15/INR.15 framework, or whether it risks an unintended 
gap for hybrid wallets that hold both e-money and virtual assets. 

3. Functional allocation of responsibility. Responsibilities should follow the function performed, 
the information reasonably available and the participant’s practical ability to obtain, verify, 
maintain or transmit that information. Technical intermediaries and Travel Rule solution 
providers should not assume substantive customer due diligence or transaction-decision 
responsibilities merely because they provide messaging, routing or validation infrastructure. 

4. Card-funded virtual-asset purchases. We recommend that FATF add an explicit worked example 
to Chapter 6 (alongside Box 10) to distinguish a genuine card purchase of virtual assets from the 
funding of a reusable balance or onward transfer, and clarify the treatment of wallets that 
combine fiat, e-money and virtual assets. 

5. Tokenised and PMI-hosted information models. We support, in principle, tokenised and 
reference-based models where required information remains securely and promptly available to 



 
 

 

obliged institutions and competent authorities. The Guidance should distinguish storage of 
protected information from routine plaintext access by the infrastructure provider and remain 
neutral between different technical architectures. 

6. Interoperable data standards and regulatory convergence. We reiterate GDF’s support for 
explicit recognition of IVMS 101 alongside ISO 20022 and encourage greater convergence in 
Travel Rule thresholds and minimum data requirements. We note that differences between 
national frameworks can result in failed exchanges, manual remediation and pressure to apply 
the most stringent requirements across global networks. 

7. GDF acknowledges Chapter 10's confirmation (paragraph 43) that VASPs are subject to the new 
alignment-check requirements, and its three named options (per-transaction check, holistic 
ongoing monitoring, and pre-validation such as confirmation/verification of payee). We note 
Box 20 explicitly excludes virtual asset transfers from the EU's current CoP/VoP mandate and 
suggest that FATF consider recognition of holistic ongoing monitoring for VASPs, with wallet 
screening as the VA sector's native form of pre-validation. 

8. Data protection and privacy: The transmission of Travel Rule information across borders may 
place firms simultaneously within AML/CFT and data-protection regimes in multiple 
jurisdictions. Firms should not be placed in a position where compliance with FATF-aligned 
Travel Rule requirements could result in a breach, or apparent breach, of privacy, data-
localisation or cross-border transfer requirements in another jurisdiction. The Guidance 
appropriately calls for domestic AML/CFT and data-protection frameworks to be aligned; GDF 
recommends going further by encouraging coordinated international guidance on these issues. 
We reiterate GDF's 2024 request for a collaborative effort between FATF and the Global Privacy 
Assembly (GPA) on data protection and privacy. 

 
Taken together, GDF’s response seeks to ensure that the revised R.16 Guidance remains effective as 
payment architectures converge. The objective should be consistent payment transparency and 
financial-crime outcomes across fiat, virtual asset and hybrid payment systems, while allowing the 
technical means of achieving those outcomes to evolve. 

  



 
 

 

 

Responses to Consultation Questions 

We have structured our detailed comments below by reference to the question numbers set out in the 
Explanatory Memorandum, addressing those on which GDF's membership is best placed to comment. 

1) Question 1, Are the scope of R.16 and the terminology used clear enough to implement R.16?  

Paragraphs 49 and 50 recognise the importance of global messaging standards and cooperation with 
PMIs, SWIFT and CPMI. We support this approach and recommend that the Guidance also recognise 
the progress already made within the virtual asset sector. 

IVMS 101 is an ISO 20022 compliant standard, recognised by SWIFT as a template to cater for nascent 
and rapidly evolving segments of financial services. The Standard has been broadly adopted by VASPs 
and Travel Rule solution providers as a common data model for exchanging required originator and 
beneficiary information.1  
 
Recognition of IVMS 101 would: 

• promote consistent interpretation of required data elements; 

• support interoperability between Travel Rule solutions; 

• facilitate mapping between virtual asset messages and standards such as ISO 20022; 

• reduce duplicative implementation and field-mapping exercises; and 

• avoid unnecessary friction when information moves between fiat and virtual asset payment 
chains. 

Recognising IVMS 101 as an example of a standard that can coexist with other interoperable 
messaging frameworks, including ISO 20022, would illustrate the opportunity for industry-led 
frameworks while remaining consistent with FATF’s technology-neutral approach. 

GDF would also welcome clarification from FATF on how responsibilities should be allocated where 
several regulated and technical participants are involved in the same transfer. Responsibilities should 
follow the function performed, the information reasonably available to the participant and its practical 
ability to obtain, verify, maintain or transmit that information. 

We would also suggest that FATF clarify whether the wallet address/account number analogue, as 
presented in the 2021 Updated FATF Guidance, and reiterated in paragraph 44 of the proposed 
Guidance, is intended functionally or architecturally, as these lead to materially different compliance 
obligations. A functional reading (the VASP must be able to reconstruct who received what, in which 
transaction, at what time, and who instructed which transaction and when) aligns with a record-
keeping and traceability obligation that custodial infrastructure can already meet. An architectural 

 
1 InterVASP Messaging Standard (IVMS 101), https://www.intervasp.org 



 
 

 

reading (each customer requires a static, individually assigned deposit and withdrawal address) does 
not reflect how custodial wallets actually operate, given the prevalent use of rotating deposit addresses 
and omnibus hot wallets. 

We suggest FATF make the functional reading explicit in the final Guidance, to remove ambiguity for 
VASPs designing compliant infrastructure. A wallet address used in isolation can obscure the 
institution servicing the account and its jurisdiction – the very concern the Guidance identifies for 
virtual account numbers at paragraph 160. The transparency objective can be met either by the 
identifier itself, or a combination of user-level identifiers (i.e. a phone number or email address, as 
already used by real-time payment systems such as Pix and UPI) and a separate, verifiable identifier 
for the servicing institution, such as a decentralised identifier (DID) or vLEI. GDF recommends that 
R.16 encourage the adoption of such identifiers where they meet the objective, rather than privileging 
the traditional account number format. 

We suggest FATF acknowledge that identifying the institution behind a wallet address is not a settled, 
binary determination, but in practice relies on blockchain analytics, intelligence and heuristics, and 
may also be time-sensitive. As such, we suggest FATF recognise analytics-based attribution as a 
primary mechanism, alongside Travel Rule registries, published address registers and counterparty 
data, for determining whether a wallet is hosted or self-hosted. GDF believes such clarification would 
acknowledge existing industry practice and implementation. 

Question 2, Payment chain definition and PMI guidance (Chapter 4) 

GDF welcomes the Guidance's explicit treatment of the interaction between R.16 and R.15 at 
paragraphs 42–45. In particular, we welcome the clarifications that: VASPs continue to be subject to 
R.16 obligations through INR.15; custodial wallets continue to serve as the functional equivalent of 
traditional bank accounts for R.16 purposes; wallet addresses serve a primary role as account numbers 
in identifying originators and beneficiaries, and transfers or settlements between FIs where both act 
on their own behalf are not subject to the information requirements of R.16. This removes ambiguity 
that GDF and its members raised during the 2024 consultation.  

GDF notes that stablecoin settlement is no longer solely a virtual-asset use case. Payment service 
providers and MVTS providers increasingly use stablecoins as an intermediate settlement asset within 
cross-border payment arrangements in which both the payer and beneficiary interact in fiat. The 
Guidance should therefore be capable of applying the single-chain principle to a fiat → stablecoin → 
fiat architecture without fragmenting one customer payment into separate regulatory chains solely 
because the form of value changes. 

Paragraph 43 further clarifies that where a fiat transaction occurs at any point in a hybrid payment 
chain, that transaction falls directly under R.16, and that a hybrid chain remains a single chain provided 
there is a single originating instruction. GDF supports this principle but would welcome further clarity 
on two related points that commonly arise in practice: 

• Where a single customer instruction results in a stablecoin (or other VA) leg converting into a 
fiat leg (or vice versa) at an intermediary VASP or exchange, what determines whether this is 
treated as a single hybrid chain versus two separate chains - is the test the same 'new instruction 



 
 

 

from the originator' principle set out at paragraph 60 for changes in the form of funds, or does 
INR.15's Travel Rule scope apply differently at the conversion point? 

• Where R.16's origin-of-funds requirements (Section 5.6) would apply to the fiat leg of a hybrid 
chain, which entity - the VASP handling the VA leg or the FI handling the fiat leg - bears that 
obligation, and what information is expected to pass between them at the conversion point? 

On these two points, GDF would offer the following suggested approach for FATF’s consideration:  

Roles should be allocated functionally. The ordering FI should be the obliged institution that receives 
and acts upon the customer’s payment instruction. Where an obliged entity executes an intermediate 
stablecoin or other VA settlement leg, its R.15/R.16 responsibilities should reflect the intermediary 
function it performs. The beneficiary FI should be the institution servicing or making value available 
to the beneficiary. Technical participants that merely provide messaging, routing or infrastructure 
should not assume those substantive obligations by virtue of providing the infrastructure alone.  

A key determinant of the allocation of functional responsibilities is whether the arrangement is pre-
funded.  

• In pre-funded models, the ordering FI first pre-funds the VA provider through a separate 
transaction. That pre-funding is a distinct chain that generally falls outside R.16 as a bilateral 
transfer between FIs acting on their own behalf (paragraph 61), and the subsequent payout 
chain begins with the payout transaction – the ordering FI being the institution that receives it, 
even though no fiat moves at that point.  

• In non-pre-funded models, that payout instruction triggers the movement of funds and there is 
a single chain.  

In both cases, the required information collected at the start should be carried across the VA settlement 
leg and made available on the fiat leg, so that end-party visibility is preserved end to end.  

GDF supports the Guidance's position that a payment chain remains a single chain where value 
changes form mid-journey (for example, fiat converted into a stablecoin for the cross-border leg and 
back into fiat at the destination), provided there is one instruction from the originator. We suggest 
FATF retain this single-chain principle in the final Guidance. 

We suggest FATF consider that the alternative reading, under which each conversion starts a new 
payment chain, would allow originator and beneficiary information to fall away precisely at the points 
where obscuring value is easiest. 

As an example, we note that this fiat-to-VA-to-fiat pattern is observed regularly in practice, notably 
among MVTS providers settling cross-border transactions over stablecoin rails, which supports 
retaining the single-chain principle. The on-chain settlement leg can itself materially support payment 
transparency through public blockchain records which, when combined with appropriate attribution 
and analytics, can assist obliged entities and competent authorities in tracing the movement of value. 
This Guidance should recognise this capability when considering how the policy objectives of R.16 
are achieved across hybrid chains. 



 
 

 

GDF also welcomes the worked examples presented in the Guidance and encourages FATF to 
supplement the worked examples with a set of principles for determining whether multiple transaction 
steps form part of a single payment chain. While no single factor may prove determinative, relevant 
considerations include whether there is a single customer instruction covering the full transfer, whether 
the intended beneficiary is identified at the outset, whether any conversion or change in rail is integral 
to execution of that instruction, and whether the customer retains discretion to pause, trade, redirect or 
otherwise change the use of the funds between steps. 

GDF would welcome further clarification on the timing of Travel Rule information where financial 
institutions use netting or deferred settlement arrangements. The Guidance appropriately distinguishes 
the underlying customer payment or value transfer, which remains subject to R.16, from the 
subsequent inter-institutional net settlement, which does not itself need to carry the underlying 
customer information. However, it is less clear whether the required originator and beneficiary 
information must be transmitted between the relevant obliged institutions at the time the underlying 
customer transfer is executed, or whether transmission may occur at or before the subsequent 
settlement event. GDF recommends that FATF recognise the different operational models and clarify 
whether ‘Immediately’, as defined in INR.15 7(b), requires the transfer of data to be completed no 
later than the initiation of the blockchain transaction, rather than post-facto. 

GDF would welcome confirmation - as a general, technology-neutral principle extending paragraph 
230 beyond digital wallets - that where a non-obliged entity or technical service provider merely 
receives or relays an instruction, it is not the ordering FI, and the ordering FI remains the first financial 
institution that receives and acts upon the instruction. 

Question 3, Tokenised / PMI-hosted data storage models (Chapter 4) 

GDF welcomes FATF's interest, expressed in the Explanatory Memorandum, in emerging practices 
where a PMI stores required originator and beneficiary information and the payment message carries 
only a reference or token to that data. This model is not yet reflected in the draft Guidance text itself, 
but it is functionally similar to solutions already deployed across the VA sector by Travel Rule 
compliance providers, in which sending and receiving VASPs exchange a reference to counterparty 
data held by, or accessible through, a trusted intermediary, rather than embedding full personal data 
in every message. 

Based on this operational experience, GDF would highlight the following considerations should FATF 
develop this model further: 

• Access controls and audit trails around the stored data need to be clearly attributable to a specific 
participating financial institution, so that TFS screening and suspicious transaction reporting 
obligations remain unambiguous even where the underlying data sits with a third party. 

• The Guidance should clarify how a beneficiary institution performs alignment checks and 
screening (Chapter 10) before final settlement when it must first resolve a token back to 
underlying data, including expected timing and fallback where resolution fails or is delayed. 



 
 

 

• Interoperability expectations should remain technology-neutral, consistent with the approach 
FATF has taken elsewhere in the Guidance, so that both centralised PMI data-storage models 
and distributed/DLT-based reference models can qualify, provided the same regulatory outcomes 
(access on request, retention, screening) are achieved. 

As a related, operational example, GDF would highlight privacy-preserving verification techniques 
used by GDF members, such as hashed name verification. GDF members report that a significant 
proportion of VA transfers in some business models are first-party transfers (i.e. between accounts 
held by the same person at two institutions, where both institutions already hold their own KYC 
information on the customer) and the objective is simply to confirm that the same customer is on both 
sides of the payment or transfer chain. Exchanging a cryptographic hash of the name, rather than the 
name in plain text, allows that confirmation while reducing unnecessary transmission or exposure of 
personal data. The underlying information remains collected, retained and available to authorities. 
Open standards could therefore provide a valid and non-prescriptive means of meeting R.16’s 
verification and information objectives, consistent with data-minimisation principles. 

GDF would also encourage the Guidance to distinguish between storage and access. A PMI or Travel 
Rule provider may hold encrypted, tokenised or otherwise protected information without having 
routine access to the underlying customer data in plain text. The relevant regulatory outcome is that 
authorised obliged entities and competent authorities can obtain the required information securely and 
within the timeframe needed for the relevant control. 

Where an infrastructure provider can access the underlying information, that access should be limited 
to what is necessary for a defined function and subject to appropriate access controls, auditability and 
data-minimisation safeguards. Recognition of different technical architectures would support 
innovation in privacy-preserving Travel Rule implementation while maintaining regulatory 
availability. 

GDF would welcome the opportunity to convene relevant members to provide detailed case studies 
on these points ahead of finalisation. 

 
Question 4, Cross-border information requirements and origin of funds (Chapter 5)      

GDF supports greater harmonisation of Travel Rule requirements across jurisdictions. Differences in 
de minimis thresholds and required data fields create material interoperability challenges even where 
each participating VASP is fully compliant with the requirements applicable in its own jurisdiction. 

For example, an originating VASP may transmit a message that satisfies its domestic requirements, 
while the beneficiary VASP is subject to a lower or no de minimis threshold, or to additional data 
requirements. This can lead to failed exchanges, payments and transfers, requests for additional 
information and manual remediation, and can create practical pressure for global firms and 
infrastructure providers to apply the most stringent requirement more broadly across their networks, 
leading to the sharing of data for which there may not be a legal basis. 

GDF therefore encourages FATF to promote convergence around the USD/EUR 1,000 de minimis 
threshold and a consistent minimum data set for virtual asset transfers. Greater alignment at FATF 



 
 

 

level would materially improve interoperability while allowing national implementation to remain 
anchored in each jurisdiction’s legal framework. 

The Guidance should allow institutions to address these situations through proportionate, risk-based 
measures consistent with their applicable legal obligations and should avoid treating the absence of 
equivalent infrastructure in the counterparty jurisdiction as an automatic control failure by the 
implementing VASP. 

GDF notes that there remain a significant number of unregulated and under-regulated VASPs. As 
such, GDF recommends FATF confirm in Guidance the importance of adopting a risk-based approach 
to determining where a heightened ML/TR/PF risk may be present for a payment or transfer 
counterparty institution.  

GDF would also welcome clarification that the new “origin of funds” information requirement refers 
to the immediate account, card or other funding instrument used for the transfer and should be 
distinguished from the broader AML concept of source of funds. This distinction would help avoid 
unnecessary duplication with customer due diligence and enhanced due diligence requirements. 

Questions 8–9, Key participant roles and the 'purchase of goods or services' distinction (Chapter 
6) 

This remains a priority issue for GDF's membership, which we first raised in our May 2024 response 
to the original R.16 revisions, and which the draft Guidance has not yet resolved for virtual-asset 
purchases specifically. Paragraph 190 and Box 10 set out a two-condition test for whether a card-
funded transfer into an account or wallet of stored value falls outside the card exemption (i.e., is treated 
as a person-to-person transfer rather than a purchase of goods or services): (i) funds are not 
immediately credited to a merchant, and (ii) the funds can be used for purposes other than the purchase 
of goods or services, such as onward person-to-person transfer or cash withdrawal. 

A card-funded purchase of virtual assets sits ambiguously against this test. On one reading, it 
resembles Box 10's Case 1 (purchase of goods or services): the cardholder pays a VASP, acting as 
merchant, for the virtual asset. On another reading, it resembles Cases 2–3: the funds land in a wallet 
holding transferable value that the customer can subsequently move on, withdraw, or use for a person-
to-person transfer (the same feature that takes a stored-value wallet top-up outside the exemption).  

GDF would welcome a clear and explicit worked example added to Box 10 addressing this scenario 
directly, given its direct bearing on how card issuers, acquirers, and VASPs configure R.16 compliance 
for what is now a high-volume transaction type. 

GDF notes that further clarification would benefit from distinguishing the legal and economic structure 
of the card transaction: 

• Where a VASP acts as merchant and principal, the customer purchases a specified amount of 
virtual assets and those assets are credited to the customer’s own custodial account without an 
accompanying onward-transfer instruction, the transaction should generally be capable of 
being treated as a purchase for purposes of the exemption. 



 
 

 

• Where the card payment instead funds a reusable balance or is accompanied by an instruction 
to transfer value to another person or external destination, the transaction is more appropriately 
analysed as the funding leg of a payment or value transfer. 

Question 11, Digital wallets, mobile money, and other newer payment methods (Chapter 8) 

The Chapter 8 definition of 'digital wallet' at paragraph 225 expressly excludes 'virtual asset-related 
instruments' from its scope. Read together with paragraphs 42–44, which bring VASP custodial wallets 
within R.16 as the functional equivalent of bank accounts, this exclusion appears intended to route 
VA-related wallets to the R.15/INR.15 framework rather than duplicate treatment in Chapter 8. GDF 
requests that FATF confirm this reading and provide guidance for hybrid wallets that allow customers 
to hold and transact in fiat, e-money and virtual assets, including stablecoins, through a single 
interface. Regulatory treatment should follow the activity and payment being performed rather than 
the label applied to the wallet as a product. The coexistence of different forms of value within one 
interface should not create gaps, duplication or inconsistent treatment between R.15 and R.16. 

We suggest that the Guidance should also recognise that the nature of a destination wallet or 
blockchain address cannot always be determined with certainty before execution. Whether an address 
is associated with another VASP, a self-hosted wallet, a smart contract or another blockchain 
participant may only become reasonably apparent through counterparty information, blockchain 
analytics or information obtained subsequently. 

We therefore suggest that the Guidance reflect what an institution could reasonably determine at the 
time of the transaction, based on the customer instruction and information then available. Where 
material new information emerges subsequently, institutions should be able to apply proportionate 
follow-up measures without a reasonable initial classification being treated retrospectively as a control 
failure. 

Question 12, Data protection and privacy (Chapter 9) 

GDF welcomes the dedicated treatment of data protection and privacy in Chapter 9. However, cross-
border implementation can place institutions simultaneously within AML/CFT and data-protection 
frameworks in multiple jurisdictions. Firms should not be placed in a position where compliance with 
FATF-aligned Travel Rule requirements creates a material risk of breaching data-protection, data-
localisation or cross-border transfer requirements in another jurisdiction. This is an international 
interoperability issue rather than one that firms can resolve through bilateral arrangements alone. The 
recent action taken against Korean VASP Bithumb, in part for overseas data transfer to comply with 
R.162, clarifies why clearer, jointly endorsed guidance would be helpful. As in our 2024 submission, 
GDF therefore encourages FATF and the Global Privacy Assembly (GPA) to develop a coordinated 
approach to lawful Travel Rule data exchange, data minimisation, cross-border transfers and 
appropriate safeguards, potentially beginning with a joint industry roundtable. 

 
2 Bithumb fined $24.8 mil., faces 6-month biz suspension over anti-money laundering lapses, 
https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/economy/cryptocurrency/20260316/bithumb-fined-248-mil-faces-6-month-biz-
suspension-over-anti-money-laundering-lapses 



 
 

 

In addition, GDF would encourage FATF to extend to all FIs the data-protection recourse already 
recognised in FATF's 2021 Virtual Assets Guidance (paragraph 291), under which an institution that 
reasonably believes a counterparty cannot securely handle personal data may use an alternative, 
documented and supervisable procedure - including not transmitting the data in the usual way - while 
still executing the transfer where the AML/CFT risks are acceptable. This principle is not specific to 
virtual assets and would give institutions a consistent, supervisable option when transmitting data into 
jurisdictions with weaker or uncertain data-protection frameworks. 

Unlike many traditional payment identifiers, a public wallet address can reveal a persistent transaction 
history. This helps explain why minimising unnecessary access to Travel Rule data is particularly 
important in the VA context and strengthens the rationale for the plaintext-access recommendation. 

We reiterate the point raised in our response to Question 3 that Travel Rule information should be 
accessible to the obliged institutions that need it to perform their legal obligations and to competent 
authorities through lawful channels. Infrastructure providers should have plaintext access only where 
this is necessary for a defined function and subject to appropriate safeguards. 

Question 13, Alignment checks (Chapter 10) 

GDF welcomes paragraph 43's confirmation that VASPs are subject to the new R.16 alignment-check 
requirements, and the three named options set out at paragraph 275: (a) a per-transaction check of 
name and account number against the beneficiary FI's own records; (b) holistic, risk-based ongoing 
monitoring; and (c) participation in a pre-validation mechanism such as confirmation/verification of 
payee. GDF's membership includes Travel Rule solution providers who have already built directory-
based, API-based, and message-embedded verification and alignment tooling for VA transfers, 
functionally comparable to option (c). 

GDF notes that interoperability remains central to the success of implementation of the Travel Rule in 
the VA sector. Alignment checks will have limited reach if they function only between VASPs using 
the same Travel Rule provider. We therefore suggest the use of common counterparty identifiers, 
outcome categories and routing arrangements that allow alignment requests to operate across different 
Travel Rule solutions.      

Box 20 records that the EU's current Confirmation/Verification of Payee mandate under the Instant 
Payments Regulation explicitly does not apply to virtual asset transfers. As alignment-check and 
CoP/VoP-style expectations mature, GDF would welcome the opportunity to work with FATF to 
develop an equivalent case-study box illustrating how VASPs and VA Travel Rule solution providers 
are already implementing comparable pre-validation and alignment mechanisms, including how they 
handle false positives, partial matches, and differing messaging standards across jurisdictions, 
particularly to support lower-capacity jurisdictions still building out this infrastructure.  

GDF notes that the Guidance’s citation of many-to-one patterns with rapid onward movement is a 
canonical typology and supports its inclusion. We recognise that CoP/VoP-style mechanisms translate 
imperfectly to virtual asset transfers because a wallet address does not itself carry the beneficiary’s 
name. We suggest FATF recognise on-chain analytics as a critical component of holistic ongoing 
monitoring (HOM) for VASPs, while Travel Rule counterparty discovery, messaging and beneficiary-



 
 

 

validation mechanisms provide closer functional analogues to pre-validation. Wallet screening may 
complement these controls through address attribution and risk assessment. The appropriate test 
should be whether the combination of controls achieves the alignment objective, rather than whether 
it replicates the technical architecture used in conventional payment systems. 

Furthermore, GDF would welcome the opportunity to contribute case studies on these points through 
further engagement, including via the Virtual Assets Contact Group (VACG) or Private Sector 
Consultative Forum. 

GDF would offer three brief refinements for FATF's consideration: 

• The distinction between options (a) and (c) at paragraph 275 would benefit from being made 
explicit: option (a) is a unilateral check by the beneficiary FI, generally after the message is 
received, whereas option (c) is a bilateral, pre-transaction check returned to the originator 
before the payment is committed.  

• Given the fraud-prevention rationale, GDF would encourage a stated preference for pre-
transaction checking wherever feasible. 

• Where a scheme discloses or confirms the beneficiary name, safeguards should prevent misuse 
of the mechanism to harvest personal data: the account-holder name should not be disclosed 
on a 'no match', and only the minimum needed to confirm the intended recipient should be 
shown on a close match. 

GDF would welcome confirmation that beneficiary-name alignment checks are directed at push 
payments and do not apply in the same way to pull payments, where the beneficiary initiates the 
collection; in such cases a signed or scheme-verified request from the beneficiary institution provides 
stronger assurance than name matching. 

 

 


