
 
 

SUBMITTED VIA EMAIL TO: RetailPaymentsCPResponses2026@bankofengland.co.uk 

Subject line: GDF RESPONSE RPIB consultation on the design of the future retail payments 

infrastructure September 2026 

 

To whom it may concern, 

Re: RPIB consultation on the design of the future retail payments infrastructure 

 

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 the Bank’s disposal for any further questions or clarifications and 

would welcome a meeting to discuss this response. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Adriana Ennab – Head of Global Policy and Regulation 
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Executive Summary 

GDF recommends that the RPIB make the following five outcomes explicit and testable: 

1. Make multi-money interoperability a baseline architectural requirement, including end-to-end 

journeys between bank deposits, e-money, tokenised deposits and qualifying regulated sterling 

stablecoins. 

2. Embed technology and form-of-money neutrality, with transparent, proportionate and risk-

based pathways to direct, indirect and tiered access. 

3. Keep the mandatory core narrow, modular and standards-based: common where necessary, 

competitive wherever possible. 

4. Design domestic infrastructure from inception for 24/7 operation and international 

interoperability, aligned with the Bank’s settlement-modernisation work. 

5. Ensure open governance through representative participation, published access criteria and 

technical specifications, transparent change control and independent oversight. 

Before major design choices become irreversible, the programme should demonstrate through 

practical testing that the architecture can support bank deposit-to-bank deposit, bank deposit-to-

regulated stablecoin, regulated stablecoin-to-bank deposit, tokenised deposit-to-bank deposit and 

cross-border payment journeys without fundamental redesign. 

 

Introduction 

Global Digital Finance (GDF) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Retail Payments 

Infrastructure Board consultation on the design of the United Kingdom’s future retail payments 

infrastructure. 

 

GDF is strongly supportive of the proposed direction. The consultation rightly recognises that the 

future UK payments ecosystem will be multi-money, with commercial bank deposits, e-money, 

tokenised deposits, regulated sterling stablecoins and, if introduced, a digital pound needing to 

interoperate. The central policy challenge is to ensure that this principle is carried through into 

architecture, access arrangements, settlement and governance. 

 

The UK should not build only a successor to Faster Payments. It should build common infrastructure 

for a competitive multi-money payments ecosystem that can evolve over decades and connect 

efficiently to international markets. 

 

GDF also welcomes the inclusion in the Financial Services and Markets Bill, as amended on Report, 

of a proposed secondary innovation objective for the Bank of England’s relevant payment systems 

functions, including functions relating to recognised payment systems and recognised digital 

settlement asset service providers. It should be reflected in governance, design decisions and 

performance measures, including transparent assessment of whether infrastructure choices support 

safe innovation, interoperability, proportionate access and commercially viable participation by new 

forms of regulated money. 

 

GDF uses “regulated private money” as non-statutory shorthand for privately issued sterling value 

subject to UK regulation. The term does not imply identical legal characteristics, protections or risk 

profiles. References to digital assets concern regulated payment instruments and associated services, 

not cryptoassets generally. 
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Q1: Are the end-user payment journeys presented sufficient to inform the design of the core 

infrastructure? 

The proposed journeys provide a broadly sufficient starting point. They recognise that the next-

generation infrastructure must support existing consumer, business and government payments while 

accommodating newer journeys such as interoperable, programmable and agent-initiated payments. 

The journeys should remain illustrative rather than exhaustive. Infrastructure intended to operate for 

several decades should be designed around durable functions, including initiation, authentication, 

messaging, clearing, settlement coordination, confirmation, traceability, return and recovery. It 

should not be built around the products, technical standards or institutional arrangements that happen 

to exist when the design is finalised. 

Interoperability between different forms of regulated private money should be treated as a baseline 

requirement. The consultation contemplates regulated stablecoin issuers obtaining direct or indirect 

access according to their regulatory and risk profile, and payments in which the payer and recipient 

use different forms of money. 

The architecture should not introduce unnecessary technical friction to exchange at par between 

qualifying sterling instruments where the applicable issuance, redemption, liquidity, safeguarding 

and settlement arrangements support it. This does not extend to foreign-exchange conversion, 

unregulated cryptoassets or instruments not designed to maintain sterling par value. 

Q1(a): Are there additional or alternative payment journeys? 

GDF recommends developing five journeys more explicitly. 

First, the design should test payments across different forms of money and technologies. This should 

include journeys between conventional bank accounts, e-money accounts, tokenised deposits and 

regulated stablecoin wallets. Testing should cover routing, conversion or redemption, settlement, 

payment status and the failure of an issuer or intermediary. 

Second, the journeys should cover the complete merchant lifecycle. This extends beyond the initial 

payment to include confirmation, merchant settlement and payout, reconciliation, partial and full 

refunds, disputed payments, returns and recovery. A system that supports initiation but not these 

subsequent stages would not provide a realistic alternative for point-of-sale or online commerce. 

Third, cross-border journeys should be developed further. They should cover payments originating 

or terminating outside the UK, different currencies and time zones, overseas payment systems, 

regulatory data requirements, foreign exchange and periods when one connected settlement system 

is unavailable. The domestic architecture should not become a closed national network that requires 

substantial redesign for each international connection. 

Fourth, programmable and agent-initiated journeys should include the complete chain from customer 

mandate to payment execution and recovery. The infrastructure should identify how a payment was 

initiated, carry a secure reference to the relevant authority and provide reliable transaction states. 

Detailed commercial logic and agent decision-making should remain outside the core. 

Fifth, the design should test payments during degraded connectivity, service disruption and periods 

outside conventional settlement hours. This should include delayed messages, duplicate prevention, 
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queued payments, liquidity shortfalls and reliable confirmation following restoration. These journeys 

are necessary if payment services are to operate safely on a 24/7 basis. 

The standards needed to support these journeys should not be predetermined before the journeys are 

tested. Existing standards should be used where they provide the necessary functionality, but 

industry testing may identify additional data fields, credentials, protocols or interfaces. Any new 

specifications should, where possible, map to established international standards rather than create 

isolated UK formats. 

Q1(b): Are any journeys inappropriate as inputs to the design? 

GDF does not recommend removing any of the proposed journeys. Each provides relevant 

information about the capabilities the future ecosystem may require. 

However, a journey should inform the functional requirements of the infrastructure without 

necessarily becoming a separate product or service within the core. The RPIB should distinguish 

between common capabilities needed to complete payments safely and services that can be 

developed competitively outside the core. 

Messaging, routing, settlement coordination, transaction identification and payment status are 

examples of common capabilities. Customer interfaces, complex programmable logic, foreign-

exchange services, detailed fraud analytics and commercial dispute-management products should 

generally remain outside the core. 

This distinction should be kept under review as the journeys are tested. A capability may warrant 

common treatment where inconsistent implementation would prevent interoperability or create 

system-wide risk. It should not be centralised merely because several participants may find it useful. 

Q2: What considerations should guide migration timelines and product roadmaps? 

Migration should be phased, outcomes-led and supported by transparent milestones. Participants 

need sufficient certainty to plan investment, while the programme must retain flexibility to respond 

to testing, technological development and the implementation of relevant regulatory regimes. 

Interoperability should be designed in from the outset. This does not mean that every potential 

participant or form of money must connect on the first day. It means that the architecture, interfaces, 

data model and scheme rules should accommodate additional regulated participants without 

fundamental redesign. Early testing should include banks, payment and e-money institutions, 

prospective regulated stablecoin issuers and relevant wallet or infrastructure providers. 

Migration should avoid a single cliff-edge transition. Existing and new infrastructure should operate 

in parallel for an appropriate period, with clear entry, progression and exit criteria. Each stage should 

have tested fallback arrangements and the ability to pause where evidence identifies material risks. 

Sequencing should reflect the importance, complexity and risk profile of the services being 

migrated. 

The roadmap should address 24/7 operation explicitly. Retail services may be continuously available 

even when central bank or connected overseas settlement systems are not. The roadmap should 

therefore test weekend and holiday liquidity, prefunding, queued payments, settlement-agent 

arrangements, planned maintenance and recovery from an outage. Users and participants should 



 

 

5 

 

always receive a reliable indication of whether a payment has been accepted, remains pending or has 

completed. 

Technical and regulatory readiness should be coordinated. Prospective participants need early clarity 

on eligibility, direct and indirect access, technical certification, liquidity, settlement, liability and the 

conditions under which access may be restricted or withdrawn. For systemic stablecoin issuers, the 

Bank now expects direct payment-system access, subject to each scheme’s assessment process and 

operational feasibility. Other participants may require direct, indirect or tiered arrangements 

according to their regulatory and risk profile. 

The roadmap should establish an open public-private standards programme. Government and 

regulators should define the required outcomes, legal boundaries, minimum safeguards and 

competition expectations. Scheme and infrastructure operators should translate these into common 

participation rules, service levels and certification requirements. Industry groups should develop and 

test the technical specifications needed for particular payment journeys. 

The programme should be open to a representative range of participants and should: 

• develop specifications through practical payment journeys rather than abstract technology 

assumptions; 

• assess where established standards can be reused and where new specifications are 

necessary; 

• publish implementation profiles, data mappings and validation rules; 

• test interoperability between conventional and token-based systems; 

• provide transparent conformance and certification processes; and 

• establish change-control arrangements through which standards can evolve. 

Industry-led development should not mean self-regulation without accountability. Governance 

should prevent a small group of incumbent firms, technology providers or payment networks from 

controlling standards in ways that create barriers to entry. Public authorities and scheme operators 

should retain a backstop role where voluntary coordination fails to produce safe, interoperable or 

competitively neutral outcomes. 

The infrastructure should support ISO 20022 and stable, documented and technology-neutral 

interfaces. However, adopting ISO 20022 is not sufficient by itself. Participants must use consistent 

definitions, code sets, validation rules and implementation profiles. The data model should also be 

versioned and capable of operating across account-based, token-based and hybrid payment chains. 

Reasonable compatibility periods and advance notice of technical changes will be essential for 

global firms integrating the UK system with infrastructure serving multiple jurisdictions. Participants 

should not be required to rebuild systems repeatedly because standards or interfaces change without 

an orderly transition process. 

Testing should involve smaller firms and newer technologies as well as incumbent institutions. It 

should cover different participant types, forms of money, transaction values, cross-border routes, 

high-volume periods, connectivity failures, insufficient liquidity and participant or issuer failure. 

Regulatory and industry sandboxes can support this work, but successful sandbox testing should not 

be treated as evidence that a solution is ready for unrestricted or systemic use. 



 

 

6 

 

Progress should be measured against outcomes, including availability, payment certainty, fraud, 

accessibility, merchant cost, reconciliation, dispute handling and recovery. Migration should proceed 

only where the evidence demonstrates that the new arrangements are at least as safe and reliable as 

those they replace. 

Finally, the roadmap should identify decision-makers, dependencies, consultation points, testing 

periods and cost allocation. Connection and operating charges should not create disproportionate 

barriers for smaller participants or make low-value and machine-initiated payments uneconomic. 

Q3: Do you agree with the proposed design principles? 

GDF agrees with the six proposed principles: a platform for innovation and competition; open 

access; common utilities and standards; security and resilience; performance and scalability; and 

protection from fraud and wider financial crime. 

The principles should apply throughout procurement, technical design, scheme development, testing, 

migration and subsequent changes to the infrastructure. They should remain outcomes-based and 

should not prescribe a particular ledger, database architecture, payment network or institutional 

model. 

GDF recommends two additional principles and clarifications to three existing principles. 

Q3(a): Are additional design principles needed? 

The first additional principle should be technology and form-of-money neutrality: 

The infrastructure should support different technologies, business models and forms of 

regulated money under transparent, proportionate and risk-based arrangements. Its 

design should not create unjustified advantages or barriers based solely on institutional 

type or the technology used. 

Neutrality does not require identical regulatory or access treatment. Requirements should reflect the 

risks presented by the participant, activity and settlement arrangement. The principle instead requires 

the architecture to avoid assuming that every participant is a bank or that every payment begins and 

ends as a transfer between conventional deposit accounts. 

The second additional principle should be adaptability and international interoperability: 

The infrastructure should be modular, capable of orderly evolution and able to connect 

with overseas payment systems and different technical networks through open, 

internationally aligned standards. 

This principle would reduce the risk that emerging payment methods have to be accommodated 

through expensive retrofitting or bilateral workarounds. It would also support global operators that 

need to connect through consistent interfaces rather than build duplicative infrastructure for every 

product or corridor. 

The performance and scalability principle should expressly include continuous availability and 

economic viability. Performance is not limited to speed and maximum capacity. It also includes 24/7 

service availability, predictable behaviour under stress and efficient processing across a wide range 
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of transaction values. Infrastructure that makes low-value payments uneconomic would constrain 

micropayments, automated commerce and other emerging services. 

The common-standards principle should build on established international standards while 

preserving extensibility. ISO 20022 should provide an important semantic foundation, supported by 

consistent UK implementation profiles, documented interfaces and controlled extensions where 

emerging payment models require additional capabilities. 

Common standards should be outcomes-led, open and capable of evolution. The 

infrastructure should reuse established standards where they are suitable, but should 

not assume that ISO 20022, Swift, Legal Entity Identifiers or any existing network 

provides a complete or exclusive solution. New specifications should be developed 

where emerging journeys create genuinely new requirements, with mappings to 

established standards wherever possible. 

The platform-for-innovation principle should also support structured experimentation. Open industry 

consortia, sandboxes and technical test environments should be used to develop specifications for 

tokenised payments, smart-contract interactions, agent mandates and machine-readable payment 

services. The authorities should set the required outcomes and safeguards without selecting a 

commercial provider or prematurely mandating an immature technical solution. 

Q3(b): Are alternative design principles needed? 

GDF does not recommend replacing the proposed principles. However, “open access” should be 

clarified as “fair, risk-based and proportionate access”. 

Open access should not mean uncontrolled access to critical national infrastructure. Participation 

must remain subject to appropriate regulatory status, governance, operational resilience, financial 

crime, liquidity and settlement requirements. 

Equally, access should not depend unnecessarily on being a bank, achieving a particular scale or 

maintaining a commercial relationship with an incumbent participant. The architecture should 

support direct, indirect and tiered access. Criteria should be transparent, objective and non-

discriminatory, with requirements reflecting the risks of the relevant participant and activity. 

GDF also recommends clarifying that common utilities should be used selectively. A function 

should be common where universal or consistent implementation is necessary to achieve 

interoperability or manage system-wide risk. Services that can be supplied competitively should 

ordinarily remain outside the core. 

Where an industry-developed standard or utility becomes necessary for effective access to the 

infrastructure, its governance should be open and accountable. Participation terms, intellectual 

property arrangements, technical documentation and certification should not give one provider or 

category of participant an unjustified competitive advantage. 

Q4: Are there design principles that should be prioritised? 

Security, resilience and protection from financial crime should operate as minimum conditions rather 

than competing preferences. A design that cannot maintain service continuity, protect data, recover 
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from failure or support applicable financial crime controls should not proceed, regardless of its speed 

or cost. 

Once those minimum conditions are met, GDF would prioritise interoperable common standards, 

fair and proportionate access, adaptability and performance appropriate to a 24/7 ecosystem. 

Interoperability should receive particular weight because it affects competition, user choice and the 

future ability to connect different forms of money and overseas systems. If interoperability is 

deferred, incumbent technical and commercial arrangements may become embedded and expensive 

to change. 

Fair access is equally important. Infrastructure cannot provide genuine competition if newer 

regulated participants remain unnecessarily dependent on a small number of incumbents for 

connectivity, settlement or customer reach. 

Adaptability reduces the risk that the infrastructure becomes obsolete. Modular components, 

versioned standards and stable interfaces should allow functionality and participant types to evolve 

without repeated system-wide replacement. 

Performance should be evaluated against realistic journeys. These include continuous consumer and 

merchant services, cross-border payments across time zones, low-value automated payments and 

stressed volumes. The objective should be reliable and economically viable performance rather than 

the lowest technically achievable latency. 

Q4(a): What are the key trade-offs and their implications? 

The principal trade-offs are interconnected. 

Higher speed and continuous availability may require additional capacity, redundancy, liquidity and 

prefunding. This can improve performance and resilience but may raise costs and create barriers for 

smaller participants. Service and settlement models should therefore be calibrated to the risks and 

needs of each journey rather than imposing the most demanding model universally. 

Broader access promotes competition and reduces dependence on incumbent intermediaries, but 

increases the number and diversity of connections that must be governed. This should be addressed 

through participation tiers and proportionate technical, financial and operational requirements, rather 

than exclusion by institutional category. 

Common standards reduce integration costs, but premature prescription could embed assumptions 

drawn from existing account-based payment systems and constrain new tokenised or agentic models. 

At the other extreme, leaving every standard to individual market participants could produce 

fragmentation, incompatible implementations and dependence on proprietary networks. 

The appropriate balance is open industry development within public-policy guardrails. Government 

and regulators should specify the required outcomes and safeguards. Industry should develop and 

test implementation options. Scheme operators should establish minimum common specifications, 

certification and change-control arrangements where consistency is necessary for interoperability or 

system-wide risk management. 
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Established international standards should be reused wherever suitable, with documented extensions 

only where emerging journeys require additional capabilities. The aim should be ISO 20022 plus 

extensibility, not a bespoke UK stack or dependence on one network, identifier or technology. 

Embedding additional functions in the core can provide consistency but also increases complexity 

and slows future change. A capability should be placed in the core where consistent implementation 

is necessary for messaging, clearing, settlement coordination, interoperability, resilience or system-

wide risk management. Customer-facing services, complex payment logic and commercial analytics 

should generally remain outside it. 

Richer data can improve fraud prevention, sanctions screening, reconciliation and recovery. It also 

creates privacy, cybersecurity and cross-border data-transfer risks. The core should carry the 

minimum structured information needed to complete and trace a payment, with clear rules covering 

provenance, lawful access, permitted use, retention, correction and onward transfer. 

Faster settlement reduces inter-participant exposure but may increase liquidity requirements and 

limit recovery options. The architecture should preserve settlement-model optionality while ensuring 

clear finality, certainty of fate and transparent treatment of payments initiated when immediate 

central bank settlement is unavailable. 

Finally, industry-led standards can develop more quickly and draw on practical expertise, but they 

may also be affected by incumbent control, commercial incentives or fragmented consortia. 

Governance should therefore require open participation, transparent decision-making, published 

specifications and proportionate public oversight. A regulatory or scheme-level backstop may be 

needed where voluntary coordination does not deliver safe, interoperable and competitively neutral 

outcomes. 

Q5: Do you agree with the proposed conceptual architecture? 

GDF broadly agrees with the proposed conceptual architecture. The seven layers provide a useful 

framework for distinguishing end-user products and services from the underlying messaging, 

clearing and settlement functions. GDF also agrees that the model should remain technology-neutral 

and should not be interpreted as a final technical design. 

The architecture should, however, be developed in five respects. 

1. Different forms of money should be shown across the architecture 

Different forms of money should be treated as a dimension running across the relevant layers, rather 

than principally as a function of the core. 

Commercial bank deposits, e-money, tokenised deposits and regulated sterling-denominated 

stablecoins may involve different issuers, technologies, customer protections, redemption 

arrangements and settlement routes. The architecture should show where these differences matter 

and where common functions or standards are required. 

This does not mean that all forms of money should be treated identically. Participation, settlement 

and risk-management requirements should reflect the legal characteristics and risks of the relevant 

instrument and activity. 
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2. The architecture should accommodate account-based and token-based arrangements 

The product and access layers should expressly accommodate services based on accounts, wallets, 

tokens or combinations of these models. A participant should not be required to convert its internal 

systems to a conventional account-based architecture merely to connect to the core. 

The architecture should define the messages, interfaces and outcomes required for interoperability 

without prescribing the technology used to record customer balances or transactions. Common 

interfaces should allow participants to connect through conventional systems, application 

programming interfaces and eligible token-based networks. 

Existing standards should be used where suitable, but the architecture should include a controlled 

process for developing extensions or new specifications where tokenised, smart-contract or agentic 

journeys create genuinely new requirements. 

3. International connections should be visible 

Cross-border connectivity should be represented expressly. It should include connections to overseas 

fast-payment systems, multilateral interlinking arrangements, correspondent networks and eligible 

digital-money systems. 

Foreign exchange and jurisdiction-specific compliance should generally remain outside the domestic 

clearing core. The architecture should nevertheless provide common transaction identifiers, status 

messages and interfaces through which these external services can be coordinated. 

This is necessary to avoid designing an efficient domestic system that remains costly or difficult to 

connect internationally. 

4. Governance, data and resilience should be cross-cutting 

The scheme and standards layer should be shown as a governance framework spanning the 

architecture. It should cover participation, service levels, data definitions, certification, operating 

hours, incident management, allocation of responsibility and change control. 

Data governance should also be represented across the architecture. Different layers may collect, 

verify, transmit or use payment information, but responsibility for data quality and legal compliance 

should remain identifiable. The core should not become a central repository for all customer or 

commercial information. 

Operational resilience must similarly extend beyond the core. A resilient clearing engine will not 

deliver a resilient payment journey if the identity, directory, wallet, connectivity or settlement 

services on which it depends have single points of failure. 

5. The architecture should show how public and private responsibilities interact 

The architecture should distinguish between public-policy direction, scheme governance, 

infrastructure delivery and competitive service provision. 

The government and regulators should set strategic outcomes, legal requirements, safeguards and 

competition expectations. The Retail Payments Infrastructure Board should translate those objectives 
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into high-level design. Scheme and infrastructure bodies should establish common operational rules 

and certification. Industry participants and open consortia should develop and test technical 

specifications and competitive services. 

The industry-led Delivery Company should not determine policy outcomes or control access and 

standards in a manner that advantages its owners or incumbent participants. Governance should 

require representation of new forms of regulated money, published access criteria, open technical 

specifications, transparent procurement and change control, and appropriate independent or public 

oversight. 

Subject to these refinements, the proposed architecture provides an appropriate basis for further 

design. 

Q6: Does the architecture draw boundaries between the layers appropriately? 

The boundaries are broadly appropriate as a conceptual starting point, but they should be treated as 

functional boundaries rather than rigid technical divisions. Several capabilities necessarily operate 

across more than one layer. 

GDF recommends clarifying the boundaries in six areas. 

1. Interoperability between different forms of money 

The core should coordinate the messages and obligations needed for a payment between 

participating issuers. It should identify the relevant form and issuer of money, route the instruction 

and provide common transaction states. 

The core should not itself issue or redeem money, manage backing assets or determine the solvency 

of an issuer. Those responsibilities should remain with the relevant issuer and its regulator. 

Where conversion or redemption is required, the core should coordinate the payment and 

communicate its status. The actual conversion, liquidity and redemption arrangements may be 

performed by issuers or regulated service providers under scheme rules. 

2. Core infrastructure and services 

A clear test should determine whether a capability belongs within the core: 

• A function should form part of the core where consistent implementation by all 

participants is necessary to message, clear, coordinate settlement, trace or 

recover a payment safely. 

Functions should generally remain in the services layer where they can be provided competitively, 

require rapid innovation, depend on customer-specific information or involve regulatory and 

commercial judgments belonging to payment providers. 

Some services may require universal availability or common governance without being embedded in 

the clearing engine. Alias directories, credential-trust frameworks and fraud-signal utilities may fall 

into this category. They should be treated as adjacent common utilities with open access and 

standard interfaces. 
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3. Programmable, smart-contract and agentic functions 

Customer-facing logic governing when, why or to whom a payment may be made should generally 

remain in the product or services layer. This includes smart contracts, automated purchasing 

decisions, spending policies and artificial intelligence agent decisions. 

The core should support the common elements required for these services to interoperate. These may 

include: 

• identification of how the payment was initiated; 

• a reference to the relevant mandate or authority; 

• standard states for pending, released, expired and cancelled instructions; 

• timestamps and expiry conditions; and 

• duplicate and replay protection. 

The core should not execute unrestricted third-party smart-contract code or decide whether a 

complex legal or commercial condition has been satisfied. Where a payment depends on an external 

event, the product provider should remain responsible for the relevant data source and commercial 

logic. 

Industry consortia should develop common mandate, event and status specifications through 

controlled testing. Scheme operators should require conformance only when a common specification 

is sufficiently mature and necessary for interoperability. 

4. Identity and credentials 

Identity verification, credential issuance and management of delegated authority should remain 

primarily within the services and product layers. These functions depend on the customer 

relationship, the relevant activity and the assurance provided by the credential issuer. 

The core should carry verified identifiers or secure credential references where they are necessary to 

route, authenticate or trace a payment. It should not become a central identity database or store 

complete identity documents and customer mandates. 

No single identifier should be assumed to provide a complete solution. Legal Entity Identifiers may 

be useful for organisations, while individuals, wallets, agents and delegated roles will require other 

credentials and trust arrangements. 

5. Settlement boundary 

Settlement should remain a separate layer. The core should calculate obligations, produce settlement 

instructions, receive settlement confirmation and communicate the result. 

The boundary should not require every payment journey to use the same settlement model. The core 

should support appropriate net, gross, prefunded or hybrid arrangements without having to redesign 

the messaging and clearing functions for each model. 

The interaction between a continuously available retail service and central bank settlement hours 

must be defined clearly. Users and participants should be able to distinguish between payment 

acceptance, clearing and final settlement. 
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6. Scheme and standards 

The scheme and standards layer should span the other layers as a governance framework. It should 

establish common outcomes, participation rules, minimum data, service levels, operating hours, 

testing, liability allocation and change-management procedures. 

It should not prescribe every implementation choice. Technical standards should be developed with 

industry through open governance and practical testing. The scheme should mandate a specification 

only where common adoption is necessary to achieve interoperability, resilience or system-wide risk 

management. 

This model would preserve functional accountability while allowing different organisations and 

technologies to deliver compatible services. 

Q7: What baseline services should be delivered within the core infrastructure? 

GDF recommends a disciplined approach. The core should provide the common functions that every 

participant requires to complete, settle, trace and recover payments safely. It should not become a 

platform for customer-specific products or complex commercial logic. 

The following baseline capabilities should be included. 

1. Common messaging, validation and routing 

The core should receive, validate and route payment messages through documented and technology-

neutral interfaces. Messages should contain sufficient structured information to identify the 

participants, form of money, payment amount, routing destination, initiation method and transaction 

status. 

The service should support immediate, scheduled and batch payments. It should provide consistent 

validation, rejection and error messages so that participants can identify and remedy unsuccessful 

transactions without manual investigation. 

ISO 20022 should provide an important foundation, but the core should use a defined UK 

implementation profile with published data definitions, code sets and validation rules. The 

framework should permit controlled extensions or mappings where tokenised and agentic journeys 

require data not adequately represented in existing messages. 

Industry groups should support the development and testing of these profiles. Final mandatory 

requirements should be subject to transparent scheme governance and conformance testing. 

2. Clearing and settlement coordination 

The core should calculate the obligations arising between participants, produce the required 

settlement instructions and receive confirmation from the settlement layer. 

It should support appropriate interaction with real-time, batch, prefunded and hybrid settlement 

arrangements. Settlement itself should remain within the settlement layer, while the core coordinates 

the process and communicates its outcome. 



 

 

14 

 

The core should distinguish clearly between acceptance, clearing, submission for settlement and 

final settlement. Participants and users should not receive conflicting or ambiguous information 

about whether a payment has completed. 

3. Interoperability between participating forms of money 

The core should support payments where the payer and recipient use different qualifying forms of 

regulated private money. It should identify the relevant issuers, route the payment, calculate the 

resulting obligations and coordinate settlement or any required conversion step. 

Where qualifying sterling instruments are designed and regulated to maintain the same nominal 

value, the core and scheme rules should support exchange at par. The core should not itself issue or 

redeem money, manage backing assets or guarantee an issuer’s obligations. 

The design should accommodate account-based, token-based and hybrid systems through common 

interfaces. A participant should not be excluded solely because it uses eligible token-based 

infrastructure. 

4. Common transaction lifecycle and traceability 

Every transaction should receive a persistent unique identifier that follows it throughout initiation, 

routing, clearing, settlement and any subsequent return or recovery process. 

The core should provide standard timestamps, status changes, duplicate detection, error handling and 

links between an original payment and any related refund, reversal, return or recall request. 

Traceability is essential for reconciliation, fraud investigation, dispute handling and cross-border 

interoperability. Access to trace information should remain controlled and should not create an 

unrestricted central record of customer payment activity. 

5. Minimum fraud and regulatory data 

The core should carry the standard information required to support fraud prevention, sanctions 

screening, transaction monitoring and recovery. This may include participant and recipient 

information, initiation method, relevant mandate or credential references and links to related 

transactions. 

The core should validate the presence and format of mandatory information. It should not perform 

every participant’s financial crime assessment or prescribe the transaction decision that a provider 

must reach. 

This distinction allows participants to receive a consistent minimum dataset while preserving 

responsibility and competition in fraud and compliance services. 

6. Basic support for programmable and delegated payments 

The core should provide common messages and transaction states needed for programmable, smart-

contract and agent-initiated payments to operate across providers. 
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These should include initiation attribution, a secure mandate reference, expiry, cancellation, release, 

rejection and protection against duplicate execution. The core may validate whether mandatory 

control information is present. 

Detailed conditions, agent decisions, smart-contract code and customer spending policies should 

remain outside the core. These functions are likely to evolve more rapidly and should be developed 

competitively within applicable scheme and regulatory safeguards. 

7. Secure connectivity and access control 

The core should provide secure and documented interfaces through which eligible participants can 

connect. These should support consistent authentication, authorisation, testing and technical 

certification. 

The design should accommodate direct and indirect participants without requiring each newer or 

smaller firm to create a bespoke connection. It should also permit more than one compatible 

connectivity provider where this can be achieved safely. 

8. Continuous operational monitoring and recovery 

The core should support 24/7 operational monitoring, incident detection, capacity management, 

cyber protection and recovery. 

It should be capable of isolating a failing participant or component without unnecessarily disrupting 

the wider system. Participants should receive timely and standardised information about incidents 

and service status. 

The system should support orderly degradation, queuing and recovery rather than treating full 

availability and complete outage as the only possible states. These capabilities are fundamental to 

critical infrastructure and should not depend on optional commercial services. 

Q8: What payment-enabling or value-added services should be delivered separately from the 

core? 

Services should generally remain outside the core where they can be provided competitively, require 

frequent innovation, depend on customer-specific information or involve commercial and regulatory 

responsibilities belonging to payment providers. 

Separate delivery does not mean an absence of common rules. Some services may require shared 

standards, universal reach or operation as common utilities adjacent to the core. The authorities and 

schemes should specify the required outcomes, while open industry groups develop and test suitable 

technical solutions. 

Identity, credential and directory services 

Customer identity verification, credential issuance and management of delegated authority should 

remain outside the core. The core should carry identifiers and credential references where required, 

but should not become a central identity repository. 
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Alias and directory services should also remain technically separate. They may operate as common 

utilities where network-wide reach is necessary. Their governance should support different forms of 

money and should not require all users to rely on one proprietary identity or directory provider. 

Programmable, smart-contract and agentic services 

Complex conditions, smart-contract execution, automated purchasing decisions and agent logic 

should remain outside the core. 

Payment providers should determine whether an instruction falls within the customer’s mandate and 

applicable controls. The core should support common mandate references and transaction states but 

should not evaluate arbitrary code, external commercial events or artificial intelligence decisions. 

These services should be developed through industry experimentation under clear requirements for 

security, attribution, revocation, auditability and recovery. Standards should remain open and 

interoperable rather than being controlled by a single technology or payment platform. 

Fraud analytics and customer-level decisions 

The core may distribute common fraud information and provide interfaces to a shared fraud-signal 

utility. Detailed analytics, customer profiling and decisions to execute, delay or reject a payment 

should remain outside it. 

Providers are better placed to combine payment data with customer behaviour, device information 

and account history. Any common fraud utility should be subject to governance covering data 

quality, permitted use, challenge, correction, retention and liability. 

Product and merchant services 

Request-to-pay, commercial recurring payments, merchant acceptance, invoicing, loyalty services 

and customer interfaces should generally remain outside the core. 

These products may require specific arrangements for consent, fees, cancellations, refunds, merchant 

terms and liability. Embedding them in the core could restrict product design and make the 

infrastructure more difficult to change. 

The core should nevertheless supply the common messages, transaction identifiers and payment-

status information needed for these products to operate across providers. 

Disputes, reimbursement and redress 

The core should support recalls, returns, transaction tracing and evidence exchange. It should not 

determine legal liability, reimbursement or the outcome of individual complaints. 

These matters should remain governed through legislation, regulation, scheme rules and product 

arrangements. Technical reversal or recovery of funds should not be confused with determining legal 

entitlement. 

Cross-border connectors and foreign exchange 
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The core should be capable of connecting with overseas systems through standard interfaces. 

Specific connectors, foreign-exchange services and corridor-specific compliance processes should 

generally remain outside the domestic clearing engine. 

Keeping these services separate would allow different cross-border models to compete, including 

bilateral links, multilateral interlinking arrangements and eligible token-based payment routes. The 

core should provide the identifiers, data and transaction states needed to coordinate those services 

safely. 

Issuance, redemption, wallets and custody 

Issuance, redemption, reserve management, custody, wallet administration and customer-balance 

management should remain the responsibility of the relevant regulated issuer or service provider. 

The core should interact with these functions through standard interfaces but should not assume 

responsibility for reserve assets, safeguarding, custody or customer-level administration. 

Overall, GDF supports a model of common core building blocks, adjacent shared utilities and 

competitive services. The boundary should be determined by functional necessity rather than by 

whether a service is currently supplied by an incumbent provider. Industry should lead the 

development of services and technical solutions, while government, regulators and schemes retain 

responsibility for outcomes, minimum safeguards and competitive neutrality. 

Q9: What opportunities and challenges could digital identity frameworks and the use of 

credentials present in enhancing retail payment journeys? 

Digital identity frameworks and verifiable credentials could reduce fraud, simplify onboarding and 

make domestic and cross-border payments more efficient. Their value will depend on trusted 

governance, interoperability, privacy protection and the continued availability of alternative routes 

for users who cannot or do not wish to use digital credentials. 

A verifiable credential is digitally signed evidence that a trusted organisation has confirmed an 

identity, attribute or authority. It may, for example, confirm that a business exists, a person is 

authorised to act for it, or a software agent holds a valid payment mandate. The recipient can verify 

the credential without necessarily receiving all the underlying identity documents. 

A Legal Entity Identifier (LEI) is a globally recognised identifier for a legal entity participating in 

financial transactions. It can distinguish businesses with similar names and connect payment 

information to verified organisational data. 

The architecture should also be capable of supporting the verifiable Legal Entity Identifier (vLEI). A 

vLEI can provide machine-verifiable evidence of an organisation and the role or authority of a 

person acting for it. This may be particularly useful for business payments, delegated authority and 

automated transactions. 

However, neither the LEI nor the vLEI should be treated as a complete or exclusive digital-identity 

solution. LEIs identify legal entities rather than individuals, wallets, devices or software agents. 

Current coverage and cost may also make mandatory use disproportionate for some small businesses 

and sole traders. The vLEI remains an emerging model and should be tested alongside other 

interoperable credentials. 
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Opportunities 

Verified organisational credentials could improve confirmation of payees and merchants. Consumers 

and payment providers could confirm that the intended recipient is the correct legal entity and that 

relevant information remains current. This could reduce impersonation, invoice-redirection and 

misdirected-payment risks. 

For businesses, consistent identifiers could improve onboarding, sanctions screening, customer due 

diligence, invoice reconciliation and account-to-account validation. The Financial Stability Board 

(FSB) has encouraged greater use of global identifiers such as the LEI in cross-border payments, 

while GLEIF has identified practical applications in screening, onboarding, fraud detection and 

reconciliation. FSB cross-border data recommendations, GLEIF cross-border payment use cases 

Reusable credentials could reduce repeated collection of the same customer or business information. 

A payment provider might rely on verified information from a trusted credential issuer, subject to 

assurance level, legal permission and the provider’s continuing regulatory responsibilities. 

Credentials could also support programmable and agent-initiated payments. A credential might 

confirm that a person or software agent is authorised to initiate a payment, specify the duration and 

scope of that authority, and identify applicable value or recipient limits. A payment message could 

then carry a secure reference to the credential without including the complete mandate. 

Properly designed credentials could improve user control over personal information. A user may be 

able to prove a relevant attribute, such as completion of an identity check or authority to act for a 

business, without disclosing all the underlying information. 

These opportunities are especially relevant to cross-border payments, where multiple providers may 

otherwise verify the same organisation independently and maintain inconsistent records. 

Challenges 

A credential is only as reliable as its issuer, the verification process and the underlying information. 

A trust framework must define who may issue credentials, applicable assurance levels, renewal and 

revocation requirements, and responsibility where information is inaccurate or outdated. 

Payment providers should not be required to accept every credential. They must be able to assess its 

source, assurance level, scope and current validity. Legal reliance on a credential should not 

automatically transfer all responsibility from the payment provider to the credential issuer. 

Fragmentation is a significant risk. Multiple incompatible identity schemes could increase cost and 

friction rather than reduce them. Proprietary credentials could also create dependency on a small 

number of technology or identity providers. 

Government and regulators should therefore define the required outcomes, assurance and consumer 

safeguards. Open industry consortia should develop and test technical specifications, trust lists, 

interoperability protocols and credential mappings. Scheme rules should mandate particular 

standards only where common adoption is necessary and the standard has reached sufficient 

maturity. 

https://www.fsb.org/2024/12/recommendations-to-promote-alignment-and-interoperability-across-data-frameworks-related-to-cross-border-payments-final-report/
https://www.fsb.org/2024/12/recommendations-to-promote-alignment-and-interoperability-across-data-frameworks-related-to-cross-border-payments-final-report/
https://www.gleif.org/en/lei-solutions/featuring-the-lei/cross-border-payments
https://www.gleif.org/en/lei-solutions/featuring-the-lei/cross-border-payments
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Digital identity must not become a mechanism for unnecessary collection or centralisation of 

personal data. The core should carry identifiers or credential references where required, but should 

not become a central repository for identity documents, credential histories or complete customer 

mandates. 

Credentials must support prompt revocation, expiry and recovery. A compromised credential, wallet 

or device could otherwise enable fraud at scale. Participants need standard methods to determine 

whether a credential remains valid at the time of a payment. 

Digital identity should also remain optional where appropriate. Consumers who lack suitable 

devices, connectivity or recognised documentation must retain accessible alternative routes. Assisted 

and non-digital options should be incorporated from the beginning. 

GDF therefore supports an interoperable trust-services framework outside the core. The core should 

carry standard identifiers, credential references and assurance information, while credential issuance, 

verification and detailed identity management remain with appropriately governed service providers. 

Q10: Are there other cross-cutting, architecture-wide issues that should be considered? 

Yes. Several issues extend across the architecture and cannot be resolved solely through the design 

of the core infrastructure. 

Governance and allocation of responsibility 

Every material function should have a clearly identified owner, decision-maker and accountable 

party. This includes scheme governance, infrastructure delivery, standards development, service 

provision, customer protection and incident management. 

The public-private model should distinguish between setting outcomes and developing solutions. 

Government and regulators should establish legal requirements, public-policy outcomes and 

minimum safeguards. Scheme and infrastructure operators should establish mandatory operating 

rules and certification. Industry should develop and test technical standards and competitive services. 

Industry participation should be broad and should include digital-asset firms and other newer 

providers. Governance should prevent standards, directories or technical interfaces from being 

controlled by a small group of incumbents in ways that restrict access or innovation. 

Change-management procedures should be transparent. Participants should receive adequate 

consultation, testing and implementation periods, with compatibility arrangements where standards 

or interfaces change. 

Regulatory coordination 

The architecture will interact with the responsibilities of HM Treasury, the Bank of England, the 

Financial Conduct Authority and the relevant payment-system regulator. It will also need to align 

with regulation for stablecoins, cryptoasset activities, payment services, financial crime, data 

protection and operational resilience. 
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The authorities should publish a coordinated account of how these regimes interact. Participants 

should not face duplicative permissions, conflicting technical requirements or unclear responsibility 

merely because a payment moves between conventional and tokenised forms of money. 

This coordination should extend internationally where cross-border payments involve multiple 

regulatory, sanctions, privacy and Travel Rule requirements. 

Standards governance 

No existing standard provides a complete solution for all future payment models. The architecture 

therefore requires a permanent process for assessing, developing, testing and maintaining standards. 

Open industry groups should be able to propose specifications for tokenised payments, digital 

identity, smart-contract events and agent mandates. Scheme operators should establish conformance 

requirements where common adoption is necessary. Regulators should retain a backstop role where 

industry coordination fails or produces anti-competitive outcomes. 

Standards should be versioned and accompanied by published implementation profiles, validation 

rules and mappings. Intellectual property and licensing arrangements should not prevent smaller 

firms from implementing specifications that are necessary for access. 

Legal certainty and liability 

The legal consequences of payment acceptance, clearing, settlement, conversion, redemption, 

cancellation and recovery must be clear. 

Where several providers or forms of money are involved, scheme and product rules should identify 

responsibility for data accuracy, conversion, settlement failure, fraud investigation, complaints and 

reimbursement. 

Programmable and agentic payments create additional questions concerning the validity and scope of 

mandates, reliance on external data, smart-contract failure and responsibility where an agent acts 

incorrectly. These matters require coordination between legislation, regulation, scheme rules and 

industry-developed technical standards. 

Access, competition and commercial incentives 

Technical accessibility is insufficient if connection, certification, liquidity or operating costs make 

participation commercially impractical. 

Direct and indirect access arrangements should be transparent and subject to proportionate 

requirements. The charging and funding model should not unnecessarily disadvantage smaller 

providers, low-value payments or newer forms of regulated money. 

Where common services are required, the architecture should avoid dependence on a single provider 

unless there is a compelling justification and appropriate governance. Participants should be able to 

switch service providers or use compatible alternatives where practical. 

Continuous operation and liquidity 
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The desired payment journeys assume 24/7 or near-continuous availability. The architecture must 

therefore address the relationship between continuously available retail services, central bank 

settlement hours, participant liquidity and connected systems in other time zones. 

Rules are needed for payments initiated when immediate settlement is unavailable, including 

queuing, prefunding, exposure limits, settlement-agent arrangements and customer communications. 

Continuous service should not obscure unsettled exposures or transfer disproportionate liquidity 

costs to non-bank and smaller participants. 

Data governance and cross-border data flows 

Common data can reduce payment failures, fraud, sanctions-screening errors and reconciliation 

costs. Excessive or inconsistent data requirements can increase privacy risk, cyber exposure and 

operational expense. 

The architecture should distinguish between data that are universally required, conditionally required 

and specific to a jurisdiction or payment route. It should preserve the provenance and verification 

status of material information and avoid repeated collection where secure reuse is lawful. 

The FSB recommends greater alignment between payment, anti-money laundering, sanctions and 

privacy frameworks, while recognising that restrictions such as data localisation can increase cross-

border cost and friction. The UK should apply those principles to the development of the 

infrastructure and associated standards. 

Sensitive personal information should not be recorded on a public blockchain merely because a 

payment involves a blockchain-based asset. Required information may instead be transmitted 

securely outside the ledger and linked to the payment through a persistent reference. 

Operational resilience and concentration 

Resilience should be assessed across the complete payment journey, including connectivity, cloud 

services, identity providers, directories, wallets, data services and settlement agents. 

Common utilities can improve consistency but may create concentration and single points of failure. 

Governance should require portability, contingency arrangements, incident reporting and testing of 

the failure of critical third-party providers. 

Inclusion and consumer outcomes 

Innovation should not make access to essential payment services dependent on a particular device, 

credential, wallet or artificial intelligence service. 

Users should have accessible alternatives and clear information about payment status, charges, 

conversion and responsibility when something goes wrong. These outcomes should be tested across 

conventional and digital-asset payment journeys. 

Q11: Do you agree with the proposed approach to interoperability? 
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GDF agrees with the direction of the proposed approach. Interoperability between different forms of 

regulated private money is necessary to deliver genuine payment choice and preserve the singleness 

of sterling in an evolving multi-money ecosystem. 

The approach should, however, be converted into a firm architectural commitment supported by 

transparent access criteria, open standards, scheme rules and staged experimentation. 

Interoperability should be a baseline capability 

The architecture should be designed from the outset to support payments between different 

qualifying forms of regulated private money. It should not require every form of money to 

participate when the infrastructure launches, but it should avoid dependencies that would make later 

participation require fundamental redesign. 

Interoperability should operate across the complete payment lifecycle, including initiation, routing, 

conversion or redemption, settlement, confirmation, refund, recall and recovery. 

Access should be risk-based and institution-neutral 

An appropriately regulated participant that satisfies the applicable prudential, operational, liquidity, 

settlement and financial-crime requirements should have a credible pathway to direct participation. 

Indirect or tiered access should remain available where better suited to the participant’s scale or risk 

profile. 

Criteria should be transparent and non-discriminatory. The use of an eligible token-based system 

should not itself justify exclusion or permanent dependence on a sponsoring bank. 

This does not require identical treatment of banks, e-money institutions and stablecoin issuers. 

Requirements should reflect their different legal characteristics and risks. 

Exchange at par requires supporting arrangements 

The core can coordinate the information and obligations necessary for exchange between 

participating forms of sterling money, but infrastructure alone cannot guarantee exchange at par. 

Participating issuers will need appropriate issuance, redemption, liquidity and safeguarding 

arrangements. Scheme rules must address settlement, failure, insolvency and the allocation of loss. 

The infrastructure should not itself introduce avoidable friction to at-par exchange between 

qualifying sterling instruments where issuance, redemption, liquidity and settlement arrangements 

support it. This should not extend to foreign-exchange conversion or cryptoassets generally. 

Central bank settlement should be supported through practical access routes 

GDF supports settlement in central bank money where practical and available. Participants may 

access that settlement directly or through an appropriately regulated settlement agent, depending on 

eligibility and risk profile. 
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The model must address operating hours, liquidity and payments initiated when central bank 

settlement is unavailable. These arrangements should not create avoidable dependency on a single 

commercial intermediary or prevent 24/7 retail services. 

Common standards should enable, rather than define, interoperability 

ISO 20022, Swift, Legal Entity Identifiers and established payment-system standards may provide 

useful components. They should not be treated as complete or exclusive solutions. 

Interoperability requires common meaning and outcomes across different technologies. The 

standards framework should therefore define: 

• the identity and role of participating providers; 

• the form and issuer of money; 

• routing and settlement information; 

• transaction status; 

• any conversion or redemption step; 

• the initiation method and mandate reference where relevant; and 

• a persistent identifier connecting all stages of the payment. 

Participants should not be required to adopt the same internal technology. Account-based systems, 

token-based systems and external ledgers should be able to exchange compatible messages through 

documented interfaces and mappings. 

Open industry consortia should develop and test the relevant specifications. Scheme operators 

should mandate only the common elements needed for safe interoperability, supported by 

certification and transparent change control. 

The user experience should remain simple 

Consumers and merchants should not need to understand the underlying clearing, conversion or 

settlement process. 

They should receive clear information about the amount and form of money they will pay or receive, 

any conversion or service charge, whether the payment has completed, applicable recovery or 

dispute rights and the provider responsible if something goes wrong. 

Where a user has expressed a preference to receive a particular form of money, the payment journey 

should respect that choice and should not convert funds without adequate information or authority. 

Interoperability should be tested end to end 

Testing should involve banks, payment and e-money institutions, regulated stablecoin issuers, wallet 

providers and direct and indirect participants. 

It should cover account-to-account, account-to-wallet, wallet-to-account and wallet-to-wallet 

journeys. It should also test issuer or intermediary failure, insufficient liquidity, delayed settlement, 

system unavailability, refunds, recalls, compromised credentials and inconsistent data. 
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Testing should involve more than technical message exchange. It should examine legal finality, 

liability, consumer outcomes, operational resilience and the commercial viability of access. 

GDF therefore supports the proposed approach, subject to interoperability becoming a baseline and 

testable commitment rather than a future aspiration dependent on bilateral commercial arrangements 

or the later adoption of one predetermined technical standard. 

GDF recommends a formal interoperability gate before major architecture decisions are finalised. 

Testing should demonstrate end-to-end operation across bank deposit-to-bank deposit, bank deposit-

to-regulated stablecoin, regulated stablecoin-to-bank deposit, tokenised deposit-to-bank deposit and 

cross-border journeys, including refunds, recovery, delayed settlement and participant failure. 

Passing messages between prototypes is not sufficient: the test must also cover legal finality, 

liability, operational resilience, consumer outcomes and commercially viable access. 

 

Q12: What are the potential trade-offs between different settlement models? 

Different payment journeys create different requirements for settlement speed, certainty, liquidity 

and cost. GDF does not consider that a single settlement model is necessarily appropriate for every 

journey. 

The architecture should preserve settlement-model optionality. The applicable scheme should be 

able to select an appropriate model without requiring material changes to the core messaging and 

clearing infrastructure. 

Deferred net settlement 

Under deferred net settlement, payment obligations are accumulated and offset before participants 

settle their net positions. 

This can use liquidity efficiently because participants do not need to fund the gross value of every 

payment. It may also support high transaction volumes at relatively low cost. 

The trade-off is that obligations remain unsettled between cycles. This creates credit and liquidity 

exposure and requires rules covering participant default, loss allocation and the treatment of 

payments if settlement does not complete. 

From the customer’s perspective, a payment may appear complete before settlement between 

participants has become final. The status communicated to users must therefore be accurate and 

should not confuse customer crediting with legal settlement finality. 

Real-time gross settlement 

Under real-time gross settlement, each payment or resulting obligation is settled individually in 

central bank money. 

This can provide prompt finality and reduce inter-participant credit exposure. It may be appropriate 

for higher-value or higher-risk transactions and journeys where immediate certainty is particularly 

important. 
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However, settling every retail payment individually may require participants to maintain 

substantially more liquidity throughout the operating period. It may also increase infrastructure 

capacity requirements and create barriers for smaller or non-bank participants. 

Real-time gross settlement does not by itself create 24/7 availability. Its practical use depends on 

settlement-system operating hours, liquidity access and the participant’s ability to fund positions 

across weekends, holidays and periods of stress. 

More frequent net or hybrid settlement 

More frequent settlement cycles may provide an appropriate balance between liquidity efficiency 

and the duration of unsettled exposure. 

A hybrid model could use net settlement for ordinary retail volumes while providing gross or 

immediate settlement for specified payment types, values or risk events. This could also include 

exposure limits that trigger an additional settlement cycle. 

The benefit is flexibility. The challenge is additional operational complexity and the need for clear 

rules determining which model applies to each payment. 

Prefunded settlement 

Prefunding can reduce settlement risk by requiring participants to place funds in advance. It may 

also support payments when immediate central bank settlement is unavailable. 

The trade-off is that liquidity becomes unavailable for other purposes. The effect may be 

disproportionate for smaller participants, non-bank payment providers and firms supporting 24/7 or 

cross-border services across several currencies. 

Prefunding requirements should therefore reflect actual exposure and provide transparent 

arrangements for monitoring and releasing excess liquidity. 

Settlement involving token-based systems 

Token-based money or settlement assets may support continuous transfer, programmable execution 

and atomic exchange, where linked obligations complete together or not at all. 

These capabilities could reduce principal risk and reconciliation. They may be useful where an 

account-based payment connects with a regulated stablecoin, tokenised deposit or another eligible 

token arrangement. 

However, the legal point of finality must be clear. The technology’s record of a transaction does not 

by itself determine whether the underlying legal obligation has been discharged. Governance, access, 

operational resilience, liquidity, redemption and treatment of a failed or reorganised ledger must also 

be addressed. 

Token-based settlement should therefore be assessed by its outcomes and risks rather than assumed 

to be inherently faster or safer. 

Speed and certainty are not the same 
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A payment can be processed quickly while remaining unsettled. Conversely, a model may provide 

strong legal certainty without immediate customer availability. 

Every settlement model should distinguish: 

• acceptance of the payment instruction; 

• clearing and calculation of obligations; 

• crediting of the recipient; 

• final inter-participant settlement; and 

• any subsequent return or recovery transaction. 

Users should receive clear and consistent status information without having to understand the 

technical settlement model. 

Finality, recovery and consumer protection 

Settlement finality should not be confused with the availability of consumer protection or fraud 

recovery. 

A final payment may still be subject to reimbursement, dispute or recovery arrangements under 

legislation, regulation or scheme rules. Where funds must be returned after final settlement, this may 

require a separate linked transaction rather than reversal of the original settlement record. 

GDF recommendation 

The core should be capable of supporting net, more frequent net, gross, prefunded and appropriately 

governed token-based settlement profiles. 

The detailed design should assess: 

• the maximum period of unsettled exposure; 

• participant eligibility for central bank settlement; 

• liquidity and prefunding requirements; 

• arrangements outside Real-Time Gross Settlement service hours; 

• failure and loss-allocation rules; 

• operational capacity at normal and stressed volumes; and 

• whether the model creates disproportionate barriers for non-bank or digital-asset 

participants. 

The objective should be prompt certainty and controlled risk without imposing unnecessary liquidity 

or operational costs on every transaction. 

Q13: What additional design, governance and operational issues need to be addressed to 

achieve interoperability? 

Interoperability requires more than compatible technical connections. It requires common data, 

coordinated settlement, clear access criteria, aligned legal rules and effective operational 

arrangements across different participants and forms of money. 
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Design issues 

The core should support a common semantic payment model so that participants attach the same 

meaning to essential information even where their internal technologies differ. 

The next-generation infrastructure should build on ISO 20022 and common business definitions 

through a clear UK implementation profile. It should also support documented extensions, 

application programming interfaces and mappings where token-based systems, programmable 

payments, digital wallets or other emerging technologies require capabilities beyond the base 

standard. 

Common transaction identifiers and status messages should operate across account-based and token-

based systems. A payment should remain traceable if it moves between a conventional bank account, 

e-money account, regulated stablecoin wallet or connected overseas system. 

The design must also address conversion or redemption between forms of money. It should identify: 

• the participating issuers; 

• the route used for conversion or redemption; 

• the point at which each obligation becomes final; 

• responsibility if an issuer or intermediary fails; and 

• the information given to the payer and recipient. 

Interoperability should support both direct and indirect access. Technical interfaces should not 

require every participant to build bespoke bilateral connections or rely permanently on a single 

sponsoring institution. 

Governance issues 

A common scheme or coordinated rulebook should establish access requirements, service levels, 

settlement obligations, data responsibilities, liability, dispute procedures and change management. 

Governance should include banks, payment and e-money institutions, infrastructure providers, 

merchants and consumer representatives. Regulated stablecoin issuers, wallet providers and other 

eligible digital-asset firms should also be represented where decisions affect their participation or 

technology. 

Standards should be developed through open industry groups operating within public-policy 

guardrails. Their governance should prevent incumbent control, closed intellectual property 

arrangements and technical specifications that unnecessarily favour one business model. 

The authorities should set the required outcomes and retain a backstop where industry coordination 

fails. Scheme operators should establish mandatory minimum specifications and certification only 

where consistent implementation is necessary for interoperability or system-wide risk management. 

Responsibility should follow function and control. Scheme rules should identify which party is 

responsible for originating and verifying data, routing the payment, applying conversion, 

coordinating settlement, authenticating a mandate and investigating failure. 
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A participant should not automatically assume responsibility for information supplied by another 

regulated participant merely because it transmits that information. The payment record should 

preserve provenance so that responsibility remains identifiable. 

Operational issues 

Interoperability should be subject to common testing and certification. Testing should cover ordinary 

payments, high volumes, insufficient liquidity, participant failure, ledger delay, duplicated messages, 

credential revocation, refunds, recalls and unavailability of a connected system. 

The architecture should reconcile 24/7 retail availability with differences in settlement hours, 

liquidity access and maintenance periods. Rules are needed for payments initiated when one system 

or settlement route is unavailable. 

Participants require common incident procedures covering notification, containment, recovery, 

reconciliation and communication with users. A failure in one connected network should not 

automatically disrupt the entire ecosystem. 

Reconciliation should use persistent transaction identifiers and consistent timestamps. Participants 

should be able to determine the payment’s status, the systems through which it passed and whether 

any information changed during the journey. 

Standards and interfaces must be capable of orderly evolution. Version changes should include 

consultation, compatibility periods, testing tools and clear retirement dates. Global operators should 

not have to maintain unnecessary UK-specific transformations where an international standard or 

mapping can achieve the same outcome. 

Interoperability should therefore be treated as a continuing governance and operational capability, 

not a one-time technical connection. 

Q14: Do the architecture and core design choices capture the key considerations necessary to 

support account-to-account payments at point of sale? 

The architecture captures many of the principal requirements, but not yet all the elements necessary 

for account-to-account payments to operate as a credible alternative at physical and online points of 

sale. 

The core can provide messaging, routing, payment status, settlement coordination and common data. 

Successful point-of-sale adoption will also require acceptance standards, merchant services, 

consumer protections and commercial arrangements outside the core. 

Immediate and reliable merchant confirmation 

Merchants need an unambiguous response confirming whether a payment has been accepted and 

whether they can safely release goods or services. 

The response should distinguish between acceptance, clearing and final settlement while providing 

sufficient commercial certainty for the merchant. Ambiguous or delayed status information could 

result in duplicate payments, false evidence of payment or goods being released without reliable 

payment assurance. 
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Open and reusable acceptance standards 

Physical and online merchants should be able to accept account-to-account payments through open 

standards without integrating separately with every bank, wallet or payment provider. 

Acceptance methods may include quick-response codes, application programming interfaces, 

payment links, aliases and device-based interactions. Standards should define the required outcome 

and security controls without mandating one proprietary interface or provider. 

Industry consortia should develop and test these standards with merchants, payment providers, 

digital-asset firms, technology companies and consumer representatives. Scheme-level requirements 

should be introduced where common adoption is necessary for reach and interoperability. 

Interoperability across forms of money 

A merchant should be able to receive its preferred qualifying form of sterling money even where the 

customer pays using another participating form. 

The conversion process should be transparent and should not require the merchant or customer to 

manage the underlying technical steps. Any fee, exchange or redemption arrangement should be 

disclosed before authorisation. 

The design should accommodate appropriately regulated wallets and token-based payment services 

without treating a conventional bank account as the only valid destination. 

Complete merchant lifecycle 

The architecture should support more than initial authorisation. Merchants need common messages 

and references for settlement, payout, reconciliation, full and partial refunds, returns, recalls and 

disputes. 

A refund should remain linked to the original transaction even if it is processed through a different 

provider or form of money. Merchant records should provide sufficient information for accounting, 

tax and customer-service purposes. 

Consumer protection and liability 

Consumers should receive clear information about the merchant, amount, payment method, recurring 

or deferred features and the point at which the instruction becomes irrevocable. 

Scheme and product rules should allocate responsibility for unauthorised payments, fraud, duplicate 

execution, non-delivery and incorrect amounts. The core should support the necessary evidence and 

recovery messages without determining individual liability. 

Authentication and fraud prevention 

Authentication should be proportionate to transaction risk. Excessive friction could prevent account-

to-account payments from competing effectively, while weak controls could increase fraud. 
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Recipient and merchant verification should extend across bank accounts and eligible wallets. A 

digital-asset wallet should not automatically be treated as fraudulent. Verification should reflect 

whether the destination is a hosted wallet or a self-hosted address and the information reasonably 

available for that destination.           

Performance, resilience and offline conditions 

Point-of-sale payments require low latency and predictable performance during peak periods. The 

system must also address connectivity loss, timeouts and repeated instructions. 

Deferred execution may be appropriate for limited cases, but merchants must understand when a 

payment has not completed and who bears the risk. Duplicate and replay controls are essential when 

messages are resent after a connectivity failure. 

Merchant economics 

Technical availability will not produce adoption if implementation is complex, charges are 

unpredictable or the allocation of risk is unclear. 

The commercial model should provide transparent connection, transaction, conversion and dispute 

costs. It should support smaller merchants and should not require them to contract with a single 

dominant provider. 

Subject to these additions, the proposed architecture can support account-to-account payments at 

point of sale. 

Q14(a): Are there additional opportunities or challenges? 

Account-to-account payments could increase competition between payment methods, lower 

merchant acceptance costs and support faster settlement and reconciliation. 

Interoperability with regulated token-based payments could broaden these opportunities. A merchant 

could accept a payment from a regulated stablecoin or tokenised deposit arrangement while 

receiving commercial bank money, or vice versa, without integrating separately with every 

underlying network. 

Programmable payments could support conditional release, automated reconciliation, split payments, 

escrow-like arrangements and machine-initiated commerce. Agentic services could compare 

payment routes and select an authorised method according to the customer’s preferences and limits. 

These opportunities also create challenges. Merchants and consumers should not need to understand 

whether a payment uses an account, wallet, token or conversion service. Responsibility for failures 

and refunds must remain clear. 

Point-of-sale services must also address: 

• fraud migrating toward new payment routes; 

• misleading merchant or wallet identifiers; 

• inconsistent refund and recovery rights; 

• concentration in acceptance gateways or directories; 
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• liquidity for 24/7 settlement or conversion; 

• privacy and use of purchase data; 

• accessibility for users without advanced devices; and 

• interoperability with international standards and tourist payment methods. 

The final design should support open acceptance standards and competitive services while ensuring 

consistent merchant confirmation, consumer protection and recovery across participating forms of 

money. 

Q15: What design considerations could help solve existing challenges with cross-border 

payments? 

The next-generation infrastructure cannot resolve every source of cross-border friction. Foreign 

exchange, sanctions, regulatory divergence, local payment-system rules and restrictions on data 

movement extend beyond the domestic core. 

However, design choices made now can either facilitate future connections or make them slower and 

more expensive. GDF recommends designing the infrastructure as an internationally interoperable 

platform rather than a closed domestic system. 

Harmonised messaging and data 

The infrastructure should support the Committee on Payments and Market Infrastructures’ 

harmonised ISO 20022 data requirements for cross-border payments. Those requirements provide a 

useful international foundation, but the benefits depend on consistent implementation. 

The UK should develop an implementation profile that identifies common definitions, formats, code 

sets and validation rules. The model should distinguish: 

• information required for all relevant payments; 

• conditional information required for particular transaction types; and 

• jurisdiction-specific information required by local law. 

ISO 20022 and Financial Action Task Force (FATF) requirements serve different purposes and 

should not be treated as identical. Nevertheless, inconsistent definitions and formats for the same 

originator, beneficiary or transaction information create avoidable cost, manual repair and rejected 

payments. 

The UK should support published mappings between ISO 20022, FATF Recommendation 16 and 

commonly used Travel Rule data models. These mappings should reduce duplicative transformation 

without suggesting that one dataset can satisfy every jurisdiction or transaction. 

Compatibility with digital-asset payment data 

The data framework should operate across conventional payment systems, regulated stablecoin 

networks, tokenised deposit arrangements and eligible digital wallets. 

FATF confirms that the Travel Rule applies to qualifying virtual-asset transfers. Hybrid payment 

chains may engage both virtual-asset and conventional payment requirements, depending on the 
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participants and structure involved. Its 2026 survey also shows that implementation remains uneven, 

even though 83% of responding jurisdictions had enacted relevant legislation. This strengthens the 

case for common mappings, provenance and jurisdictional overlays rather than a separate data 

architecture for every payment technology. FATF 2026 targeted update 

A digital-asset payment provider should not have to reconstruct the same information in several 

incompatible formats to satisfy payment-system, Travel Rule and counterparty requirements. 

Sensitive personal data should not be placed on a public blockchain merely because a payment 

involves a blockchain-based asset. Required information may be transmitted securely outside the 

ledger and linked to the on-ledger transfer through a persistent reference or another privacy-

preserving mechanism. 

Common identity and verification 

The architecture should support internationally recognised identifiers and verifiable credentials 

where appropriate. 

Legal Entity Identifiers may improve organisational identification, screening, fraud prevention and 

business reconciliation. They should be supported rather than mandated for every consumer or small 

business. 

Other credentials will remain necessary for individuals, wallets, agents and delegated authority. The 

standards framework should support multiple trusted and interoperable credentials rather than 

assume that one identity system will cover every payment journey. 

Standardised interlinking 

The core should provide documented interfaces through which it can connect with overseas instant-

payment systems and multilateral networks. 

Project Nexus provides a relevant model. It seeks to connect domestic instant-payment systems 

through a standardised multilateral platform, allowing a domestic system to connect once rather than 

building a bespoke connection for every jurisdiction. The UK should preserve the technical ability to 

participate in initiatives of this kind. BIS Project Nexus 

The architecture should also allow bilateral connections where these are better suited to a particular 

corridor. It should avoid dependency on one interlinking provider or network. 

Interoperability between account-based and token-based systems 

Cross-border connectivity should not be limited to conventional bank-account transfers. The core 

should be capable of interacting with e-money systems, eligible digital wallets, regulated stablecoin 

arrangements and tokenised deposit infrastructure through common interfaces. 

Appropriately regulated digital-asset payment providers should be eligible for direct or indirect 

connection where they satisfy transparent and proportionate requirements. 

Regulated stablecoins or tokenised deposits may provide a payment or settlement route where 

conventional interlinking is unavailable or inefficient. Such arrangements require appropriate 

https://www.fatf-gafi.org/en/publications/Fatfrecommendations/targeted-updated-virtualassets-vasps-2026.html
https://www.fatf-gafi.org/en/publications/Fatfrecommendations/targeted-updated-virtualassets-vasps-2026.html
https://www.bis.org/about/bisih/topics/fmis/nexus.htm
https://www.bis.org/about/bisih/topics/fmis/nexus.htm
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regulation, liquidity, redemption, safeguarding, foreign-exchange and consumer-protection 

arrangements. They should be treated as complementary routes rather than universal replacements 

for existing systems. 

Foreign exchange and coordinated settlement 

Cross-border payments often require currency conversion as well as transfer. The architecture should 

carry clear information about the exchange rate, fees, provider and time at which the rate becomes 

binding. 

Where appropriate, connected services should support coordinated settlement of the currency legs so 

that one party does not deliver one currency without receiving the other. Foreign-exchange services 

should generally remain outside the domestic core and be provided competitively. 

Continuous availability and liquidity 

Cross-border payments operate across time zones and should not depend unnecessarily on all 

connected systems being open simultaneously. 

The design should address differences in operating hours, liquidity for continuous processing, 

payments received while a settlement system is unavailable, prefunding, settlement-agent models 

and fallback arrangements. 

Faster processing should not obscure unsettled exposures or transfer disproportionate liquidity costs 

to smaller participants. 

Transparency, traceability and recovery 

Before authorisation, payers should receive clear information about the amount the recipient will 

receive, material charges, the exchange rate and expected completion time. 

A persistent identifier should allow the payment to be traced across every intermediary and 

connected system. Standard status messages should distinguish between processing, clearing, 

settlement, delay, rejection and return. 

Refund, return and recall messages should operate across the complete payment chain. Users should 

have a clearly identified provider responsible for investigating delay, error or fraud. 

Cross-border data governance 

Cross-border payment data may be subject to different privacy, financial crime, sanctions, retention 

and localisation requirements. 

Attempting to include the maximum information required by any jurisdiction in every payment 

would create unnecessary privacy and operational burdens. Using only a minimal global dataset 

could leave participants unable to comply with local law. 

Participants should be able to determine before execution which information is required for a 

particular route. Missing or invalid information should be identified before the payment enters the 

chain wherever possible. 
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Data should retain its meaning, integrity and provenance when translated between systems. Common 

standards should support compliance without creating unrestricted sharing or centralised storage of 

personal information. 

Q15(a): What are the most appropriate solutions to target? 

GDF recommends targeting capabilities and measurable outcomes rather than selecting one cross-

border network or technology as the preferred solution. 

Standards and data implementation 

The immediate priority should be an open cross-sector programme involving payment-system 

operators, banks, non-bank providers, digital-asset firms, regulated money issuers, wallet providers, 

identity bodies and Travel Rule technology providers. 

The programme should: 

• map the CPMI ISO 20022 requirements against FATF Recommendation 16 and 

commonly used Travel Rule data; 

• define equivalent fields, validation rules and code sets; 

• test account-to-account, wallet-to-wallet and hybrid payment chains; 

• develop standard interfaces for secure data exchange; 

• support jurisdictional overlays without fragmenting the common model; and 

• coordinate implementation, testing and version changes. 

The programme should be industry-led within clear public-policy objectives and open governance. It 

should not assume that ISO 20022, Swift, LEIs or any existing solution is sufficient for every future 

journey. 

Multilateral and bilateral interlinking 

The UK should assess participation in multilateral initiatives such as Project Nexus and pursue 

bilateral links with strategically important jurisdictions where there is sufficient demand and 

regulatory compatibility. 

Corridors should be selected according to payment volumes, remittance costs, business demand, 

existing friction and the ability to deliver measurable improvements. 

Pre-validation and payment transparency 

Before sending a payment, providers should be able to confirm that the destination exists, the 

beneficiary information is consistent, the currency and form of money are supported, required data 

are present and the recipient is expected to receive the disclosed amount. 

This could reduce rejected payments, fraud, unexpected deductions and manual repair. 

Controlled digital-money corridors 
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The authorities should support controlled testing of cross-border arrangements involving regulated 

stablecoins, tokenised deposits and eligible digital wallets alongside conventional interlinking 

models. 

Pilots should examine conversion, issuance and redemption, liquidity, wallet and account 

interoperability, settlement coordination, financial crime controls, consumer disclosure, redress and 

participant failure. 

Testing should not presume that a successful technical transfer establishes legal finality, regulatory 

compliance or commercial viability. 

Priority journeys 

Initial work should target journeys where existing frictions are measurable, including personal 

remittances, payments by small and medium-sized businesses, cross-border e-commerce, merchant 

payments by travellers and business payments requiring reliable identity and invoice reconciliation. 

Success should be measured against total cost, speed, accessibility, transparency, rejection rates and 

the ability to trace and recover funds. 

Overall, the most appropriate strategy is to build a standards-based domestic platform capable of 

connecting to multiple external models. This preserves the ability to use conventional interlinking, 

regulated digital-money arrangements and future industry-developed solutions without redesigning 

the UK core each time. 

Q16: What functional requirements would next-generation infrastructure and the wider next-

generation ecosystem need to meet to enable programmable payments at scale, while 

maintaining resilience and user trust? 

GDF supports infrastructure that enables programmable payments. This should be distinguished 

from “programmable money”. Programmable payments allow a user or authorised provider to attach 

conditions to a payment instruction. The underlying general-purpose money should remain broadly 

transferable and fungible. The infrastructure should not encode discretionary restrictions on lawful 

use, while preserving controls required by law, regulation, scheme rules or the customer’s mandate.      

This distinction is consistent with the Bank of England’s work on the digital pound. 

Programmability should also be supported across different forms of money, including commercial 

bank deposits, e-money, tokenised deposits, regulated stablecoins and any future digital pound. It 

should not depend on one ledger, smart-contract platform or messaging network. 

The following requirements are particularly important. 

1. Common messages and payment states 

The ecosystem should develop common, machine-readable ways of describing: 

• the payment and the parties involved; 

• the condition that must be satisfied; 

• the source authorised to confirm that the condition has been satisfied; 

• the payment’s amount, currency and form of money; 
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• the identity and authority of the person, organisation or software initiating it; 

• the time at which the instruction expires; 

• what should happen if the condition is not satisfied; and 

• the applicable cancellation, return and recovery arrangements. 

There should also be a standard payment lifecycle, covering states such as created, authorised, 

pending, released, settled, expired, cancelled, failed and returned. This would allow different 

providers, ledgers and forms of money to interpret a payment consistently. 

Existing standards, including ISO 20022, provide useful foundations. They should be extended 

through open, industry-led work rather than treated as complete solutions for smart contracts, 

tokenised payments or automated agents. 

2. A clear boundary between the core and commercial logic 

The core infrastructure should support standard instructions, condition references, status changes, 

timestamps, settlement and audit information. It should not be required to execute arbitrary smart 

contracts or determine whether complex commercial obligations have been performed. 

For example, a payment for delivery of goods might be released when an approved external service 

confirms delivery. The infrastructure would process the resulting instruction, but it should not decide 

whether the goods met the contract’s quality requirements. 

This boundary would protect the performance and resilience of the core while allowing providers to 

develop programmable services competitively. 

3. Trusted external data 

Many programmable payments will depend on information from outside the payment system, 

sometimes called an “oracle”. Examples include confirmation of delivery, completion of a 

transaction, an exchange rate or the transfer of a tokenised asset. 

The ecosystem will require standards for identifying the source of that information and verifying its 

integrity, timestamp and authority. It will also need procedures for correcting inaccurate information, 

challenging disputed events and using an alternative source when a provider is unavailable. 

No single data provider or technology should become a mandatory gateway. Open interfaces and 

competing providers should be supported. 

4. Predictable failure and recovery 

Programmable payments must fail safely. The infrastructure should support: 

• time limits and expiry; 

• cancellation before an instruction becomes irrevocable; 

• protection against duplicate or replayed instructions; 

• clear fallbacks when an external event or service is unavailable; 

• linked return and recovery messages; and 

• an authoritative status showing whether funds remain available, are reserved or have 

settled. 
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These features are particularly important for services operating continuously across different time 

zones and across systems with different operating hours. 

5. Legal and settlement certainty 

The rules should distinguish clearly between: 

• satisfaction of a commercial condition; 

• release of the payment instruction; 

• acceptance by the payment system; 

• clearing; and 

• final settlement. 

Smart-contract execution should not automatically be treated as conclusive evidence that every legal 

or commercial obligation has been performed. Scheme rules and applicable law must determine 

finality, liability and dispute rights. 

6. Resilience and scalability 

The infrastructure should be designed for continuous availability, high volumes of automated 

instructions and sudden surges in activity. It should include rate controls, circuit breakers, service 

isolation, duplicate protection and degraded operating modes. 

An error in one smart contract, automated service or external data provider should not be able to 

disrupt the wider payment system. Dependencies on cloud services, bridges, application 

programming interfaces and external data providers should therefore be identified and tested. 

7. User authority and transparency 

A programmable payment should be based on an intelligible mandate. Users should be able to 

understand: 

• what will trigger payment; 

• who may receive it; 

• the maximum amount and duration; 

• whether multiple payments may occur; 

• how the mandate can be paused or revoked; and 

• what happens if the instruction fails or is disputed. 

Providers should present this information in plain language and issue an accessible record of the 

instruction and its execution. 

8. Privacy and cyber security 

Only the data necessary to process and evidence the payment should be placed in shared 

infrastructure. Sensitive personal, commercial or Travel Rule information should not be placed 

unnecessarily on public or immutable ledgers. 
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Smart contracts and associated services should be subject to appropriate testing, access controls, 

secure key management, change management and incident response. The infrastructure should 

permit providers to meet these requirements without prescribing a single technical implementation. 

Standards for these capabilities should be developed through open industry consortia involving 

banks, payment firms, digital-asset businesses, technology providers, merchants and consumer 

representatives. Government and regulators should set the required outcomes, legal safeguards and 

accountability framework. Industry should develop and test the detailed technical standards, subject 

to transparent governance and regulatory oversight. 

Q17: What capabilities or functions would the next-generation infrastructure need to support 

the safe provision of agentic payments? 

GDF regards agentic payments as an advanced form of delegated payment rather than an entirely 

separate form of money. A customer authorises software, potentially using artificial intelligence, to 

initiate payments within defined parameters. 

The infrastructure should be “agent-aware”, meaning that it can recognise when an instruction was 

initiated through delegated software and carry the necessary authority and attribution information. It 

should not attempt to assess the artificial intelligence model’s reasoning or determine whether a 

purchase was commercially sensible. 

This is increasingly important because retail financial services are expected to become more 

continuous and delegated, with software able to recommend and initiate transactions within agreed 

limits. The Financial Conduct Authority’s Mills Review identifies the opportunities involved but 

also the potential for increased fraud, cyber and consumer risks. 

The following capabilities are needed. 

Machine-readable mandates. A mandate should specify the agent’s permitted activities, maximum 

amount, payment frequency, permitted recipients or categories, forms of money, duration, 

geographic restrictions and circumstances requiring human confirmation. The detailed mandate may 

remain securely with the provider, but the payment message should carry a persistent reference to it. 

Identity and attribution. Each instruction should distinguish between the customer, any 

organisation acting for the customer, the software agent and the regulated payment provider 

responsible for executing the instruction. Legal Entity Identifiers and verifiable credentials may 

assist with organisational agents, but they should not be the only permitted identity solution. 

Controls independent of the artificial intelligence model. Financial limits, permitted recipients, 

frequency controls, geographic restrictions and requirements for human approval should be enforced 

by deterministic systems outside the model. The agent should not be able to alter its own mandate or 

override these controls. 

Secure and limited credentials. An agent should not ordinarily receive a customer’s unrestricted 

password, private key or payment credential. Providers should use scoped and revocable credentials, 

secure signing services, policy-controlled wallets or comparable mechanisms. Permissions should be 

limited to what the agent needs for the relevant task. 
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Reliable pre-payment information. Before committing a payment, the agent should receive 

authenticated information about the merchant, product or service, total price, fees, currency or digital 

asset, delivery terms and refund arrangements. A material change should require renewed approval 

or fall within an expressly authorised tolerance. 

Standard attribution and status messages. Payment messages should indicate whether the 

instruction was initiated by the customer, deterministic automation or an artificial intelligence agent. 

They should also identify the accountable payment service provider, carry the mandate reference and 

provide reliable status and receipt information. 

Rapid suspension and human intervention. Customers and providers should be able to pause or 

revoke an agent’s authority promptly. Higher-risk or anomalous payments should be capable of 

being escalated for human approval. Customers must retain an accessible route to obtain assistance, 

challenge an instruction and pursue recovery. 

Interoperability. Agentic payments should work across bank accounts, electronic-money wallets, 

regulated stablecoin wallets and other eligible services. A merchant should not need a different 

proprietary interface for every agent or form of money. Open application programming interfaces 

and portable mandates will be important to avoiding closed ecosystems. 

The infrastructure should record enough information to support attribution and investigation, but 

detailed model prompts, personal preferences and commercial reasoning should remain with the 

responsible provider unless disclosure is legally required. 

Q17(a): What barriers to their development or adoption would need to be addressed? 

The principal barriers are not solely technical. 

First, there is no widely adopted standard for agent mandates, identity, revocation or payment 

attribution. Without common standards, merchants and payment providers may need to integrate 

separately with multiple proprietary ecosystems. 

Second, liability remains uncertain. The framework should distinguish between an unauthorised 

payment, an agent exceeding its mandate, a provider failing to enforce controls, a compromised 

credential and an agent making an authorised but poor commercial decision. Responsibility should 

follow the function performed and the party able to control the risk. 

Third, agents may be manipulated through misleading merchant information, malicious instructions, 

compromised external data or techniques such as prompt injection. Payment controls must therefore 

remain independent of the model and rely on authenticated transaction information. 

Fourth, providers will need ways to test reliability, security and compliance before deployment. 

Regulatory and industry sandboxes should include realistic interaction between agents, merchants, 

payment systems, digital-asset wallets and external data providers. 

Fifth, data-protection and cross-border requirements may differ between jurisdictions. Common data 

definitions and mechanisms for separating payment data from sensitive personal or compliance 

information would reduce unnecessary duplication and exposure. 
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Finally, standards should not allow a small number of technology platforms, identity providers or 

wallet operators to control access to agentic commerce. Governance should support competition, 

portability and participation by appropriately regulated new entrants. These issues require 

coordination across the ecosystem, as the RPIB consultation recognises. 

Q18: Which consumer protection and fraud-related capabilities should be prioritised for 

inclusion in the core infrastructure, and why? 

The core should prioritise capabilities that must operate consistently across participants and forms of 

money. It should provide trusted data, common messages and rapid coordination. It should not 

become the sole fraud-detection service or determine liability, reimbursement or the outcome of 

individual disputes. 

The following capabilities should be prioritised. 

1. Verification of the intended destination 

The infrastructure should support common requests and responses for verifying the intended 

recipient, merchant or destination before payment. The information available will differ between 

bank accounts, hosted wallets and self-hosted wallet addresses. Standards should therefore support 

appropriate combinations of account-name checks, provider identification, wallet-address validation 

and verifiable credentials, without suggesting that every destination can be verified in the same way.  

Verification services may operate adjacent to the core, but the messages and interfaces needed to use 

them should be standardised. A payment should not be treated as suspicious merely because the 

destination is a digital-asset wallet. 

2. Consistent fraud and payment-initiation data 

Messages should carry sufficient structured information to identify: 

1. the payer and payee providers; 

2. the type of payment journey; 

3. whether the instruction was customer-initiated, programmable or agent-initiated; 

4. any relevant mandate reference; 

5. the merchant or recipient information presented before authorisation; and 

6. the channel, device or credential used. 

This data model should build on ISO 20022 and align, where possible, with the FATF’s 

Recommendation 16 and its Travel Rule requirements. Consistent data would reduce the cost of 

maintaining separate payments and digital-asset compliance processes. 

The revised Recommendation 16 seeks to standardise information within cross-border payment 

messages, clarify responsibilities across the payment chain and introduce tools that help prevent 

fraud and error. 

Alignment should not mean that all sensitive compliance data must travel through the core. The 

architecture should support secure references and approved off-infrastructure exchange where this 

provides better privacy and security. 

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/paper/2026/cp/rpib-consultation
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/paper/2026/cp/rpib-consultation
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3. Persistent transaction identifiers and authoritative status 

Every payment should have a persistent identifier that survives routing between providers and 

different forms of money. Participants should be able to determine whether the payment is pending, 

rejected, settled, returned or subject to a recovery request. 

This would reduce duplicate payments, improve customer communications and support fraud 

investigation across bank, electronic-money and digital-asset payment routes. 

4. Protection against duplicates, replay and message alteration 

The core should provide duplicate detection, message-integrity controls and protection against 

replayed instructions. These controls are fundamental for automated, programmable and agentic 

payments, where a technical fault may otherwise generate many transactions before a person 

intervenes. 

5. Rapid fraud alerts and recovery messages 

Participants should be able to exchange standard, high-priority fraud warnings, requests to hold 

available funds, requests for information and recovery or return messages on a continuous basis. 

The core should carry and prioritise these messages. Detailed fraud analytics, customer scoring and 

investigative services can remain with payment providers or shared utilities outside the core. 

Recovery arrangements should recognise settlement finality and applicable law. A fraud alert should 

not itself reverse final settlement or permit funds to be frozen without an appropriate legal, 

regulatory or contractual basis. 

6. Support for programmable and agentic safeguards 

Messages should identify the mandate and type of initiation and support cancellation, expiry, 

revocation and step-up approval. The core should validate that mandatory fields are present and that 

instructions are technically authentic. 

The provider responsible for the customer relationship should enforce the detailed limits and 

determine whether an instruction remains within the mandate. 

7. Privacy-preserving information sharing 

Fraud prevention requires timely information, but indiscriminate centralisation of personal or 

commercial data could create its own security and privacy risks. Shared infrastructure should 

therefore apply data minimisation, controlled access, purpose limitation, retention rules and 

auditable disclosure. 

Where risk indicators are shared, they should be capable of correction and challenge. A risk flag 

should prompt proportionate review rather than permanent or automatic exclusion. 

8. Inclusive and accessible protection 
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Warnings, verification results and recovery processes should be understandable and accessible. 

Customers who cannot use a particular device, biometric control or digital-identity service should 

have a secure alternative. 

Detailed customer authentication, transaction monitoring, complaint investigation, reimbursement 

decisions and merchant disputes should remain outside the core with the appropriately regulated 

provider or scheme. This allocation combines consistent ecosystem-wide safeguards with clear 

responsibility at the point where the provider understands the customer and can assess the 

circumstances of the payment. 

 

 


