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1 Executive summary 
Pay.UK welcomes the Payment Systems Regulator’s (PSR) proposal to remove the expiry date from 

Specific Direction (SD)17 and expand its scope to bring all payment service providers (PSPs) currently 

offering Confirmation of Payee within a regulatory framework. As operator of Confirmation of Payee, 

we remain committed to driving continuous improvement and ensuring the service continues to 

deliver strong outcomes for consumers. While we have previously highlighted the potential merits of 

a more outcomes-based approach, we are supportive of the PSR's proposal and consider it an 

appropriate means of preserving the benefits that Confirmation of Payee has delivered for consumers 

and the wider payments ecosystem, while mitigating the risks associated with allowing the direction 

to expire.  

Allowing the direction to expire would mean that Confirmation of Payee participation becomes 

voluntary. This could over time lead to reduced participation by some PSPs or a lack of participation 

by future market entrants, weakening the network effect on which Confirmation of Payee relies. In 

turn, this could undermine Confirmation of Payee’s effectiveness in preventing authorised push 

payment (APP) fraud and reducing misdirected payments. Retaining the regulatory framework will 

help preserve broad and consistent participation across the payments ecosystem, including among 

future market entrants, ensuring that the benefits of Confirmation of Payee continue to be realised 

by consumers. 

We also consider that retaining a regulatory requirement supports the efficient evolution of 

Confirmation of Payee. This relies on a coordinated approach to future enhancements across the 

ecosystem, ensuring the service can respond effectively to emerging fraud risks, participant and end-

user needs, and developments in the payments landscape. We are already undertaking a programme 

of Confirmation of Payee enhancements that is consistent with the PSR’s objectives of maintaining 

and expanding the service, including work to broaden access using a different PSP definition. 

Retaining the regulatory framework will help support these objectives and facilitate the continued 

development of the service. 

Given Confirmation of Payee's near-universal adoption, we expect the PSR’s proposals would deliver 

these benefits without creating material incremental costs for PSPs that already offer Confirmation 

of Payee or requiring significant changes to the way the service currently operates. However, this is 

subject to the new scope of directed PSPs being consistent with current usage. It is therefore 

important that the drafting of the new legal instrument accurately captures the intended PSPs and 

avoids inadvertently bringing into scope PSPs that do not currently offer Confirmation of Payee. Any 

changes to the in-scope population would need to be made clear to Pay.UK as this would have 

operational implications. 

As the market evolves, it will be important that in-scope PSPs, particularly new entrants, can readily 

determine which obligations apply to them under the SD. Accordingly, we would encourage the PSR 

to consider whether reliance on the historic participant groups remains the most effective approach, 

or whether a principles-based approach centred on PSPs' current characteristics and activities could 

provide greater clarity. 
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2 Removing the expiry date 
Question 1: Do you agree with our proposal to extend the duration of SD17 by removing the expiry 

date? If not, why and what alternative would you propose? 

Yes, we agree with the proposal to remove the expiry date from SD17. Confirmation of Payee 

continues to play an important role in helping to prevent APP fraud and reducing misdirected 

payments. Retaining the regulatory framework will help preserve broad and consistent participation 

across the payments ecosystem, including among future market entrants, ensuring that the benefits 

of Confirmation of Payee continue to be realised by consumers. 

While we consider the risk of a significant reduction in participation following SD17's expiry to be 

relatively low, allowing the direction to expire would result in Confirmation of Payee participation 

becoming voluntary. This could weaken the network effect, reducing its effectiveness and making it 

more difficult to maintain consistent coverage across the market. 

Retaining SD17 would also support the continued development and enhancement of Confirmation of 

Payee. Ongoing regulatory backing helps ensure that PSPs remain engaged in future service 

improvements and that Confirmation of Payee can continue to evolve in response to emerging fraud 

risks, customer needs and developments in the payments landscape. 

 

Question 2: If we remove SD17’s expiry date, should we commit to reviewing it in future? If so, when 

should a review take place be and what event, or other factors should trigger it? 

Yes, we consider a commitment to review SD17 is in the interest of all parties in the payments 

ecosystem and is consistent with good regulatory practice. As the payments ecosystem and the fraud 

landscape continue to evolve, new opportunities and risks will present themselves. A future review 

commitment would help to ensure that the regulatory framework remains effective, proportionate 

and aligned with developments across the payments industry, while continuing to support the 

benefits Confirmation of Payee delivers to consumers. Such review should be triggered in the event 

of a significant shift in the payments landscape, for example in relation to changes arising from the 

Payments Vision Delivery Committee’s (PVDC) work. 

 

3 Expanding the scope 
Question 3: Do you agree with expanding the scope of SD17 so that it applies to all PSPs that 

currently offer Confirmation of Payee? If not, why not? 

Yes, we agree with expanding the scope of SD17 so that it applies to all PSPs that currently offer 

Confirmation of Payee. This would place all Confirmation of Payee providers on a consistent 

regulatory footing and support the continued development of Confirmation of Payee through greater 

coordination in response to future enhancements. Maintaining broad participation is important to 

maintaining the network effects and consumer benefits delivered by Confirmation of Payee. 

However, we would welcome clearer drafting to capture the policy intent. The proposed revised SD 

does not appear to apply to all PSPs currently offering Confirmation of Payee. Instead, it appears to 
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only capture PSPs who have had a Confirmation of Payee system in operation on 24 October 2022, 

the date the direction came into force. 

 

Question 4: Do you have any views on the implementation of such a policy in the indicative legal 

instrument. Looking at the Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 PSP definitions in the indicative draft 

direction SD17 (see the draft direction Annex), are the differences between these groups clear?  Is 

it clear whether a PSP falls within the scope of the SD and, if so, which PSP would fall within which 

definition? Do you have any views on preserving the historical references to Group 1 and Group 2, 

and the creation of a new Group 3, rather than potentially redefining the category of directed 

participant? 

We support the continued expansion of Confirmation of Payee and the PSR's objective of ensuring 

that the relevant population of PSPs is appropriately captured within the regulatory framework. 

In considering the proposed drafting, we believe there may be an opportunity to provide greater 

clarity and simplify the determination of scope. The current approach retains references to the 

historic Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 categories, which were linked to circumstances at a particular 

point in time (i.e. Group 3 are identified by reference to operation of a compliant Confirmation of 

Payee service on 24 October 2022). As the market continues to develop, it will be less straightforward 

for PSPs, particularly new market entrants, to determine whether and how those historic 

classifications apply to them. 

For that reason, our strong preference would be to redefine the in-scope population by reference to 

PSPs' characteristics and activities, subject to any appropriate exemptions. In our view, this would 

provide a clearer and more enduring basis for identifying those PSPs that are expected to participate, 

while also making it easier for future PSPs and market entrants to understand their obligations. 

Regardless of the approach ultimately adopted, we would advocate for the final legal instrument to 

clearly set out how the requirements are intended to apply to current and future PSPs, in order to 

support consistent interpretation and application over time. 

 

Question 5: Do you think there should be any transitional arrangements to manage any expansion 

of the scope of SD17?  If so, what do you propose and why? 

Given Confirmation of Payee’s near-universal adoption by PSPs, we do not envisage the extension of 

SD17’s expiration date or the increased scope of firms to have material impacts on PSPs that would 

require transitional arrangements. However, as the change in scope would affect a small percentage 

of PSPs in the ecosystem, appropriate notice should be given to allow time for any necessary changes 

to be implemented. 

 

Question 6: If we do expand the scope of SD17, we may consider doing so by general direction 

rather than by amending SD17, what are your views on using our general direction making powers 

instead of our specific direction making powers to require PSPs to provide Confirmation of Payee? 

From our perspective, ensuring broad and consistent participation of Confirmation of Payee, as well 

as the service’s continued development, are the key priorities. We support the extension of SD17 and 
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the expansion of its scope through whichever legal instrument is judged to best support these 

priorities. Whilst a SD can better target relevant PSPs, as was necessary when the original SD was 

imposed, we consider that a General Direction is preferable and consistent with the PSR’s policy 

objectives. This is because its broad application is consistent with the PSR’s objective of ensuring 

broad usage of Confirmation of Payee, and removes the need for Group 1, 2 and 3 distinctions, and 

their implications, which is somewhat unclear as currently drafted. Furthermore, new PSPs that are 

in scope would automatically become subject to the requirements, without the need for further 

consultations or amendments when the market evolves. 

 

4 Cost and benefit considerations 
Question 7: What do you consider would be the costs of bringing voluntary providers within scope 

of SD17 in terms of financial costs, operational impacts, implementation challenges or other costs? 

We do not expect there to be any significant costs in terms of financial costs, operational impacts, nor 

implementation challenges as a result of bringing voluntary providers within scope of SD17. Given 

Confirmation of Payee’s near-universal adoption, and the fact that the PSPs in question already 

voluntarily offer Confirmation of Payee, we do not envisage any significant changes to the way the 

service currently operates. 

This is however subject to the new scope of directed PSPs being consistent with current usage, which 

appears to be the policy intent. If a large number of PSPs who do not currently offer Confirmation of 

Payee are brought in scope, this could have financial and operational implications. We would 

appreciate greater clarity from the PSR on the expected volume of ‘new’ firms that would be brought 

into scope, both as a one-off and on an ongoing basis as firms enter the market. 

 

Question 8: Do you agree with our views on the benefits of expanding the scope of SD17? Are there 

other benefits of bringing voluntary providers within the scope of SD17? If so, what are they? 

Yes, we agree with the PSR’s assessment of the benefits of expanding the scope of SD17. Bringing 

voluntary Confirmation of Payee providers within scope would support broad participation in 

Confirmation of Payee and would mitigate the risk of market coverage decreasing if voluntary 

Confirmation of Payee providers decided to stop offering the service.  

We also consider that expanding the scope of SD17 would support the continued development of 

Confirmation of Payee by ensuring that all PSPs that offer Confirmation of Payee are subject to a 

consistent regulatory framework. This should help maintain engagement across the ecosystem as we 

continue to develop and enhance the service in response to emerging fraud risks, customer needs 

and wider developments in the payments landscape. 
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