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To whom it may concern,

Re: Bank of England and FCA approach to joint regulation of systemic stablecoin issuers
About Global Digital Finance (GDF)

Global Digital Finance (GDF) is a global membership association advocating and accelerating the
adoption of best practices for digital assets and digital finance technologies through the development of
conduct standards, policy engagement and collaboration between industry, policymakers and regulators.

Our membership spans the digital finance ecosystem, including financial institutions, market
infrastructure providers, digital asset firms, technology providers, payment firms, custodians and other
participants in digital markets.

This response reflects GDF's Global Stablecoin Regulatory Playbook, previous UK stablecoin
submissions, member evidence and discussion at GDF's Bank of England roundtable on 10 September
2026. Member comments are presented on an aggregated and non-attributed basis unless otherwise
agreed.

This response has been prepared on behalf of the GDF membership. As always, GDF, our members and
global community remain at the disposal of the Bank of England and the FCA for any further questions or
clarifications and would welcome a meeting to discuss this response.

GDF consents to publication of its name as a respondent to this consultation. Individual member
contributions are not attributed.

Yours faithfully,
Adriana Ennab | Executive Director, Head of Global Policy & Regulation
adriana@gdf.io
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2. Executive summary

GDF supports a managed route from FCA-only regulation into joint FCA and Bank of England
supervision. A transition framework is preferable to requiring an issuer to comply immediately with a
materially different prudential regime at the point of systemic recognition. The framework will only work,
however, if firms have early clarity on the requirements that apply on day one, the requirements that will
be phased in, the evidence needed to progress and the treatment of dependencies controlled by regulators
or payment-system operators.

Systemic recognition should not create a regulatory cliff edge. The transition should be agreed before
recognition through a single FCA and Bank roadmap, with clear ownership, milestones, temporary
modifications and escalation arrangements. The timetable should reflect the issuer's starting position and
the practical dependencies involved in obtaining a Bank settlement account, securing payment-system
access, changing safeguarding and custody arrangements, rebalancing backing assets and raising capital
or reserves.

GDF also asks the authorities to distinguish the differences among business models. A stablecoin
supporting wholesale delivery-versus-payment settlement presents different holding, liquidity and
redemption patterns from a coin used for widespread retail payments. The treatment of overseas firms
should likewise distinguish systemic sterling issuers, for which the Bank requires an overseas issuer to
establish a UK legal entity, from systemic non-sterling issuers, for which the Bank may defer to an
equivalent home authority.

The international framework also needs an operational route to deference. Drawing on the 10 September
roundtables, GDF recommends assessment against comparable regulatory outcomes, a transparent process
for firms and home authorities, and cooperation arrangements that continue through stress or regulatory
divergence. Separate local issuance should not be the default where a proportionate recognition
arrangement can deliver the required safeguards.

Summary of recommendations

1. Agree a joint FCA and Bank transition roadmap before recognition, identifying day-one requirements,
temporary modifications, milestones, evidence requirements and the lead authority for each workstream.

2. Use dependency-led sequencing. A firm should not be treated as non-compliant where it has completed
the actions within its control but regulator-controlled or infrastructure-provider access remains
outstanding.

3. Retain the proposed 12-to-36-month planning range, with firm-specific milestones based on the issuer’s
starting position and legal, infrastructure and capital dependencies. Confirm realistic durations with issuer
evidence.

4. Apply the Bank’s T+0 issuer-redemption standard consistently as completion within 24 hours of a full
redemption request. Clarify when the clock starts, how “as soon as practicable” and “in real time
wherever possible” will be assessed, and the treatment of out-of-hours requests, exceptional checks and
delays in independent payment infrastructure.

5. Assess capital, reserves, backing assets, localisation and operating restrictions as a cumulative package,
using worked scenarios and avoiding double counting across FCA, Bank, PRA and group requirements.

6. Permit equivalent overseas safeguarding and custody arrangements to continue during transition where
they deliver comparable insolvency, supervisory-access and operational-resilience outcomes.

7. Apply mobilisation and scaling restrictions only where they address a material risk. Restrictions should
be transparent, proportionate, time-limited and removed promptly when objective criteria are met.
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8. Create a distinct, use-case-based pathway for core wholesale settlement and apply outcomes-based
deference to non-sterling overseas issuers where the statutory conditions are met.

9. Publish the process, evidence requirements and indicative timetable for non-sterling deference
assessments; enable pre-systemic engagement and maintain an updated record of assessed foreign
frameworks.

10. Assess functional equivalence and the consequences of fragmented issuance, reserves and liquidity.
Specify home-host responsibilities, ongoing review and arrangements for changes to recognition.

3. Detailed responses to the Bank's questions

3.1 Onboarding for an issuer transitioning to joint regulation

Bank question
Do you consider the onboarding approach set out in Section 4 to be appropriate for a stablecoin issuer
transitioning to joint regulation? What are the benefits and/or challenges?

GDF response

GDF supports the onboarding approach in principle. Firm-specific powers of direction are preferable to an
automatic requirement to meet the Bank's full Code of Practice on the day of recognition. They recognise
that an FCA-authorised issuer may require time to obtain Bank infrastructure access, rebalance backing
assets, restructure safeguarding and meet additional capital or reserve requirements.

The main benefit is flexibility. The main risk is that flexibility depends heavily on supervisory discretion.
It should therefore be bounded by a transition plan agreed before recognition. The plan should identify
day-one requirements, temporary modifications, milestones, evidence requirements and the consequences
of delay.

The FCA and Bank should provide a single supervisory roadmap and coordinated point of contact.
Existing FCA permissions and arrangements should be reviewed through that roadmap and should
continue where appropriate, unless the Bank identifies a specific financial-stability reason for change.
Comparable firms should be able to expect comparable treatment under published principles governing
the use of powers of direction.

For areas supervised by both authorities, the roadmap should identify the outcome and evidence each
authority expects and allow one coherent set of controls and assurance material to demonstrate
compliance to both, where the legal requirements permit. The FCA and Bank should identify any genuine
differences early, with one lead authority coordinating requests and resolution.

Where FCA and Bank expectations differ, firms should have a route for raising the issue, a named
coordinating authority and an indicative timeframe for receiving a joint supervisory position. This should
provide clarity without requiring a prescriptive plan for every operational decision.

Direct payment-system access should be treated as the appropriate systemic end-state, but the roadmap
must distinguish issuer-controlled deliverables from external dependencies. Where an issuer has
completed the agreed actions within its control, delays in settlement-account approval, scheme
onboarding, testing windows or technical certification should not cause the firm to fail a transition
milestone.

The authorities should publish the factors used to set each issuer’s transition period and an indicative
sequence from HMT’s potential recognition through FCA and Bank decisions to full systemic
supervision. The plan should separate issuer-controlled milestones from payment-system, regulator and

Page 3



GLOBAL DIGITAL FINANCE | CONSULTATION RESPONSE

other third-party milestones, with review dates that reflect the latter dependencies rather than treating
every delay as issuer non-compliance.

3.2 Length of transition from FCA-only to systemic regulation

Bank question
How long do you envisage it could take a firm to transition from being solely regulated by the FCA to
fully meeting the requirements for a systemic stablecoin issuer?

GDF response

The proposed 12-to-36-month range is a reasonable planning envelope. It should not become either a
guaranteed entitlement or an expectation that every firm can complete transition within 12 months. The
timetable should reflect the issuer's starting position, business model, scale, group structure and reliance
on regulatory or third-party approvals.

For many firms, 12 months may be challenging if the period starts only after recognition.
Settlement-account access, direct payment-system access, custody changes, amendments to statutory
trusts, backing-asset rebalancing and systems changes may be interdependent. Pre-recognition
engagement should form part of the transition process and begin early enough for the firm and authorities
to agree a credible plan before the recognition order takes effect.

GDF recommends a firm-specific timetable within the proposed 12-to-36-month planning range, taking
account of the issuer’s readiness and the time needed for legal, infrastructure and capital changes.
Extensions should be available where delays arise from an authority, payment system or another
dependency outside the firm’s reasonable control, provided agreed interim safeguards continue to be met.
The timetable should be informed by practical issuer evidence on durations and sequencing.

3.3 Capital and reserves after backing-asset compliance

Bank question
How much longer could it take an issuer transitioning to joint regulation to meet the capital and reserve
requirements once the backing-assets composition requirement has been met?

GDF response

Member evidence supports a flexible timetable reflecting each issuer’s starting position, scale and risk
profile. Some issuers consider that at least 24 months may be needed to assess the applicable capital
requirements and raise capital through suitable instruments. Others regard the proposed further 24-month
period within the overall 12-to-36-month transition as realistic, or do not anticipate capital-related timing
difficulties for their own model. Cross-border backing-asset changes may nevertheless require longer
where jurisdictions impose different portfolio requirements and equivalent home arrangements are not
recognised. No single timetable should be treated as representative of all issuers.

GDF therefore supports the Bank’s proposed further period of up to 24 months as a planning assumption
for full general business risk and wind-down capital compliance after the backing-asset transition, with a
firm-specific timetable agreed on evidence of funding, portfolio and cross-border dependencies. A longer
period should be available where a credible plan demonstrates that capital raising or backing-asset
recomposition cannot reasonably be completed within the normal range, subject to proportionate interim
safeguards. Capital and portfolio workstreams should run in parallel where feasible.
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Practical timetable drivers include adapting and restructuring existing FCA resources under COREPRU
and CRYPTOPRU to meet higher systemic requirements, raising or allocating additional capital,
changing local reserve and trust or safeguarding arrangements, and implementing group structural
changes. For example, an issuer may begin a capital raise while it rebalances backing assets, but still
depend on investor market conditions, group approvals or payment-system and RTGS onboarding before
its revised operating model can function fully. These are implementation dependencies rather than merely
a technical recalculation of the capital requirement.

The Bank should distinguish capital for general business risk, reserves for financial risk in the backing
pool and resources for orderly wind-down. The financial-risk reserve expected from recognition should be
distinguished from general business and wind-down resources that may be phased in under a power of
direction. The same risk should not be counted more than once across the FCA framework, the Bank’s
Code of Practice, PRA or group-level requirements.

The authorities should publish worked cumulative-impact scenarios covering the requirement to hold at
least 30% of backing assets as unremunerated Bank of England deposits, with up to 70% in short-term
UK government debt, alongside FCA own funds, Bank capital and reserves, safeguarding and localisation
requirements, and applicable operating restrictions. The scenarios should show minimum viable scale
under high, normal and low interest-rate conditions and should recognise credible risk mitigants.

These scenarios should include the temporary £40 billion issuance guardrail, which applies from systemic
recognition, alongside reserve and capital requirements. They should test whether limits on issuance
headroom affect liquidity and the ability of wholesale users to complete settlement during mobilisation or
scaling. The question here is the combined effect on transition and viability; the detailed method for
measuring and recalibrating the guardrail was addressed in the separate Code of Practice consultation.

At recognition, the Bank should accept a credible funding plan setting out staged quantitative milestones,
the sources and expected timing of funding, dependencies, and risk mitigants such as financial-risk
reserves held on trust. It should demonstrate a realistic path to full capital and reserve compliance while
protecting coinholders and maintaining ongoing business. Restrictions should be proportionate to the
remaining shortfall and should not prevent economically meaningful activity where coinholder protection
and financial stability are adequately safeguarded.

3.4 T+0 redemption from systemic recognition

Bank question
Have you identified any challenges for an issuer in transition to joint regulation to meet the redemption
requirements on T+0 from the point at which a firm is recognised?

GDF response

Yes. GDF supports a direct legal claim, redemption at par and timely convertibility. The joint paper
describes T+0 as completion within 24 hours of a full redemption request, with the clock starting after the
required AML and KYC checks and receipt of the coins. It does not impose a general real-time
redemption requirement.

The Bank should distinguish an on-chain transfer, secondary-market conversion and issuer redemption. Its
standard should apply specifically to issuer redemption. The joint paper explains that, after the required
checks and receipt of coins, the issuer must instruct a valid payment order with sufficient liquidity
pre-positioned. Further guidance should explain how the Bank will assess “as soon as practicable” and “in
real time wherever possible”, including out-of-hours requests, outages, sanctions and fraud checks, and
periods of stress. It should distinguish an issuer’s timely processing and valid payment instruction from
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subsequent delays in independent banking or payment infrastructure, without weakening the holder’s
redemption right.

Operational challenges remain because stablecoins may operate continuously while banking and payment
rails do not. Other dependencies include cut-off times, central-bank-money access, liquidity
pre-positioning, redemption agents, network disruption and the time needed to liquidate backing assets
without avoidable loss.

The roundtable highlighted that direct participation in UK payment systems does not eliminate reliance on
commercial banks or correspondent networks for cross-border payments. The transition plan should map
these dependencies and distinguish the issuer and its appointed agents from independent infrastructure
outside their control. The FCA and Bank should agree consistent evidence of readiness and responsibility
for monitoring those dependencies, while preserving the holder's enforceable redemption right.

Firms should design towards the 24-hour standard before recognition. Narrow, time-limited transitional
treatment should remain available where a specific external infrastructure dependency prevents immediate
compliance, supported by appropriate liquidity and operational safeguards and milestones for full
compliance.

3.5 Other challenges in transition

Bank question
Are there any areas not covered above that present significant challenges for a firm transitioning into
joint regulation?

GDF response

Additional challenges include migration from FCA to Bank safeguarding terms, restrictions on overseas
third-party custodians, changes to group entities and intragroup arrangements, contractual changes
affecting customers and providers, reporting and reconciliation changes, operational-resilience testing,
audit assurance, recovery and wind-down planning, and interaction with PRA or payment-system
supervision.

There is also a sequencing risk because the FCA will consult later on which rules will be disapplied for
systemic firms. Issuers cannot design a final target operating model until the interaction between the two
rulebooks is settled. The authorities should avoid requiring irreversible restructuring before the remaining
FCA obligations are clear.

The treatment of overseas custodians warrants particular attention. Rapid migration to UK third parties at
recognition could itself create concentration, execution and operational risk. Existing overseas
arrangements should be capable of continuing during transition where the issuer demonstrates equivalent
safeguarding and insolvency outcomes, adequate supervisory access to information and appropriate
contingency arrangements.

Cross-border group operating models require clarity beyond custody. A UK systemic issuer should be
able to use appropriately governed group services and infrastructure where it retains clear accountability,
effective oversight, access to data and systems, audit and termination rights, and credible contingency
arrangements. Supervisors should focus on effective UK control of material risks rather than, for example,
unnecessary duplication of mature group capabilities.

More broadly, the Bank should consider outcomes-based recognition of appropriately regulated overseas
custodians rather than requiring localisation solely by reference to geography.
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The transition roadmap should also address custody and omnibus structures. The roundtable identified
questions about evidencing beneficial ownership, reconciling intermediary records with assets held, and
allocating shortfalls in stress or insolvency. The authorities should explain how continuing FCA
obligations, Bank safeguarding requirements and forthcoming failure and trust-distribution arrangements
interact. Firms need enough direction to prepare without being required to redesign the same
arrangements repeatedly as further rules emerge.

3.6 Mobilisation or scaling for firms already transitioning

Bank question
Are there other areas that might require an issuer entering the mobilisation or scaling stage for firms
transitioning into joint regulation?

GDF response

An existing FCA-authorised issuer should not ordinarily enter a mobilisation stage designed for a new
firm. A tailored scaling stage could nevertheless be useful where recognition introduces new limits or the
issuer must build additional systemic capabilities.

Restrictions should address the specific material risk rather than apply broadly to the entire business. An
issuer might continue servicing existing issuance while growth above an agreed threshold is linked to
settlement access, enhanced reserves or successful stress testing.

Restrictions should be transparent, proportionate, time-limited and subject to defined review points. They
should be removed promptly once objective milestones and evidential requirements are satisfied.
Continued restrictions after those criteria are met should require a clear risk-based justification.

The Bank should publish the evidence required to progress from mobilisation to scaling and baseline
supervision, how and when it will assess that evidence, and the reasons for any continued restriction.
Firms need indicative decision times and a clear process for resolving outstanding points.

Potential scaling areas include material issuance growth, materially new use cases or customer categories,
significant cross-border expansion and material changes to networks or distribution arrangements.
Ordinary business evolution should continue to be managed through existing governance, risk assessment
and notification processes.

3.7 Onboarding for an issuer considered systemic at launch

Bank question
Do you consider the onboarding approach set out in Section 4 to be appropriate for a new stablecoin
issuer entering the market? What are the benefits and/or challenges?

GDF response

GDF supports a proportionate mobilisation and scaling pathway for a firm genuinely likely to be systemic
at launch. The proposed 95% short-term government debt and 5% central-bank deposit composition
during mobilisation is more compatible with market entry and ‘ramping up’ than requiring the full 70:30
composition before the business has achieved scale.

Systemic-at-launch recognition should remain exceptional. The assessment should consider the specific
distribution model, committed customer base, substitutability, likely transaction use and credible path to
systemic importance rather than the size or profile of the parent group alone.

Page 7



GLOBAL DIGITAL FINANCE | CONSULTATION RESPONSE

FCA authorisation, HMT recognition and Bank onboarding should be coordinated rather than sequential.
Firms should receive a consolidated timetable, clear decision criteria and a route to resolve inconsistent
expectations.

The authorities should explain the consequences if HMT recognition and FCA authorisation do not occur
together. Controlled testing under mobilisation should be possible while settlement-account and
payment-system onboarding continues, provided the issuer meets the relevant FCA permission, activity
limits and safeguards. Access delays outside the issuer’s control should have a transparent route for
revising milestones.

Mobilisation should permit controlled live testing with genuine users and limited real economic value
where necessary. Testing with no economic value may not reproduce actual customer behaviour,
redemption flows, distributor activity, liquidity management or blockchain and payment-system
interactions. Quantitative limits and safeguards are preferable to excluding economic-value activity
altogether.

3.8 Guidance for firms considered systemic at launch

Bank question
Are there any further challenges for a firm recognised as systemic at launch where more guidance
could help businesses looking to enter the UK market?

GDF response

Further guidance is essential. Firms need clarity on the evidence used for a systemic-at-launch
recommendation, the interaction and timing of FCA authorisation and HMT recognition, the use of
powers of direction, progression and exit criteria for mobilisation and scaling, and the circumstances in
which business restrictions may be imposed.

Guidance should also address settlement-account and RTGS eligibility, direct payment-system access,
redemption expectations, safeguarding and permitted custodians, reporting and assurance, group and
overseas structures, non-sterling stablecoins, and the consequences of delay, refusal or withdrawal of
authorisation or recognition.

The authorities should provide an optional pre-application process, indicative service standards and a
single list of application materials. Guidance should distinguish systemic sterling issuers, for which the
Bank requires an overseas issuer to establish a UK legal entity, from systemic non-sterling issuers, for
which the Bank may defer to an equivalent home authority. It should set out the cooperation, equivalence
and information-sharing arrangements needed for that approach.

For systemic non-sterling stablecoins, GDF recommends a published deference-assessment process with
indicative timetables, evidence requirements and clear points of contact. Firms and home authorities
should be able to engage before a coin becomes systemic in the UK. The Bank should explain the nature
and timing of cooperation arrangements and maintain a periodically updated list of foreign regulatory
frameworks already assessed, including the scope and conditions of each assessment. A framework
assessment should not remove the need to consider individual stablecoin risks or justified supplementary
safeguards.

The assessment should focus on sufficiently comparable outcomes rather than identical rules. As
discussed at the Global Stablecoin Regulatory Playbook roundtable, differences in reserve assets, liquidity
arrangements, redemption periods and market structures do not by themselves establish inadequate
protection. The Bank should explain which differences materially affect financial stability, prudential
soundness or coinholder protection and what evidence can demonstrate equivalence. For example, a
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difference from the UK redemption timetable should be assessed alongside enforceable redemption rights,
liquidity resources and the reliability of conversion channels, including under stress. Secondary-market
liquidity should not substitute for a credible issuer-redemption backstop.

Home-host cooperation should identify responsibility for routine supervision, access to information,
material-change notifications, incident escalation and coordination during stress or failure. The authorities
should explain how comparability will be reviewed as regimes evolve and how firms and holders will be
treated if recognition is restricted or withdrawn. Where risks permit, notice and an orderly adjustment
period should avoid an abrupt loss of market access.

The roundtable also identified the risk that separates local issuance structures can fragment liquidity and
increase operational complexity. The authorities should assess those consequences, including the effects
of separate reserve pools and redemption arrangements, before imposing a particular cross-border
structure. For non-sterling overseas issuers, the framework should allow a proportionate range of
arrangements, from conditional access with targeted local safeguards to broader regulatory reliance,
according to the evidence and supervisory cooperation available. This recommendation is distinct from
the proposed UK-entity treatment of systemic sterling issuers.

GDF's Global Stablecoin Regulatory Playbook can provide a common basis for comparing safeguarding,
backing, redemption, resilience and prudential outcomes across jurisdictions. Relevant international
standards should support consistent terminology and supervisory cooperation while leaving the UK
authorities able to address demonstrated local risks. The objective should be a transparent assessment that
firms and home supervisors can understand and use, rather than a requirement that every jurisdiction
reproduce the UK framework.

3.9 Capital simplification and the systemic-at-launch step-up approach

Bank question

Does simplifying the capital rules to meet the step-up approach better allow an issuer recognised as
systemic at launch to scale its business? Are there aspects of the capital and reserves requirements that
need to be further reconsidered?

GDF response

GDF supports proportionate staging of capital and reserve requirements. This should be achieved through
proportionate application of a coherent underlying methodology rather than a separate simplified regime
that later requires redesign. Resources should reflect actual risks, with requirements increasing as
issuance, operational complexity and financial-stability relevance increase.

The step-up timetable should also take account of differing starting portfolios and cross-border
requirements. Some issuers may be able to meet the proposed capital stages without difficulty but need
longer to recompose backing assets where multiple jurisdictions require different reserve assets and
equivalent home arrangements are not recognised. The Bank should agree firm-specific milestones with
management, permit parallel preparation where possible and use proportionate interim safeguards where
additional time is justified.

The benefit of the 95:5 portfolio could be undermined if its higher proportion of short-term government
debt mechanically produces a large financial-risk reserve. The relevant measure should be the issuer's
residual exposure under severe but plausible conditions, taking account of maturity, liquidity, valuation
risk, credible monetisation capacity and applicable mitigants.

A transitional portfolio intended to facilitate entry should not generate a reserve requirement that removes
the commercial benefit of the step-up arrangement. The Bank should publish its methodology, distinguish
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fixed and variable elements and explain the treatment of asset, market, liquidity, operational and
wind-down risks.

Capital and reserves should step up against transparent milestones. The Bank should assess the
cumulative impact of unremunerated central-bank deposits, reserve requirements and operating
restrictions rather than evaluating each requirement in isolation.

The Bank should explain how it will engage with a systemic-at-launch issuer before issuance approaches
the temporary guardrail and how guardrail constraints interact with stage progression. The detailed
metrics and method for relaxing or reimposing that limit belong to the separate Code of Practice response,
but issuers need a joined-up supervisory timetable here.

3.10 Other areas requiring mobilisation or scaling treatment

Bank question
Are there other areas that might require an issuer entering the mobilisation or scaling stage for firms
recognised as systemic at launch?

GDF response

Mobilisation and scaling should cover governance, operational resilience, cyber security, outsourcing,
safeguarding, redemption, liquidity stress testing, payment-system access, financial-crime controls,
reporting, recovery and wind-down, customer communications and controlled expansion across chains
and distribution channels.

The framework should include a use-case-based pathway for core wholesale settlement. Wholesale
delivery-versus-payment models may involve a small number of identified institutions, large but
short-lived balances and intraday mint-and-burn cycles. Their holding, liquidity and redemption profiles
differ materially from widespread retail use and should not be subjected automatically to retail-calibrated
restrictions.

Evidence from the Digital Securities Sandbox can inform this pathway, but it should be identified as
trial-stage evidence and supplemented with production-stage wholesale settlement evidence where
available.

For internationally active groups, the authorities should recognise comparable home-regime supervision
and group controls for functions performed outside the UK while retaining clear accountability for the UK
systemic issuer. Outcomes-based deference should apply to non-sterling overseas issuers where the
statutory conditions are satisfied.

4. Conclusion

GDF supports a robust UK regime for systemic stablecoins and welcomes the authorities' recognition that
firms require a managed route into joint supervision. The final framework should combine high standards
of coinholder protection and financial stability with predictable market access, proportionate transition
and a viable path to scale.

The UK can establish a framework that accommodates regulated stablecoins alongside central-bank
money and tokenised commercial-bank deposits within an interoperable multi-money system. That
outcome requires rules that are clear before firms commit capital, calibrated to actual risks and use cases,
and compatible with comparable regimes in other major financial centres.
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5. Sources
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circulated to members on 14 September 2026. Discussion themes are non-attributed under the Chatham
House Rule.
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