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1 Summary

This paper gives an overview of the work that Pay.UK has conducted in 2025 to explore how to help
deliver Certainty of Fate (CoF) to support account-to-account (A2A) retail transactions
(when initiated using Open Banking protocols). This work has been undertaken with payment service
providers (PSPs), Payment Initiation Service Providers (PISPs), Open Banking Limited (OBL) and trade
associations, as outlined in Annex 1. We appreciate the contributions of these organisations and in
particular welcome the collaboration with OBL on this work and their review of this summary paper. It
provides visibility into the work undertaken, and our substantive co-creation efforts with industry. It
sets out a summary of the activities, key conclusions and proposed next steps.

2 Whatis Certainty of Fate and why does it matter?

Certainty of Fate for the payer and payee is about being sure whether a payment has been successful
or unsuccessful; and the timeliness of gaining this understanding. It is a topic with significant industry
and regulatory focus as confidence in payment outcome is essential for driving the growth of A2A
retail transactions across a broad range of use cases.

When considering these types of payments, it is important to recognise the range of actors that are
potentially involved, along with the complex commercial relationships and domains at play (as
illustrated in figure 1)*.

The end-to-end A2A payment journey

—~———— OPENBANKING ————~ —_——————- Gpayuk-————— ~
| Merchant’s bank I
Merchant account
| The entity Wh? Same bank as Payer |
wants to be paid e ~ I
| PISP ) Merchant’s bank
| Payment Initiation Faster @ account I
Service Provider Payments Different bank |
I \
Payer I
| The person or entity Payer’s bank
| making the payment Payer’s bank I
account )
\ I What do we need in FPS to support A2A payments? } }
~\ /N /

@ Merchant presents to the payer the payment via the PISP. The merchant provides the amount and details of the payment and where is to be paid into

@ Payer reviews and agrees to the payment details and via the PISP autharises their bank to make the payment

Where the merchant banks with the same bank as the payer, an internal (on-us) transfer takes place. This will only occur after fraud and AML checks and if sufficient funds are
available

@ Where the merchant banks with a different bank to the payer, an inter-bank payment is made via FPS. This will only occur after fraud and AML checks and if sufficient funds

are available.

Note: Only clearing needs to complete to deliver funds to the recipient which can be used. Settlement occurs later, on a
net position basis, but this does not impact the recipient. It just allows the banks to settle their positions.

Figure 1: The end-to-end payment journey

The relationships in A2A payments differ significantly from those in the world of cards, where the
card scheme rules apply broadly and encompass the payment instrument, initiation and execution.
In contrast, A2A payments follows a different model: initiation occurs via Open Banking APIs and,
when payer and payee use different banks, execution typically takes place through the Faster
Payment System (FPS). By regulatory design, there is no single proprietary end-to-end system
governing A2A payments.
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3 Whatis preventing Certainty of Fate today?

A key challenge identified across A2A arrangements is that merchants accepting A2A payment
methods may not currently have certainty that the payment made by their customer will go
through and therefore that they are safe to release goods or services. In short, end users do
not currently have certainty that an A2A payment has been successful in a timely manner.

Through our engagement with industry, we have explored each stage of the payments journey to
identify the factors contributing to the lack of certainty. Our key findings are set out below.

The starting point for a payment is its initiation:

e We based our work on payments that were initiated using Open Banking, with the payer
using a PISP as its agent. Since CoF is about the outcome of the payment, we did not identify
any issues with this step of the payment. Around 8% of FPS payments are
now initiated using Open Banking and this continues to grow.

Next, we looked at execution of the payment:

e Asthe operator of FPS, we looked carefully at our systems and rules and discussed the
extent to which they impact on CoF, using data to support this assessment. We looked at the
outcome of Single Immediate Payments (SIPs) over 21 months to establish the degree of
certainty provided between sending and receiving banks. All payments received a binary
yes/no response in Near Real Time (NRT) from the receiving bank to the sending bank,
securing the irrevocable outcome of the payment within the FPS guidelines of a
maximum of 10-15 seconds. Only 0.2% of payments received a “no” response, i.e. were
rejected.

Building on this, our analysis focused on two key areas: first, the nature and role of payments which
receive a response of “qualified accept”; and second, to understand what information about the
payment outcome is communicated to the end users and their agents.

Consideration of Qualified Acceptance:

e Acceptance of a payment was Qualified (QA) in 5% of cases in the data we examined. This
still represents certainty of fate, as the payment is irrevocable. However, it means that the
money has not immediately been applied to the receiving account. QA exists to support
the fact that not all payment accounts can receive payments in line with the near NRT
guidelines (see recommendation 1).

e For example, some types of payee accounts may not be accessible in NRT, such as some
indirect agency PSPs, credit card, mortgage and savings accounts, cash ISAs etc. QA is also
used in instances of participant system maintenance or outages, where a ‘stand-in’
arrangement allows for the payments to be accepted, ahead of their final application to
accounts after systems return online. The QA response includes information about when
this is expected to occur. In accordance with Regulation 86(1) Payment Services Regulations
2017 (PSRs), the funds must be credited to the payee PSP’s account by the end of the
following business day at the latest.
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e Through this, we identified that there was scope to provide greater clarity in the FPS rules
over the timing and content of information that must be provided on the status of
payments. First, from the receiving bank to the sending bank and second, from the sending
bank to its customers and their agents, to dovetail with the Open Banking domain and
support A2A outcomes. The more immediate and granular the information, the more
effective the certainty provided (see recommendation 2).

Communicating with the end-user - interaction with the Open Banking domain:

e Although the fate and status of the payment in FPS is clear, and the current version of the
Open Banking standard supports the onward provision of that information, our work
identified that the information available to the PISP from the sending bank via the Open
Banking APl is not always complete and timely. PISPs do not receive ‘push’ notifications
from the sending bank and have, instead, to make an API call for the latest information. For
example, PISP attendees noted that they can receive a ‘pending’ status which may not then
be updated to reflect payment execution in a timeframe which supports CoF for a merchant
retail transaction. As PISPs are not members of FPS, there may be opportunity for additional
education and outreach to explain technical FPS processes and codes. Through the
workshops, we have found that understanding of the respective domains has grown and this
is something that would be worth developing further across industry (and is supported by
our recommendation 3).

e We explored the level of certainty required by merchants to release goods or services. In line
with the agreed problem statement above, and with common practice of card payments,
merchants and PISPs expressed that the transfer of funds was deemed less time-critical
than the confirmation that funds would definitely arrive. If an A2A scheme were to mirror
cards, then this would mean that certainty would be based on the decision by the sending
bank to make the payment. However, such an approach would need to be agreed in A2A
scheme rules, to determine liability and cater for ‘unhappy’ paths, for example if the
payment were subsequently rejected (see recommendation 1).

e Since such scheme rules were not in scope of either Pay.UK or OBL, we discussed potential
mechanisms to enhance the information provided to PISPs using existing frameworks. We
focused on how to ensure that final confirmation of the status of the FPS payment is
communicated to the PISP and then onward to the merchant in a timely way (see
recommendation 3).
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4 How can these issues be addressed?
Various options were discussed through our work on how to address the problem statement.!

Based on our assessment of those options, supported by industry input, there are three initial
recommendations that Pay.UK makes to support CoF and address the problem statement for this
work.

4.1 Recommendation 1 - Future scheme requirements

We anticipate that a future A2A scheme would need to specify the account types that are appropriate
for merchants wishing to participate in the scheme, which would be validated during the on-boarding
of the merchant by the PISP. Some account types are unlikely to be appropriate where they do not
enable NRT interactions, and it would seem inappropriate to require this functionality across all
account types.

It would be a decision for that scheme and its members whether to provide for a guarantee of
payment to merchants resulting from the sending bank’s Pay/No Pay decision (i.e. ahead of the FPS
response). The scheme rules would set out the obligations (and liabilities) of the parties to those rules.
This is out of the scope of the work we undertook, but Pay.UK is open to discussions with any scheme
or MLA about how FPS can support future A2A use cases.

4.2 Recommendation 2 - FPS Rules clarification

Pay.UK now proposes to make clarifications to its FPS rules, which would support delivery of part of
the solution for CoF of payments to merchants in an A2A context. The purpose of the FPS rules
clarification is to ensure that FPS payments can act as a basis for A2A by allowing for clear and precise
information about the certainty of outcome for both the payer and payee account holders. This could
provide the basis for certainty being extended to PISPs via the Open Banking standard. It isimportant
to note that we are not changing processing behaviour and will not have sight of how participants
may now choose to implement the change. However, we note the importance of the industry being
able to measure the impact of changes such as these.

Below we summarise the key areas of rules clarification that we expect to consider and note why these
changes are beneficial and the potential parties who may be able to support the assessment of their
impact.

! These are noted in Annex 1 - Engagement on Certainty of Fate
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Information provided from Reinforcing that standard Operational conformance

receiving bank to sending response codes must be verified via payment

bank when accepting or provided (especially in operations (e.g. through

rejecting a payment relation to QA) assurance or attestation
requirements)

Sending bank obligations Making clear that the Surveys (by Open Banking

about the fate of a payment  outcome status of a payment  and Pay.UK) of PISPs
extend to the agent of the should be provided to PISPs,  and sending banks to track

customer using the standard codes impact

Obligations on the receiving Reinforcing that payments Surveys (by Open Banking
bank to accept paymentsin  received for payee accounts and Pay.UK) of relevant

NRT where possible addressable in NRT should be  organisations to track trends

accepted without
qualification and have the
funds applied to the account
in NRT

Figure 2: Potential rule clarification, potential benefits and routes to assess impact

4.3 Recommendation 3 - communication to PISPs

In addition to Recommendations 1 and 2, our discussions identified three potential mechanisms to
enhance the provision of CoF information to PISPs. While these fall outside our role, they are
outlined here to support the wider ecosystem and inform its ongoing work.

o First, any future A2A scheme rules could require provision of information on the fate of a
payment to the PISP. This is indeed in scope for the proposed commercial VRP MLA, which
would cover a subset of open banking transactions.

e Second, under expected changes to the PSRs, one option could be for ASPSPs to
be required to communicate the fate of all payments up to and including terminal status. Or
it could feature as a requirement under the future Long-Term Regulatory Framework
(LTRF). The timing of these changes is currently unknown.

e Thethird option is through clarification of existing regulatory requirements. Financial
Conduct Authority (FCA) guidance that supports the PSRs could, for
example, be explored, updated and clarified. The focus of this would be to provide
for timely and clear information on the outcome of an FPS payment to PISPs, in their
capacity as agent of the payer.

We believe that exploration of this third option is likely to be the most effective way to achieve
uniform CoF status messages for PISPs to support the growth of variable recurring payment (VRP)
and A2A more broadly. We recognise that this is a matter for the FCA and that they will want to
consider interaction with longer term goals. The other options also have merit and are not
discounted. Pay.UK and OBL will continue to work closely to identify any further steps they can take
to support CoF alongside the 3 options outlined above.
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5

Next steps

We would welcome further engagement on this work by any interested party. Please reach out to us
as at payukindustryengagement@wearepay.uk by the end of January 2026 if you have views that
you would like to discuss with us.

Pay.UK is currently working on the FPS rule clarification (recommendation 2) with our participants.
This includes seeking views on:

The specific drafting of the clarification to the FPS rules.

Any impact that the rule clarification would have on participant relationships with PSPs that
participants provide with access to FPS.

Any specific costs for participants that would come from the clarification being made and
the need for PSPs to meet the requirements of the rule (noting that the substance of the FPS
rule is unchanged by the clarification).

Whether, and if so, which FPS metrics would be valuable to assess the success of these
proposals.

We currently expect to publish the proposed clarification text in January 2026 and will be happy to
receive further representations on the specifics of the proposal, before Pay.UK makes a final
decision on the proposed change. We will likely specify a deadline for any such representation to be

made.

We will provide an update to our regulators on this work in late Q1 2026 ahead of any rule change
being made live.

We will continue to work with OBL to ensure that our two domains are aligned to support A2A
payments and to discuss the findings of this CoF exploration with them and FCA as appropriate.
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6 Annexes

6.1 Annex1: Engagement on Certainty of Fate

This paper provides a brief overview of the industry engagement that informs our work on Certainty
of Fate (CoF) and current proposal to clarify the FPS rules to support Certainty of Fate. We would like
to thank the various stakeholders who supported Pay.UK in this work, in particular Open Banking
Limited who have collaborated closely with us on this project.

6.1.1 Overview of engagement approach and progress

The approach for delivering the Certainty of Fate enhancement has been to collaboratively construct
the problem statement and define, refine and validate the requirements with industry through a
series of focused workshops with the output being taken to the Industry Delivery Body (IDB) and
Pay.UK Board for support and approval.

Our engagement with industry has followed a structured and comprehensive process with the co-
creation group. The first step in our engagement was to define the problem statement to be
addressed through this work to ensure scope alignment.

Next, we defined and finalised the requirements for CoF, leading to discussion on solution options.
To ensure broad input and evidence of industry views, surveys were conducted during these sessions
and bilateral engagement was also offered to all workshop attendees as an alternative channel for
sharing views.

Attendance at the workshops has covered both the PISP Open Banking community and PSPs. Open
Banking, UK Finance, the Bank of England (payments team), and the PSR also attended and
contributed.

These workshops explored the end-to-end payment process to support A2A retail transactions, and
through co-creation, identified solution options to remove uncertainty around the fate of a payment,
including that which can arise from a qualified accept (QA) responses from the receiving PSP:

¢ Immediate Certain Payment (ICP): ICP as a new FPS payment type with binary accept/reject
responses, i.e. no Qualified Accepts.

e FPS SIP Rules and Procedures clarified to ensure that qualified accepts are properly deemed
to be “accepted” payments, thus providing the certainty required.

Our industry engagement also raised a further payment initiation solution option:

e An APl-based solution: confirmation to the PISP that the payment has been sent by the
sending PSP. This would be similar to an authorisation in a card payment.

We worked closely with Vocalink to explore and plan for the ICP option and reported this to the Pay.UK
Board in July. Workshop participants raised concerns about the ICP approach, including the potential
impact of removing QA and availability for indirect participants. We undertook further exploration of
arules approach, including discussions with Open Banking.

The working group participants agreed a preference for the clarification of the rules to support the
provision of CoF, alongside an exploration of the potential of the existing Open Banking API. It was
also recommended to not progress the ICP solution or explore a new API at this stage. This approach
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was also supported by IDB and consequently discussed and approved at the September Pay.UK Board

meeting.

The approach included further sub-workshops to be held to progress the rules clarification approach
and investigate the Open Banking API. These five sub-workshops have now completed, and the main

paper summarises the outcome and the proposed next steps.

The FPS rules clarification text was initially circulated to those who took part in the 9 October
workshop, for comment. The proposals are now following our BAU process, which began with a
discussion at our FPS Operations Committee on 20 November. We will publish the proposed rule
change to provide the opportunity for wider feedback early next year.

6.1.2 Workshop engagement and timeline

The eight initial workshops were held with representation from 20 organisations, this included six
PISPs, ten PSPs, the PSR, UK Finance, the Bank of England and Open Banking. The diagram below
gives an overview of the workshops.

14 May 2025 21 May 2025 28 May 2025 4 Jun 2025 11 Jun 2025 18 Jun 2025 25 Jul 2025 6 Aug 2025
[ [ T T | | | T
9 o © e gg L it
Co-creation Co-creation Co-creation Co-creation Co-creation Co-creation Co-creation Co-creation
Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Workshop 3 Workshop 4 Workshop 5 Workshop 6 Workshop 7 Workshop 8
Re-confirm Continued Continued Indirect Reguirement Discuss Further Share
problem statement requirement requirement participant playback solution discussion on feedback on
& engagement review review — PISP & requirement {continued) options solutions and snll_lhnn
approach Merchant & sending bank discussion Prioritisation potential use options
Start requirement consumer focus focus Requirement of cases sentiment
review playback requirements Understand Update on
sentiment Qualified
towards Acceplsin
salution existing SIPs
aptions

Figure 1: Overview of workshop engagement

Five sub-working groups were held with nominees from the main working group, focusing on the
rules approach. Any organisations from IDB who were not included in the main working group were
also given the opportunity to attend the sub-working group. The diagram below gives an overview

of the sub-workshops.

18 Sept 2025 25 Sept 2025 1 Oct 2025 9 Oct 2025 14 Oct 2025
10.00am-11.30am 10.00am - 12.00pm 10.00am-11.30am 10,00am-11.30am 10.00am-11.20am
| | I | I
™ jO) ] L] ©
Working Group 1 Working Group 2 Working Group 3 Rules Working Group 4

Introduction and
context setting

SIPs rule ‘as is’ review
and validate findings of
limitations

SIP Rules ‘to be’

Advise focus of next
session on APl ‘asis’
and ‘to be’

AP|as is' review and
validate findings of
limitations

*  API'to be’

Figure 2: Overview of sub-working group engagement

clarification

Discuss and agree if
any clarifications
required for direct
FPS participants

Discuss and agree
recommendation
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6.1.3 Other engagement activity

Bilateral engagement was also offered to all working group attendees as an additional forum to
discuss the workshop material in more detail and share their view; eight (four PSPs and four PISPs)
bilateral sessions were held throughout the summer. These ad hoc bilateral sessions were in addition
to the regular bilateral meetings we have with the top six FPS participants.

Other engagement includes regular updates at IDB, PIWG and a weekly check-in meeting with UK
Finance. Our proposed way forward - as described in the main summary paper - was discussed with
the IDB ahead of Pay.UK Board. This proposed approach was supported by the IDB who see the
tactical solution as a positive outcome following industry engagement.

6.1.4 Summary and next steps

Pay.UK’s finding and recommendations following this work are published in the main body of this
summary paper. As part of this, we have proposed an FPS rule clarification which would support
delivery of part of the solution for CoF of payments to merchants in an A2A context. We believe the
co-creation process undertaken with industry has been instrumental in achieving this outcome,
ensuring alignment throughout. We are now engaging on the detail of this proposal and will provide
a further update on this work in Q1 2026.
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6.2  Annex 2: Certainty of Fate FPS performance

Performance of FPS in processing single immediate payments (SIPs) is presented in this summary. It
is based on a data sample covering twenty-one months of live operation, from January 2024 to
September 2025. During this period FPS enabled more than nine billion payment transactions to
have successful payment outcomes, at a value of more than seven trillion eight hundred billion
pounds.

6.2.1 Performance of FPS enabling Certainty of Fate in near real time

During the data sample period, more than 7.7 billion payments were SIPS, of which, 95% received an
unqualified accept (UA). This equates to more than 7.3 billon payments. These SIPs were competed
in compliance with the FPS rules for near real time (NRT), enabling certainty of fate outcomes in NRT
for the payer and payee.

FPS performance by month’

120,007
100,007
80,0040
60,0040
40,0040
20,00°%0
0,008

’1?‘ a» %

\3‘9@ ##g@"‘@'&’é @\y‘i“@. 1?‘?1‘,}?\53"@’\?4?

Maonth

W QJArate mUArate

Figure 1: FPS performance by month
6.2.2 Performance to accounts not addressable in in near real time

Across the same period 5% (or just over 400 million) SIPs received a qualified acceptance (QA). A
breakdown of the outcomes in compliance with the rules is shown below in Figure 2. Please note
that the FPS qualifier codes are as follows:

e 0080: At an unspecified time and date within the PSD guidelines

o Asaminimum, all financial institutions in the UK must abide by the Payment Services
Directive (PSD). This states that any payments made by mobile, internet or phone
banking (including standing orders) must arrive by the end of the following business day
at the latest.

e 0081: On the same day
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e 0082: On the next calendar day
e 0083: On the next working day

e 0084: After the next working day, within the PSD guidelines.

Qualifier codes by percentage volume
24

m 80 m 33
a0
8% m 81 84
m 832

Figure 2: Qualifier codes by percentage volume

The FPS rules define the treatment of a QA SIP and set clear expectations about the certainty of fate
for the payer. Recalling that QA was designed to accommodate SIP payments routed to payee
accounts that are not addressable in NRT. Once the payment request is accepted and qualified by
the FPS institution of the payee, it becomes irrevocable. As a result, the payer experiences the
payment request as a successful transaction, providing them with complete certainty. The payee of
the account not addressable in NRT will receive the funds as aligned to the timing specified by the
rules (and mandated by PSD). A specific time, as a coded value, must be confirmed by the payee FPS
member institution back to the payer FPS member institution.
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6.2.3 FPS rejection performance

Across the same period, just under 0.2%, or 15 million SIPs, were rejected. All rejections have a
coded reason as per the rules, and the breakdown of these is summarised below in Figure 3.

FPS rejection reasons

5,000,000
4,500,000
4,000,000
3,500,000
3,000,000
2,500,000
2,000,000
1,500,000
1,000,000
500,000
0

[
]

Beneficiary Account Closed
Funds not available T3
Direct Receiver system nottimed out
Account Transferred
Clsystern malfunction,
Beneficiary deceased

Beneficiary SortCode/Account Mum,,

Beneficiary Account stopped T

Terms and Conditions of Account do not,, T
Central Infra structure system. ..

Fradulent payment suspected

Reazon not specified because of, . T
Receiving Agency Sort Code/Account, .

Reference Information is incorrect T
Payment cauzed Settlement Rizsk,,

Account is notin currency guoted

Account camnot be identified without, |
sending Agency Sort Code/Account.,

Direct Receiver system not available
Direct Receiver system not logged on,
Submitting Member system not available,
Submitting Member system not logged on,
Submitting Member system timed out,
System Malfunction: must only be used. .
Cannot determine route for payment-..
Beneficiary account name not present
Beneficiary Account Name does not. .
Receiving Member Suspended for Credits.
Receiving Agency/Responding Third. .
Switch Does notsupport Direct Sender:,.

Figure 3: FPS rejection reasons
6.2.4 Observations about FPS rejection data

Rejection rates remained low overall. The main reasons for rejection fell into two categories:
technical issues and business-related payment constraints. Business-related examples include
incorrect sort codes or account numbers, or account terms that prohibit incoming credits. Technical
examples include system availability issues, such as when the Cl rejects a payment due to Direct
Receiver System unavailability or other specified technical reasons.
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6.2.5 FPSreturns analysis

An analysis of FPS transactions indicates that only 0.07% of all payments are returned by the
receiving bank. Of these, 13 out of 14 return codes account for approximately 75% of returned
transactions, and these codes typically relate to scenarios that are not relevant in an Account-to-
Account (A2A) context, such as a beneficiary account being closed. The remaining code is
categorised as “Other”, for which no additional details are available. It is important to note that a
return is distinct from the original transaction and represents a separate process. The figures below
provide a breakdown of return payments by reason and volume.

Total returns of total 9,750,039 0.13
Scheme Return 4,283,956 0.06
Non-Scheme Returns 5,466,083 0.07

Figure 4: Breakdown of scheme vs. non-scheme returns

01 SC/AN Unknown 659,868 12.07

02 Beneficiary Account Closed 828,359 15.15

03 Beneficiary Account Stopped 733,052 13.41

04 Beneficiary Deceased 9,440 0.17

05 Account cannot be identified without 98,221 1.80
data in Reference Information Field

06 Beneficiary Account Name does not 7,420 0.14
match Beneficiary Account Number

07 Return requested by sender of 6,052 0.11
original payment

08 Account is not in currency quoted 753 0.01
Beneficiary not expecting 83,390 1.53

09 .
funds/instructed return

10 Terms and Conditions of Account do 727,091 13.30
not permit crediting of these funds

11 Sending FPS Institution action 606,306 11.09
required

12 Account Transferred 80 0.001
Payment cannot be applied because 342,113 6.25

13 of Beneficiary sensitivities - e.g.
possible bankruptcy.

14 Other 1,363,923 24.95

Figure 5: Volume of FPS returns by code
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2025 © Copyright in this document lies with Pay.UK Limited. All rights reserved.

The copyright in this document is owned by Pay.UK Limited. All material, concepts and ideas detailed in
this document are confidential to Pay.UK.

This document shall not be used, disclosed or copied in whole or in part for any purposes unless
specifically approved by Pay.UK.
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