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1 Background and overall commentary 

1.1 Our role and interest 

Pay.UK is the recognised operator and standards body for the UK’s interbank retail payment systems. 

Through our management of infrastructure and services, we enable billions of pounds of payments, 

safely and securely, every single day. It means that we have a critical role supporting the UK economy. 

Our systems, the Faster Payment System (FPS), Bacs Payment System (Bacs) and Image Clearing 

System (ICS) enable an average of £39bn in UK payments daily.   

In addition to the payment systems themselves, we run multiple additional services. These include 

the Current Account Switching Service, Confirmation of Payee, and the Authorised Push Payment 

Reimbursement regime. We are regulated by the PSR as the operator of designated payment systems 

and according to their objectives relating to competition, innovation and the interests of service 

users. We are simultaneously regulated by the Financial Markets Infrastructure Directorate (FMID) of 

the Bank of England as the operator of two recognised systems, FPS and Bacs, on resilience, 

robustness and financial stability grounds. We are also accountable to the Competition and Markets 

Authority undertakings overseen by the PSR relating to our operation of the Current Account 

Switching Service. 

In July 2025, the government and PVDC set out a clear model for the delivery of change and future of 

UK payments. Under this model, Pay.UK’s focus has been on a) continuing the critical running and 

safeguarding of the UK’s existing interbank payment systems and services under our current 

regulatory regime and b) feeding our unique expertise into all levels of the new model to inform the 

future vision of retail payments and ensure decisions take into account the impact on our existing 

systems are services. 

Since November 2025, the Retail Payments Infrastructure Board (RPIB) and the Design Authority (DA) 

have been collaborating with the ecosystem to elaborate the design of the future infrastructure. David 

Pitt, Pay.UK CEO, is a member of the Retail Payments Infrastructure Board, and David Morris, Chief 

Operations Officer, is a member of the Design Authority. Pay.UK has provided its understanding, 

knowledge and insights gained through its role as PSO to help shape the initial stages of this design, 

and into the formulation of the consultation. We have been deeply engaged with the RPIB process 

and we are delighted to have had the opportunity to do so. 

Through our response to this consultation, we aim to continue to share our lived experience as 

a PSO to ensure that the Next Generation infrastructure enables the PVDC outcomes and 

supports the ecosystem in providing resilience and innovative payments.  
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1.2 Executive summary 

Pay.UK welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Bank of England’s consultation on the design of 

the future retail payments infrastructure. We strongly support the Payments Vision Delivery 

Committee’s ambition to create a next-generation retail payments ecosystem that delivers greater 

innovation, competition, and user benefit. As the operator of the UK’s interbank retail payment 

systems, we believe the future architecture should be shaped first and foremost by the outcomes it is 

intended to enable for end users, participants and the wider economy. This user-centred perspective 

should inform decisions about infrastructure design, governance, operating models and the 

allocation of functions between common and competitive layers. 

The challenge is not just to modernise the infrastructure, but to ensure that the PVDC 

outcomes are delivered in a way that maintains confidence and continuity across the 

ecosystem for both end users and participants 

With strategic direction now established, RPIB should move at pace to translate these outcomes into 

a clear target architecture and delivery blueprint. 

While the consultation focuses on the opportunities presented by new technologies and future PVDC 

outcomes, it is important not to lose sight of the vital payments carried in the current system, which 

underpin the UK economy. Every day, millions of salary payments, pensions, welfare payments and 

essential business transactions depend on the reliability and continuity of the current infrastructure. 

That is why, in support of RPIB’s design work, Pay.UK is engaging with participants to identify the 

future requirements for bulk payments and their migration to new infrastructure, while our Future of 

Cheques working group is exploring how cheques can be processed more efficiently in the future. 

Transition to any future model must be carefully planned and managed to protect the uninterrupted 

flow of payments. Successful delivery of the future infrastructure will require shared ownership of 

transition planning across DelCo and Pay.UK/future PSO. Transition arrangements must be 

embedded from the outset and supported by clear accountability, governance and decision-making 

structures. This planning must encompass not only technical migration, but also the operational, 

security, resilience and financial risk mitigations necessary to ensure safe continuity of service 

throughout a multi-year transition period. RPIB should also consider key decision points during the 

lifecycle of the new Vocalink contracts, including when decisions may be required to extend, roll off 

or terminate services. Industry participants will need a high degree of confidence that replacement 

infrastructure is fully operational and migration complete before existing infrastructure can be safely 

decommissioned.   

A payment orchestration layer could play an important role in this transition, reducing migration risk 

through a common access, integration and routing capability across current and future payment 

services. An orchestration layer more broadly would support interoperability between different 

payment systems and forms of money, lower barriers to entry, and enable incremental infrastructure 

change through a scheme-agnostic interface. 

We support an emphasis on designing infrastructure around the user journeys it must enable. 

However, the next phase of RPIB’s work should move from identifying payment journeys to defining 

the infrastructure capabilities, operational requirements and performance outcomes needed to 

support them. These should be embedded within the target blueprint handed to DelCo and form the 

basis of KPIs and success measures. Infrastructure design must also reflect the needs of those 
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responsible for operating and overseeing critical national payment services. Future solutions should 

support robust data management, cyber security, operational resilience and effective risk 

management from the outset, while being designed to evolve over time and respond to emerging 

technologies and threats, including the need to become quantum-ready. 

A key principle of the future architecture should be the provision of broad, cost-effective access and 

participation. Technology alone will not deliver the outcomes sought by the PVDC. Access models, 

participation frameworks, rules and standards must be developed in parallel with infrastructure 

design, requiring close collaboration between DelCo and Pay.UK/future PSO. Infrastructure 

determines how payments move, but rules and governance determine how the ecosystem functions 

safely, consistently and resiliently. Digitally structured and machine-readable rules, combined with 

enhanced ecosystem health monitoring, enable a shift from periodic oversight towards more active 

stewardship of systemic risk. 

We agree with the consultation’s direction towards a thin, centralised clearing and messaging layer 

with broad access and strong systemic risk management, and competition and innovation 

concentrated in higher-value services. We believe that services which sit outside the core payment 

journey will be critical to delivering end-user value, improving risk management and supporting 

compliance obligations. Our experience as a PSO has shown that some of these services have been 

difficult for the market alone to establish and scale effectively or for multiple providers to secure 

sufficient uptake to delivery potential service benefits. Where there are network effects and 

efficiencies for from whole-of market services, central provision should be pursued. Confirmation of 

Payee (CoP) and the Current Account Switch Service (CASS) demonstrates how industry-wide services 

can successfully be delivered and sustained through coordinated action, evolving over time to meet 

changing user and market needs. 

Throughout our response, we demonstrate our vital knowledge and experience, our extensive 

research, including international comparisons where relevant, and insights from our engagement. We 

are committed to continuing to support RPIB in its work to design the future infrastructure, sharing 

our unique perspective as the UK interbank PSO. 
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2 What are ‘next generation’ retail payments? 

Q1: Are the end user payment journeys presented sufficient to inform the 

design of the core infrastructure?  

a: Are there any additional or alternative payment journeys that should inform 

the design of the core infrastructure? If so, please specify what these are. 

b: Are any of the payment journeys not appropriate as inputs to the design of 

the core infrastructure? If so, please specify what these are. 

We agree that payment journeys which the core infrastructure may need to enable include both 

existing payment journeys and emerging ones, including account-to-account payments at the point 

of sale, alias-based payments, programmable payments and interoperability across different forms 

of money, including cross-border. The new infrastructure should also be future-proofed so it is 

quantum-ready. Overall, there is considerable focus in the consultation on the ‘new’ and the big 

shifts that PVDC is looking for. However, it is important not to lose sight of the vital payments 

carried in the current system which support the UK economy: salaries, pensions, welfare 

payments, etc. Figure 1 below provides an overview of the variety of uses made of the functionality 

enabled by today’s infrastructure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We would like to see clearer definition of the payment journeys the infrastructure will unlock, 

so the relevant requirements can be built into it. Determining payment journeys requires a focus 

on what end-user needs they are trying to fulfil, which will identify what is needed in the 

infrastructure to enable the products and payment types. There has been focus given to the needs of 

individuals, however it is important that consideration is given to both individuals and 

organisations so the future infrastructure can serve the needs of all end users. 
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In many cases, the differentiation required to achieve a user outcome will be achieved via rules 

and standards, rather than infrastructure design. For example, thinking from a vulnerability and 

inclusion lens, considering elements such as offline payments or paper or telephone payment 

initiation for those who do not have internet access or are unable to use digital channels. 

We consider that the more detailed work that the Design Authority is doing should utilise the 

payment journeys and use cases to determine the functionality needed in the infrastructure. For 

example, further exploration will help to determine key design features such as whether push and /or 

pull functionality is needed. Currently in the UK central infrastructure, FPS is exclusively a push 

payment system, while Bacs and ICS operate both push and pull mechanisms.  

Looking abroad, there are several key examples of pull functionality implemented in a variety of ways, 

either as part of or outside the central infrastructure. For instance, Brazil’s PIX uses push central 

infrastructure while enabling pull payments via overlays, whereas Canada’s RTR has been designed 

for push payment capabilities while using Open Banking frameworks for pull payments. The EU’s 

SEPA system also provides push payments within the central infrastructure while enabling pull 

payment overlays, while India’s UPI system enables both push and pull requests via central 

infrastructure.  

Regardless of the decision made, the important result is that the outcomes remain the same for 

the end user. Figure 2 illustrates the approach to products and submission routes that was taken in 

NPA design, which may be helpful as a starting point for RPIB’s work. 

 

Figure 2 Products and submission routes 

Payment products 

Priority Payment • The standard payment product for Payment Service Provider 

(PSP) to PSP customer payments 

•  Replaces the SIP and may also be used for Standing Order 

Payments (SOP) and Future Dated Payments (FDP) 

Instant Payment • A new payment type for Retail/E-Commerce payments 

• Provides final confirmation of payment outcome to the 
beneficiary in ‘near real-time’ 

Same Day Payment • A new payment type that enables a longer processing window to 

optimise processing capacity at a reduced cost to Customers 

• Payments will clear on the same day as submission, subject to a 
cut-off time 

Multi-Day Payment • Payments are processed over a fixed three-day window and will 

be available to beneficiaries early on Day 3, subject to a cut-off 

time on Day1 

• Allows Corporate and Government users to submit payments for 
bulk processing with improved efficiency, improved liquidity 
management, pre-notification of settlement and other 
functional benefits for users with large payment volumes. 
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Submission Options (alternatives to individual payment message instructions) 

Bulk Submission • A file-based service which allows Customers to efficiently submit 
payment instructions in bulk 

• Bulk files may be processed as Priority or Same Day Payments 

Multi-Payment 
Message 

• One payment message containing multiple credit instructions 
from a single debit account for improved processing efficiency 

• Multi-Payment Messages may be processed as Priority or Same 

Day Payments, not as part of a Bulk Submission 

 

Consistency in terminology is vital to support clear definition of these key elements – from 

journey to payment type; or the distinction between a payment journey and submission type, as 

illustrated in the figure above. An example of an area where there are different interpretations of these 

elements across the industry is around the terms “bulk” and “batch”.   Clear definitions of these key 

elements are needed to ensure the infrastructure design is built on a common understanding. 

To support RPIB and industry in this aspect of the design, we are leading a set of workshops later in 

the year to capture the requirements for bulk and batch payments in the new infrastructure and key 

considerations for their transition, for example the minimum requirements that would enable a 

future system to continue providing the outcomes expected by end-users. We are also conducting 

work on the future of cheques to identify how cheques could be processed more efficiently in the 

future, where we are co-chairing a working group with the industry to assess options and reach an 

approach which may inform the future design. 

The infrastructure design should focus on the capabilities needed to support the products and 

payment types it will enable, informed by clearly defined use cases and non-functional requirements. 

As part of the Blueprint, RPIB should establish a set of system-wide KPIs and operational 

requirements covering areas such as availability, resilience, security, scalability and the ability to 

support future use cases without changes to the core infrastructure. These requirements should 

also reflect the operational needs of the future operator, particularly in relation to data, security 

and resilience management, and ensure the infrastructure remains adaptable to future 

developments, including emerging technologies such as quantum computing. 

In addition, RPIB should define use case-specific requirements and KPIs for key payment 

journeys. For example, A2A point-of-sale payments may require targets for transaction speed, 

confirmation times and volumes, while cross-border payments may require interoperability with 

international payment networks and standards. 

DelCo should be responsible for delivering infrastructure that meets both the system-wide and use 

case-specific requirements. Embedding these requirements and KPIs within the Blueprint would 

provide a clear basis for design, delivery and ongoing performance assessment. 

We will continue to support RPIB and DA in delivering the Blueprint and would be well-positioned to 

provide further support on KPIs and operational requirements.  
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Q2: Do you have any views on the key considerations that should guide 

migration timelines and product roadmaps for delivering the PVDC’s 

outcomes? 

Pay.UK is committed to supporting this process and sharing our insights, capability and lived 

experience with DelCo as they take on the delivery of next generation infrastructure. The build and 

launch of the infrastructure must deliver an orderly transition from current systems to new 

infrastructure. 

We consider that transition starts from when the scope is set and not from when the solution is 

built. Therefore, planning for the approach, guardrails and timeline should be provided by RPIB 

alongside the development of the design blueprint, with an early agreement of the target governance 

model, including responsibilities between the future PSO, service operators and participants so that 

transition and dual-running costs can be kept as low as is compatible with a resilient, secure 

transition. 

The technology that will be procured and/or built will enable future outcomes, but it is not enough 

on its own. Fair and open access to enable innovation and competition and rules and standards 

to control systemic risks and enable user outcomes will need to be developed alongside the 

technology – this will require close collaboration between DelCo and Pay.UK/future PSO. The 

design will need to include operational, security, and risk mitigations, with a clear approach to 

migration and cost/benefit trade-offs. There should be clear recognition that rules, standards, 

participant readiness, and operational controls will all be critical determinants of successful 

migration. All these elements must inform the guardrails that RPIB give to DelCo from both a business 

continuity and commercial perspective. 

Key migration risks require active management and cooperation to avoid loss of critical feedback 

loops through the separation of run and change and to ensure that delivery aligns with run 

requirements of a PSO. It is therefore vital that there is shared ownership of the migration plan 

with DelCo and Pay.UK/future PSO baked in from the outset to protect the smooth flow of UK 

payments, with consensus before any migrations take place.  Migration will need to have a 

sequenced and coordinated roadmap. It should incorporate alignment between infrastructure 

delivery milestones and rule implementation milestones, with regulatory support integrated into 

transition planning to avoid delays arising from regulators, governance or rule change approvals, as 

well as a clear transition pathway from existing rulebooks to future digital, machine-readable rules.  

The roadmap should consider the decision-making windows during which to decide whether to 

terminate early, roll off or extend the new VL contracts to each service. The design should be 

structured to allow participants to operate current and future services safely during transition 

periods, and the future architecture should support the gradual digitisation of obligations and 

controls. These are important because the payments ecosystem will need high levels of certainty that 

new infrastructure is ready and migration to it complete, before allow existing infrastructure to be 

turned off.  The contract windows are as follows: 
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Contract 
Earliest 

Notice 
Minimum Term 

Latest Notice 

to Exit/Extend 
Term Expiry 

Maximum 

Term 

ICS 31 Oct 2029 31 Oct 2030 31 Oct 2029 31 Oct 2030 31 Oct 2032 

FPS 30 Jun 2029 30 Jun 2030 30 Jun 2030 30 Jun 2032 31 Jun 2034 

Bacs 31 Dec 2030 31 Dec 2031 31 Dec 2031 31 Dec 2033 31 Dec 2035 

CASS, CISA 
and BRD 

31 Dec 2026 31 Dec 2027 
Evergreen Evergreen Evergreen 

BASS 31 Dec 2030 31 Dec 2031 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A new infrastructure would need to take on all volumes to avoid a risk of further extension and pricing 

risk both before and after the contract terms. 

We consider that Pay.UK’s Vocalink contract dynamics are a practical transition risk which authorities 

and the DelCo must understand and reflect these into future plans. Pay.UK must meet our cost 

obligations to Vocalink to 2033, which will require careful planning to avoid negative impacts from a 

race to the exit once alternatives are available. 

In particular, last participant and last service standing risks will impact the wider industry, broader 

than just Pay.UK. Pay.UK is not fully able to control this risk and are building tools to deploy in 

advance into our participant contracts. Accordingly, we are starting a conversation with participants 

via the Commercial Subgroup to understand levers and move towards a recommendation. 
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With any migration, there are risks which must be considered within the design. Complexity of 

technological migration will be impacted by whether there is a close functional equivalence or 

whether these functionalities are simplified. While simplification may deliver a more efficient long-

term target state, introducing functional changes increases participant change, expands testing 

requirements, and creates additional transition risks.  

There are international examples such as Australia, where migration was not considered from the 

scope stage which has caused challenges for participants straddling two infrastructures (Australian 

Payments Plus with the New Payments Platform and AusPayNet with the legacy infrastructure BECS). 

Given that Direct Debit is more heavily embedded in business operational process and systems in the 

UK than BECS in Australia, the scale of the migration challenge and service/volume risk is much 

higher, making it even more imperative to consider migration from the start. 

There are technical ways to mitigate and derisk migration in tandem with a target state, for 

instance a centralised orchestration layer, providing a single, consistent integration point 

between participants and the central infrastructure. An orchestration layer would support a 

phased migration of current infrastructure by abstracting participants from underlying infrastructure 

changes, allowing introduction of new services incrementally.  

We consider that an orchestration layer would provide the following capabilities and benefits: 

• Interoperability: provides a common mechanism to connect to current and future payment 
rails, facilitating seamless payment message routing, load balancing and interaction across 
multiple current and future infrastructures and payment types. 

• Resilience and substitutability: Enables traffic to be rerouted between payment systems 
or contingency services during outages, strengthening overall operational resilience and 

supporting continuity of payments. (Proven capability Form3/Pay.UK/Industry POC, Q1 
2026) 

• Simplified participant access: Provides a single point of integration with flexible 

optionality for connectivity (network or APIs), reducing the cost and complexity of 
connecting to multiple services.  

• Support innovation and future expansion: Allows new payment services and 
infrastructures to be added without requiring significant participant-side redevelopment. 

• Improved security and operational efficiency: Enables consistent implementation of 
security controls, validation rules and routing logic across the ecosystem. 

• Migration and standard enablement: Supports coexistence and translation between 

multiple messaging standards including ISO8583, facilitating migration to ISO20022 and 
future industry standards. 

Therefore, an orchestration layer would facilitate a more gradual and lower-risk migration path, 

whilst reducing complexity and barriers to entry for participants, facilitating interoperability, while 

enhancing resilience and continuity in the event of service disruption, as well as facilitating resilience 

by rerouting back to FPS/Bacs as required. 

Operational requirements that support the gradual digitisation of obligations and controls will 

form a key component of the migration roadmap to build in the right data points, and so elements 

such as common data standards should also be established early, as they underpin interoperability, 

compliance monitoring and ecosystem-wide risk management. These are important because the 

industry will need high levels of certainty that new infrastructure is ready and migration to it 

complete, before existing infrastructure can be turned off. 
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3 Design principles 

Q3: Do you agree with the list of proposed design principles? 

Q4: Are there any design principles which you would prioritise over others and 

why? 

In response to questions 3 and 4, we generally agree with the proposed design principles and 

their direction of travel. It is important to acknowledge that there are links between the 

principles, and it would be helpful to recognise the extent to which some act as enablers for 

others.  

For example, a resilient and secure infrastructure provides the certainty and trust required for 

adoption, investment and innovation, and is fundamental to achieving other objectives such as 

scalability and performance. This will become increasingly important as payment volumes grow and 

new use cases emerge, including any significant shift from cards to account-to-account payments. 

The growing sophistication of cyber threats, including those enabled by advances in AI and the 

increasing prominence of hybrid threats, further reinforces the importance of security as a 

foundational consideration. Resilience should also be viewed more broadly than operational 

continuity, encompassing active stewardship of systemic risk across the payments ecosystem and 

how this will be monitored – this is a key risk management responsibility for the future operator and 

ensuring that these requirements are considered in the design is key. This will support timely insight 

into ecosystem health and ability to identify and manage emerging risks at an early stage. 

We also consider that common utilities and common standards are critical enablers of 

competition, innovation and interoperability. Shared capabilities and standards can reduce 

complexity, lower barriers to entry and support consistent customer outcomes across the ecosystem. 

As such, we view the two principles of i) security & resilience and ii) common utilities and common 

standards as the foundations upon which many of the other principles depend.  

Outcomes such as performance, scalability and protection from fraud are delivered through a 

combination of infrastructure design, standards, rules and supporting services. In particular, 

protection from fraud is not solely an infrastructure consideration and should be considered 

alongside the role of rules, standards and product arrangements. It will therefore be important that 

the principles clearly distinguish between the roles of infrastructure, rules and standards, and any 

future service layers or product arrangements.  

All of the above can only be realised through fair and proportionate access, allowing for current, 

new and emerging participation types to utilise the infrastructure to deliver their offerings. 

Connection and submission to the infrastructure must be cost-effective, enabled by appropriate 

access and participation models, and rules and standards to enable user outcomes. 
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4 The role of the next-generation infrastructure in a 

conceptual architecture 

Q5: Do you agree with the proposed conceptual architecture? If not, please 

explain why and what changes you would propose.  

We agree that the proposed conceptual architecture provides a pragmatic framework. The 

layered approach appropriately separates access, products, services and core infrastructure, with 

centralised clearing and messaging at the lower layers and competition focused in the higher layers. 

We support this model, as it promotes innovation and competition while maintaining a resilient and 

common foundation. Importantly, the architecture should be considered through the lens of the 

outcomes it is intended to enable and the user experience it needs to support. This will help 

inform future scheme design and ensure the architecture remains aligned to the needs of end users 

and the outcomes it is seeking to deliver. 

We support the proposed approach of maintaining a focused, ‘thin’ core infrastructure centred 

on clearing and messaging. Maintaining a core with a narrow scope will reduce complexity, support 

resilience and provide a stable and interoperable foundation for the wider payments ecosystem. In 

our view, functionality should only sit within the core where centralisation is necessary to deliver clear 

network benefits such as interoperability, resilience and consistency. We also support 

interoperability being treated as a foundational design principle, ensuring the infrastructure can 

support both today’s payment journeys and future forms of money and payment models as the 

ecosystem evolves.  

The architecture also appropriately recognises the value of shared capabilities that can be 

utilised across multiple products and payment journeys. Common building blocks can reduce cost 

and duplication and enable innovation by allowing participants to develop differentiated 

propositions without recreating core functionality. We also agree that many capabilities within the 

‘services layer’ are likely to deliver the greatest benefit when provided on a whole-of-market basis, 

helping to maximise consistency, interoperability and adoption across the ecosystem. Further work 

will be needed to develop the scope of the ‘services layer’ and the assumptions underpinning both 

the services and schemes and standards layers. Our views on this are further explored in response to 

questions 7 and 8. 

As the design develops, it will be important that the architecture remains adaptable and avoids 

prescribing specific technologies or solutions. Success will depend on the technical design, and on 

the rules, standards and clear governance boundaries that support it. Given the complexity of 

delivering significant number of layers and elements within in, establishing these important design 

elements from the outset will be key. We also encourage further consideration of the role of the access 

(or orchestration) layer beyond account-to-account point-of-sale use cases, ensuring it reflects the 

full range of payment journeys the infrastructure will support, including bulk, business, government 

and recurring payments. 
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Q6: Does the architecture draw boundaries between the layers appropriately? 

If not, please explain why and what changes you would propose. 

The architecture draws boundaries between the layers appropriately and the proposed 

separation between infrastructure, services and market-facing propositions provides a strong 

foundation for competition, innovation and resilience. Maintaining clear boundaries will be 

important to avoid the concentration of functionality within the core and to ensure that innovation 

can develop where it is most effective. 

The way in which the architecture is presented suggests that every layer will be passed through for 

every payment journey, implying all components would be used for all journeys. This may not be the 

case, and it would therefore be necessary to reflect accurately the notion of payment specific journeys 

or flexibility in the architecture, so the architecture remains adaptable. 

We particularly support the distinction between the core infrastructure and product layers. The 

core should remain focused on providing common clearing and messaging capabilities, while product 

layers deliver differentiated payment journeys and propositions. Similarly, the separation between 

product and access layers should enable participants to innovate in areas such as point-of-sale 

experiences and new payment channels without requiring changes to the underlying infrastructure. 

The distinction between the clearing and settlement layers is also helpful, providing flexibility for 

future settlement approaches while maintaining the principle of settlement in central bank money. 

As the design develops, it will be important to establish a clear framework for determining 

whether capabilities should sit within the core, be delivered as shared ecosystem services, or 

remain within competitive market offerings. At present, the articulation of the services layer sets 

out the choices to be made, rather than a clear view of how that layer can best be supported and 

delivered. We are also uncertain about the categorisation of the two options for services set out. 

Services that are provided on a “whole of market” basis need not necessarily to be part of the core 

infrastructure (as is the case for Confirmation of Payee today). Similarly, a service could be provided 

as part of the ‘core offering’ without being used for every payment journey. Other services might be 

part of a competitive differentiation of products and provided by ecosystem participants. Our views 

on the services layer are further explored in response to questions 7 and 8. 

To support the function and efficiency of the layers, clear governance boundaries should also be 

established. With the future systems increasingly relying on common services, shared datasets and 

interoperable controls, the architecture should ensure obligations, controls and accountability can 

be traced clearly across these layers to support end-to-end risk management.  

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

Please include an explanation of why. 

We generally agree that the minimum set of essential services set out in the consultation 

document effectively describe the baseline services that should be delivered within the core. 

These services are: clearing and settlement co-ordination, core messaging and routing, transaction 

processing and controls, connectivity and access management. 

These services constitute the activities that enable the operator of the core infrastructure scheme to 

fulfil its basic role within the future ecosystem. While a wider set of utility ecosystem services may sit 
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outside the core infrastructure, their effective operation will depend on common capabilities 

provided by the infrastructure. The core should therefore be designed to enable seamless interaction 

between centrally provided utility services, competitive market services and different forms of 

money. 

Effectively operating these services will also require that the future operator has access to sufficient 

data and operational insight into the activities of schemes in the product layer. This oversight will 

allow the central operator to run essential services in a manner that works for the whole ecosystem 

and have sufficient sight of cross-cutting issues such as resilience, security and trust. 

While we agree that this list is an effective summary, we consider that there are two minor 

changes/additions that can be made to ensure that the necessary baseline services are explicitly 

described.  

First, liquidity management should be directly mentioned within clearing and settlement 

coordination. While liquidity management is naturally closely connected to clearing and settlement 

coordination, it involves specific and ongoing considerations relating to risk management and 

barriers to entry that do not directly relate to the day-to-day coordination of clearing and settlement 

activities.  

Second, while the consultation makes clear that the services listed will enable interoperability across 

multiple forms of money, we consider that the importance of interoperability is such that it should be 

explicitly listed as a service in its own right. How the elements of interoperability that constitute a 

core-service should be articulated is a question that should be considered as thinking on the issue 

develops.  

It is also important that the design of the core infrastructure is set up to enable these baseline services 

to be delivered by the operator into the future. This could include e.g. ensuring that the infrastructure 

is ready for quantum computing to become relevant for most if not all of the services described. 

Q8: What payment‑enabling or value-add services should be delivered 

separately from the core? Please include an explanation of why. 

There are numerous services that are crucial to the effective delivery of different payment journeys 

and that offer important additional functionality such as fraud prevention and the enabling of 

payment via alias. We agree with the list of services set out in the consultation, with a few 

additional services that should be considered essential in any consideration of the future 

ecosystem. These are set out in greater detail below. It is important to additionally consider whether 

services should be delivered centrally by a PSO, with a close connection to the core but not 

considered to be ‘core services’, or competitively in the market. 

We envisage a future ecosystem in which the core infrastructure remains relatively thin and focused 

on foundational processing, messaging, routing and settlement capabilities. A wider set of utility 

services may nevertheless be delivered centrally by the future PSO where this improves 

interoperability, addresses market failures or requires broad ecosystem participation. The role of the 

infrastructure should therefore be to enable these services rather than necessarily provide them 

directly. 
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We consider that central provision of a service is most appropriate when it fits the role of the 

operator set out by the PVDC, namely that it should provide ‘utility services’ to the ecosystem. 

We consider that utility services demonstrate a set of attributes that point towards central delivery: 

the presence of significant network effects, a reliance on data or capabilities from the core, the 

addressing of a market failure, and a lack of incentives for effective or wide market delivery. On the 

other hand, services that enable innovation, differentiation and a tailoring towards specific end-user 

or participant needs are best provided by the market.  

Central provision can also be more effective when there is a need for a quick solution to a widely 

experienced issue in the sector, for example fraud solutions. Fraud services are covered in greater 

detail in our response to question 18.  

Using these criteria, the utility services, both those set out in the consultation and in addition, that 

we consider should be delivered centrally by a PSO, with connections to the core but operating above 

this infrastructure, are:  

• Data sharing. 

• Alias services. 

• Identity management services.  

• Switching services.  

• Request to pay functionality.  

• Dispute Management (processing). 

• Directories.  

• Trust services. 

• Payment referencing systems. 

These services all meet the criteria of a ‘utility service’ and would either require or substantially 

benefit from whole-of-market participation across the scheme arrangements sitting in the product 

layer. The infrastructure should provide the underlying ability to record, store, exchange and retrieve 

relevant data to enable these services, while the PSO could provide common standards, governance 

and data-sharing arrangements that enable participants to make effective use of the information. 

Outside of centrally delivered services, we consider that some examples of services that could be 

delivered by the market include:  

• Fraud data analytics.  

• Programmability services.  

• Dispute management (procedures).  

• Payment initiation services

These services will not necessarily be relevant to every payment journey or utilised in the same 

way by most participants and end-users. There is therefore an opportunity for providers in the 

market to innovate and provide market offerings with different attributes or price levels that reflect 

the needs of particular market segments and payment journeys. 

Greater detail on why we consider each service to either fit the definition of a utility or competitive 

service, informed by international comparisons where available, can be found in Annex 1. 

Finally, we consider that it is important to view cross-border interlinking as less a service than an 

alternative origination or destination point for a payment with a potential need for additional 

centrally defined rules and standards to ensure the smooth flow of these payments. We cover cross-

border payments in greater detail in our response to question 15. 
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Q9: What opportunities and challenges could digital identity frameworks and 

the use of credentials (e.g. Legal Entity Identifiers or other verifiable 

credentials) present in enhancing retail payment journeys? 

Digital identity frameworks and verifiable credentials could significantly improve retail payment 

journeys by reducing friction, cost and duplication in onboarding, KYC and AML processes. Reusable 

digital identities would allow individuals and businesses to verify themselves once and use those 

credentials across multiple providers, improving customer experience and operational efficiency. 

They could also strengthen fraud prevention, particularly APP fraud, by making it easier to verify the 

identity of payers, payees and businesses. For businesses, Legal Entity Identifiers (LEIs) and verifiable 

LEIs could further enhance trust, transparency and automation, building on existing use cases such 

as their use within CHAPS. 

Digital identity could also support more seamless cross-border payments if implemented through 

interoperable national and international frameworks. More broadly, integration with digital wallets 

could enable richer payment journeys by combining payments, identity verification, age assurance, 

proof of entitlement and other credentials within a single user experience. 

The principal challenges relate to interoperability, adoption, privacy and regulatory certainty. Digital 

identity solutions will only realise their full benefits if credentials are widely recognised and accepted 

across payment providers, merchants and jurisdictions; otherwise, fragmentation risks reducing their 

utility. Adoption may also be challenging, particularly for SMEs, where the cost or complexity of 

obtaining and maintaining credentials may create barriers. 

Privacy, security and usability will also be critical. Solutions should minimise unnecessary data 

sharing, avoid creating concentrations of sensitive information and remain accessible to users with 

varying levels of digital capability. Finally, consistent regulatory approaches to digital identity, KYC 

and AML requirements will be important to enable scalable and internationally interoperable 

credential-based payment journeys. 
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5 Cross cutting design issues 

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

considered to meet the PVDC outcomes, that go beyond the core 

infrastructure layer? If yes, please explain.  

We agree that the issues identified in this section are important considerations for the future 

design of future payments infrastructure.  

A key consideration for the next phase of work will be to determine whether the future model is a 

single infrastructure or collection of infrastructures and services. Regardless of the resulting design, 

common standards will be essential to support interoperability, modularity and extensibility. A 

standards-based approach provides the flexibility to accommodate future payment models and 

participants without requiring fundamental redesign. This will be particularly important given the 

pace of change in payments and the need to support use cases that cannot yet be fully anticipated. 

This has already proved to be the case with FPS where we have made changes to the required fields 

in messages to accommodate new payment types, such as commercial VRPs.  

Effective governance and oversight will become increasingly important as the ecosystem 

becomes more interconnected and reliant on different providers and services. This means 

considerations should be given to not only how rules are established but how end-to-end ecosystem 

performance, compliance and systemic risk can be monitored over time. Similarly, the design process 

will need to carefully consider the interaction between interoperability, competition and resilience. 

Increased interoperability can provide innovation and end user choice; the emergence of new 

payment journeys and transaction flows creates new dependencies and points of entry for disruption 

and risk. How these dynamics are managed and monitored is important to consider throughout the 

design process. 

The future ecosystem must be considered alongside the wider regulatory framework – the 

development of infrastructure and the cross-cutting issues such as consumer protection will need to 

be progress in a coordinated way to ensure consistent outcomes across the ecosystem. 

Q11: Do you agree with the proposed approach to interoperability? Please 

explain your reasoning.  

We broadly agree with the proposed approach to interoperability. The future payments 

ecosystem should enable the seamless movement of value between eligible forms of money, whilst 

maintaining resilience, efficiency and trust.  

Today, interoperability between different types of money is typically achieved through intermediaries 

which provide functions such as liquidity provision, conversion, settlement and reconciliation. The 

future infrastructure should support these interactions through common standards and 

interoperable processes, ensuring that moving value between eligible forms of money does not 

introduce friction or complexity for users.   

From a technical perspective, interoperability needs common framework of standards, 

messaging and connectivity that supports the transfer and settlement of value across 
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participating ecosystems. The framework should be scalable, resilient and allow for new forms of 

money to connect without requiring bespoke arrangements for each use case. 

We also agree that interoperability capabilities should be developed in line with evidenced user 

demand and clear benefits. Investment and delivery should be prioritised where there is 

demonstrated need, helping to ensure that interoperability supports broader migration and 

modernisation objectives while remaining proportionate and commercially sustainable.  

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

terms of speed, payments certainty, liquidity management for participants, 

operational complexity, and scalability? 

The single most beneficial outcome that the next generation could deliver with respect to 

settlement is a move towards a single liquidity pool across all commercial bank money. A single 

pool would greatly improve efficiency, predictability and risk management compared to the 

fragmented pools present today. Regardless of the specific settlement model or frequency, the design 

should primarily be concerned with predictability and risk-management.   

FPS achieves liquidity optimisation by multilaterally netting payments down by 80% - 98%. This 

means that during a settlement cycle, it is possible to settle with just 20%-2% of the value of the gross 

outflow payments. As a comparison, the Continuous Link Settlement (CLS) multilateral net system 

achieves a liquidity optimisation of 96% and CHAPS, which is a real time gross settlement system, 

achieves between 12%-20% liquidity optimisation. A move to real time gross settlement would 

significantly increase liquidity requirements for participants and potentially be detrimental to certain 

segments of the payments’ ecosystem. 

More frequent or continuous settlement cycles can reduce the time between clearing and settlement 

and support faster availability of funds. However, increasing settlement frequency considerably 

reduces the netting benefit and increases liquidity requirements which would be detrimental for  

smaller participants. 

Participants are familiar with the multilateral net settlement procedures in Bacs and FPS. This model 

provides predictability and security for firms which can anticipate their own liquidity needs. The 

system’s long-standing operation has created a degree of familiarity in the industry that could be lost 

if there was a significant move to gross settlement, introducing new operational complexity in the 

medium-long term. There is therefore a trade-off in terms of being flexible to different payment and 

participant models and ensuring that predictability (and therefore risk and liquidity management) is 

maintained. 

The transfer of value between different forms of money to ensure end-users can be paid in their 

preferred form should not undermine the benefits of a single liquidity pool. Eventual settlement 

should remain predictable, potentially by ensuring transfer from e.g. stablecoin to fiat currency is 

undertaken separately in advance of eventual net settlement in central bank money between 

participants.  

The future settlement model should minimise liquidity fragmentation by enabling participants 

to efficiently manage and mobilise liquidity across different forms of money, ensuring that 

changes in payment volumes between commercial bank money, tokenised bank deposits, 
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stablecoins and other eligible settlement assets do not create settlement constraints or inefficiencies. 

Settlement should also seek to minimise inefficiencies surrounding pre-funding that currently acts as 

a barrier to effective cross-border transfers. 

The design approach for settlement should consider the full diversity of firms which are likely 

to participate in the retail payments ecosystem to ensure that barriers to entry are sufficiently 

low. While operational complexity and liquidity management could be addressed for a large 

proportion of payment volumes through participants and the settlement platform utilising 

increasingly sophisticated technological solutions, these may not be appropriate or accessible for all 

firm types. 

Overall, it is important to ensure that settlement is seen through the lens of end-user outcomes. 

Regardless of any potential change to settlement procedures, end-users will expect to see, for 

example their salary payment in their bank account early in the morning on pay-day. These 

expectations are a core element of maintaining existing payment journeys and should be a primary 

input into discussions on settlement. 

Q13: What additional design, governance and operational issues would need 

to be addressed to achieve interoperability?  

Achieving interoperability will require clear governance arrangements, consistent operational 

requirements and defined accountability across participating ecosystems. 

Interoperability should be supported by common standards not only for messaging, but also for 

rules, controls and assurance. The Future PSO should establish the rules, standards and 

participation requirements necessary to support interoperable payment journey, ensuring that all 

parties involved in an interoperable transaction operate to a consistent baseline standard. 

Interoperability should also be supported by common technical and operational frameworks that 

enable value to move reliably and securely between participating ecosystems. 

Interoperable ecosystems will require effective monitoring and oversight arrangements. These 

should provide visibility of dependencies, concentration risks, control effectiveness and emerging 

resilience issues across interconnected ecosystems, enabling risks to be identified and managed 

before they affect end users. 

Interoperability arrangements should consider the financial stability implications of connecting 

stablecoins, tokenised bank deposits and other forms of digital money. Interoperability may enable 

rapid shifts of value between different forms of money during periods of stress. Loss of confidence in 

one form of digital money could trigger accelerated outflows to others, increasing contagion risks 

across interconnected ecosystems. Governance, risk management, liquidity management and 

substitution arrangements should address the speed at which stress could propagate between 

interconnected forms of money. 

The commercial model supporting interoperability will require careful consideration. The costs of 

providing interoperability capabilities, including any conversion, settlement or coordination services, 

should be transparent, sustainable and proportionate to the value delivered, ensuring that 

interoperability remains viable as adoption grows. 
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Q14: Do the architecture and core infrastructure design choices outlined in this 

consultation capture the key considerations necessary to support account-to-

account payments at PoS, both online and in-store? If no, please specify and 

explain why.  

a: Are there additional opportunities or challenges that should be taken into 

account? If yes, please describe them and explain why. 

We consider that the key considerations necessary to support account-to-account payments at 

PoS, both online and in-store have been correctly outlined in the consultation. We are 

particularly glad to see that lessons from international comparisons have been learned with respect 

to the importance of recognisable branding and predictable user journeys. A2A payments can offer 

substantial opportunities for innovation in the payment journeys offered to end users, and to provide 

a ubiquitous alternative to cards A2A needs to reach a point of widespread consumer understanding.  

We agree with the set of requirements listed as sitting within the product level.  A common underlying 

set of standards and standardised consumer-facing branding and user experience will be key to 

driving widespread adoption. Some of this standardisation could sit in the core, but consumer-facing 

design decisions are more likely to be successfully implemented n the product layer within scheme 

rulebooks. 

There is an opportunity to streamline the currently fragmented ecosystem in Open Banking, 

consisting of multiple responsible bodies across the core and product layers,  to enable a more agile, 

innovative A2A ecosystem. This will become even more crucial given the potential coordination 

challenge posed by separating all consumer-facing elements from the core. It will be crucial to set out 

clear roles and accountability between the core and bodies such as Open Banking, UKPI and any 

future bodies that are established in the A2A space.  

We also consider that it is important to clarify the stated need in the consultation for end-users 

to know near-instantly whether a payment has succeeded or failed. Our understanding from 

merchant engagement and research suggests that they are less concerned with the final completion 

of a payment than whether the payment is certain to be honoured (i.e. settled successfully). This has 

liability implications but suggests that the required certainty can be provided to end-users prior to 

settlement actually taking place and very quickly. Clear rules and standards, such as those involved 

in Pay.UK’s recent Certainty of Fate work, play a role in ensuring this certainty is clearly 

communicated between participants and end-users. 

The consultation notes that a clear approach to communication technologies is necessary, 

potentially through the emergence of a new universal kernel for A2A at POS. We consider that the 

most effective use of communication technology would build on methods that consumers are already 

familiar with, in particular contactless payments whether via terminals or through mobile devices 

utilising NFC chips.  

We note that the CMA is planning to consult on opening up access to NFC chips on iOS devices in 

Autumn 2026. Depending on the result of this consultation, A2A ‘pay-by-bank’ payments in-store may 

be carried out through contactless device payments in future, offering a relatively simple answer to 

the communication technology question. Bizum in Spain has taken advantage of the EU’s decision to 

compel the opening of NFC chips on smartphones to allow contactless A2A payments using individual 
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bank’s apps or through a central Bizum Pay digital wallet app. This complements existing face-to-face 

options available through Bizum, including the use of QR codes and links tied to a customer’s phone 

number. 

It is also worth considering whether a universal kernel would be necessary or desirable. A2A as an 

innovative ecosystem may provide opportunities for firms to develop their own communication tech 

methods that suit specific payment types or the needs of particular consumer segments. 

Q15: What are the key design considerations for the next generation 

infrastructure that could help solve existing challenges with cross-border 

payments?  

The consultation rightly recognises the importance of improving cross-border outcomes, and 

we believe the focus should be on addressing the well-known sources of friction: cost, speed, 

transparency and interoperability. While many of these frictions arise beyond domestic payment 

infrastructure, the next-generation architecture can play an important role in enabling more efficient 

cross-border payment services and supporting the UK's broader objective of maintaining safe 

openness within the global financial system, in accordance with our commitment to the G20 

roadmap.  

Interoperability and common standards should be prioritised. Adoption of ISO 20022 and richer 

structured data can help reduce payment failures, manual interventions and reconciliation issues 

that arise from inconsistent data formats across jurisdictions. This will require alignment with the 

Financial Action Task Force’s revision of standards for data (Recommendation 16) and meeting all 

G20 Roadmap milestones. The future infrastructure should also support pre-validation capabilities, 

enabling beneficiary and account checks before payments are initiated, improving transparency and 

increasing the likelihood of successful execution. Over time, standardised digital identity solutions 

and identifiers, such as Legal Entity Identifiers, could further enhance transparency, traceability and 

confidence across international payment journeys. 

The architecture should also be designed with sufficient flexibility to support international 

interoperability initiatives and future developments in cross-border payments for a variety of use 

cases such as remittance, e-commerce, travel, supplier invoicing and payroll. 

A standards-based, modular approach would enable participation in emerging models such as 

BIS’s Project Nexus or other network-of-networks arrangements like the European Payments 

Alliance, allowing the UK to connect more efficiently with overseas domestic instant payment 

arrangements such as Bizum (Spain), Bancomat (Italy) and SIBS (Portugal). Future settlement 

arrangements for cross-border payments should seek to minimise inefficiencies associated with pre-

funding and support near real-time, 24/7 payment and settlement capabilities wherever appropriate. 

Finally, improving cross-border payments must not come at the expense of security or 

resilience. Faster and more interconnected payment flows may increase exposure to APP fraud, 

financial crime and operational risks if controls do not evolve alongside them. We therefore see merit 

in exploring shared or utility-based approaches to fraud prevention across jurisdictions, including 

real-time intelligence sharing and coordinated inbound and outbound fraud controls. 
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a: What are the most appropriate solutions to target? 

Supported by our response to question 15, we consider the below initiatives the most appropriate to 

target.  

Priority Initiative Reason 

1 Full ISO 20022 harmonisation Unlocks all downstream interoperability gains 

2 Pre-validation API framework Directly cuts rejection rates, cost, and fraud 

3 Bilateral FPS-to-FPS linkages (e.g. 
TIPS, Nexus) 

Eliminates costly and slow correspondent banking 
steps 

4 24/7 settlement architecture Removes time-zone friction 

5 Stablecoin / tokenised money rails Future-proofs for emerging use cases 

6 Simpler access (API) Reduces integration costs and expands access to 

cross-border networks 

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?  

At the core infrastructure level, next-generation payment systems would need to provide the 

data, settlement and interoperability foundations required for programmability to work 

reliably at scale. ISO 20022 data will be important because it provides structured, machine-readable 

context, enabling algorithms to process, verify and execute more complex transactions. Near-24/7 

settlement finality would help remove counterparty risk and avoid liquidity gridlock, supporting more 

automated payment flows. Real-time, low-cost account-to-account payments at point of sale would 

also be important, as they could provide instant authorisation, immediate clearing and machine-to-

machine API connections capable of supporting smart-contract rules in physical retail environments. 

To unlock the full benefits of programmability, different forms of money, including tokenised deposits 

and stablecoins, would also need to interoperate and settle without relying on separate bespoke 

messaging and clearing rails. 

At the programmability layer, operating as a management layer over a ‘slim’ core infrastructure, the 

ecosystem would need a standard way to attach machine-readable conditions to payments, such as 

smart contracts or programmable triggers. Open and well-governed APIs would be needed so banks, 

fintechs and payment service providers can access this layer on fair (e.g. POND) terms, supporting 

competition and innovation. The ecosystem would also need authentication, mandate and liability 

frameworks that can accommodate AI agents initiating transactions, as well as extensibility so that 

new capabilities can be introduced without impacting the core messaging, clearing and settlement 

layers. 

To build and maintain user trust, tools and standards to support fraud and financial-crime prevention 

would need to be built into the design of the overall architecture. Programmability could itself 

support this aim, for example through conditional settlement and real-time risk scoring that prevent 

fraudulent payments before money moves. Strong, interoperable digital identity and authentication 

should also be embedded consistently across the ecosystem, rather than implemented separately by 
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each provider. Clear accountability and liability arrangements (including for payments initiated via AI 

agents rather than a customer) would be essential, particularly as the ecosystem becomes more 

fragmented across multiple forms of money and infrastructure providers 

Finally, governance and regulatory coordination would be needed to ensure that 

programmability develops in a coherent and trusted way. HMT, the Bank of England, and the FCA 

(and PSR) would need to coordinate rules for programmable and agentic payments to avoid 

fragmentation and poor user outcomes. Cross-border alignment with G20 and G7 roadmaps would 

also be important, so that domestic programmable payment capabilities remain interoperable 

internationally and do not become an isolated end point. 

Q17: What capabilities or functions would the next generation infrastructure 

need to support the safe provision of agentic payments?  

a: What barriers to their development or adoption would need to be 

addressed? 

We agree that the future payments ecosystem should be capable of supporting agentic 

payments where there is sufficient user demand and clear benefits. However, safe deployment 

will require both the next-generation infrastructure and the wider ecosystem to be designed 

with autonomous actors in mind, rather than assuming existing payment arrangements can simply 

be extended to agentic use cases. 

The next-generation ecosystem should support agentic payments through common rules, 

standards and controls that enable interoperability, resilience and trust. Agent-initiated 

payment instructions will need to be executed in a predictable and controlled manner. To enable this, 

capabilities such as digitally verifiable mandates, machine-readable spending authorities, rules-

based decision boundaries and standardised audit trails will be needed. Given autonomous agents 

can act at speed and scale, resilience planning should also evolve beyond traditional peak-volume 

assumptions to consider algorithmic bursts, feedback loops and other forms of synchronised 

machine-driven behaviour. 

We believe there are three core barriers to development or adoption that would need to be addressed:  

• Unclear roles & responsibilities across the ecosystem: Agentic payments introduce new 

participants, decision-makers and service models. Adoption will be hindered if there is 

insufficient clarity regarding the respective responsibilities of regulators, the Future PSO, 
product arrangements, PSPs, technology providers and other ecosystem participants. Clear 

allocation of responsibilities is needed to support resilience, interoperability, consumer 
protection and risk management. 

• Insufficient authority or mandate to establish and enforce rules: Effective agentic 
payments will require common standards, controls and participation requirements. Adoption 

may be constrained if the relevant entities do not have the authority, mandate or governance 
mechanisms necessary to define, implement and enforce the rules required for safe and 
interoperable operation. This includes areas such as agent identity, authorisation, 
monitoring, security and operational resilience. 

• Gaps, overlaps and disputes in end-to-end ownership and accountability: Agentic 

payment journeys may involve multiple parties across infrastructure, product, technology 
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and payment service layers. Without clearly defined ownership of risks, controls and 

outcomes, there is a risk of accountability gaps, duplicated responsibilities or disputes when 
incidents occur. Clear end-to-end accountability frameworks will be required, particularly 

in areas such as fraud, liability, compliance monitoring, dispute resolution and agent 

behaviour operating outside authorised parameters. 

Addressing these barriers will require a combination of clear governance, defined accountability, 

common rules and standards, and appropriate powers for the entities responsible for overseeing and 

operating the future payments ecosystem. 

Q18: Which consumer protection and fraud-related capabilities should most 

be prioritised, and included in the core infrastructure, and why? 

We welcome the importance the consultation places on ensuring effective consumer 

protections. The infrastructure should provide common capabilities that enable protection 

outcomes, while scheme operators, regulators and participants remain accountable for defining, 

applying and enforcing the protections associated with their products and services. This separation 

between enabling capabilities and protection obligations will be critical to supporting both 

innovation and effective consumer outcomes. 

Capabilities that the infrastructure could enable or support 

In our view, the future ecosystem should include a combination of core infrastructure 

capabilities and PSO provided shared services that support consumer protection outcomes. The 

core infrastructure should provide foundational capabilities such as messaging, routing, 

interoperability, directories, APIs and information-exchange mechanisms. The PSO may then provide 

additional shared services, such as data-sharing, claims management, traceability and payee 

verification capabilities, where these deliver whole-of-market benefits. 

Positive progress is currently being made on establishing PSO-provided central services that 

can support participants in their efforts to tackle Fraud. This includes both the upcoming 

Enhanced Data Exchange (EDEx) and the centralisation of Claims Management Services within 

Pay.UK. The Confirmation of Payee service acts as an exemplar of a successfully, centrally delivered 

service that can assist in tackling fraud (and potentially misdirected payments) and could be further 

enhanced through verifying payee credentials and strengthening payee identification.  

We agree that there is an opportunity for the central infrastructure to support additional 

information being made available in the payments journey. This could include Transaction Risk 

Indicators, and the additional account data planned to be made available for exchange through EDEx, 

being built into the payment flow directly when appropriate. Focus should be on enabling the smooth 

and efficient data sharing so participants and third-party providers can best make use of modelling, 

detection and prevention processes and systems. This would enable more informed risk decisions 

whilst retaining responsibility for those decisions with participants. In future this could be expanded 

to include greater interoperability with datasets from connected sectors, particularly Telecoms and 

digital platforms.  

Continuing the centralisation of reimbursement requirements and claims management could 

support the development of a coordinated fraud service that can act as the foundation for fraud 
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analytics products developed by the market and create a central data repository which could connect 

to public bodies such as the Online Crime Centre. 

The most effective fraud prevention ecosystem will combine central data sharing and claims 

management services with additional technological solutions provided by the market that utilise new 

technology such as AI. 

Where protections require controls such as limits, permissions, conditional execution, intervention 

or traceability and coordination, we consider that the role of the core should be to provide enabling 

architecture such as directories and APIs that allow controls to be implemented consistently across 

the payment journeys. This may require a common set of rules and standards to ensure a level of 

consistency and predictability when a specific payment needs to be investigated. The infrastructure 

should enable these controls to be applied consistently, but responsibility for fraud prevention, risk 

decisions and customer outcomes should remain with participants. This approach could support a 

range of protection outcomes, including fraud prevention, dispute management, payment 

investigation, traceability and the effective operation of conditional or automated payment journeys. 

Scheme rules and regulatory frameworks 

In general, we consider that, in a similar manner to our discussion of dispute management set out in 

questions 7 and 8, it should be for specific schemes in the competitive product layer to define the 

protections that best reflect the attributes of the products that scheme is offering to consumers.  

This includes considering protections for failed or incorrectly executed payments, alongside the 

extent to which protections currently associated with card payments should apply to future A2A 

payment journeys.  

Where it is considered necessary for common protections to be in place across multiple payment 

journeys, these should be considered by the regulators for inclusion in their rulebooks for participants 

and/or scheme operators. 

Ultimately, effective consumer protection will depend on clear allocation of responsibilities across 

the ecosystem.  
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Annex 1: Expanded descriptions and selected international comparisons for services provided 

outside of the core (Question 8) 

Centrally delivered services 

• Data sharing primarily for fraud purposes and including claims management services. The 

more successful international examples of fraud services are typically provided centrally; 

Spain’s Iberpay has the PayGuard service which participants connect to, while Brazil’s central 

bank operates an antifraud base with mandated participation. Canada is also introducing 

four centralised services which will be mandatory for all participants. In Australia major banks 

have established the Australian Financial Crime Exchange to reduce financial crime and 

intelligence exchange. It collaborates across eight different sectors including telcos and 

digital platforms and recently expanded its data-matching capabilities with federal entities 

like the Australian Taxation Office to mitigate fiscal fraud. 

• Alias services that connect user aliases (e.g. phone number, email address, key phrase) to 

underlying account information. As with directories, alias services are typically centralised 

due to the need for full addressability. Successful examples including Bizum, Australia’s PayID 

system, and Brazil’s DICT. India’s approach differs slightly, using a federated and 

decentralised alias architecture, with customer alias storage and management by individual 

PSPs and member banks. However, address resolution happens in real time across different 

banks and apps via NPCI’s centralised switch.  

• Switching services for example the Current Account Switching Service and Bulk Payment 

Redirection Service.  Switching services left to the market in Spain or Australia have not been 

successful, with end users citing challenges with the manual effort required when switching 

bank provider. When provided centrally like in Brazil with its Pix key portability, it has enabled 

seamless portability on Brazilian banking apps.  

• Directories including for example the Extended Industry Sort Code Directory. While 

directories are crucial to enable alias services, they are relevant to a wider range of areas 

within the payment's ecosystem. We make extensive use of them across Pay.UK’s existing 

centrally provided services, from the Current Account Switching service to Confirmation of 
Payee and our APPR claims management service (RCMS). Even where services are provided in 
the market, there is a need for firms to have access to a central source of truth on other 

participants’ payments-related information to ensure information is correctly and efficiently 

relayed.  Directories are typically provided centrally, such as Bizum’s bank ID directory, 

AusPayNet’s bank state branch code directory and Brazil’s Payment System Identification 
(ISPB) directory.  

• Trust services - Trust frameworks in other markets tend to be centrally provided – Brazil's 

trust framework is strictly mandated, regulated and centrally overseen by the central bank, 

while India has a central regulatory anchor with a central switch run by NPCI, but with 

decentralised consent-based sharing via account aggregators. Canada is also following a 

similar approach with centralised federal regulatory oversight paired with a distributed, API-

driven market architecture. 

• Request to pay functionality. Pay.UK already offers a central request to pay service in the 

current infrastructure that allows businesses to issue bill payment requests, and to 
communicate with bill payers, via a secure channel. Under this system, messages are routed 
and stored through repositories operated by accredited providers within the market 
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(including participants, technology supplies or billers themselves), but the framework that 

enables these messages to turn into concrete payments once the customer has accepted that 
they will make the payment is operated centrally. 

• Dispute Management. While the handing of specific dispute cases is best handled at the 

product layer where there is a direct relationship with end-users, the core is best placed to 

provide the means by which disputes are handled by participants. This could include both 

directories and APIs that enable dispute claims to be effectively processed on a consistent 

basis across different payment journeys, and to ensure any resulting resolution payments 

flow as expected over the core infrastructure. 

• Payment referencing systems that connect payments to other data in order to increase 
understanding of payment purpose and enable improved reconciliation. The future PSO 

could provide the ability for additional data such as remittance advises and receipts to be 
attached to specific payments sent over the central infrastructure.  

• Identity management services, which mirror the attributes of both alias and directory 
services that point towards the efficiency of a central service. 

Competitively delivered services 

• Programmability services. These services are well-suited to use to differentiate and improve 

user outcomes – and are therefore less likely to be applied to all payments, or even a whole 

category of payments. This is an area where competition is likely to be effective. Agentic 

payments and programmability are typically left to the market, with banks, card schemes and 

other industry fintechs in Australia, Spain and Canada driving innovation in transaction 

initiation and execution. 

• Payment initiation services such as those currently provided by Payment Initiation Service 

Providers and Direct Debit Bureaus, which rely on a centrally provided and defined initiation 

service but connect end-users to PSPs in the market. Payment initiation services are provided 

in the market in both Spain and Australia, either adhering to PSD2 regulation for PISPs, or 

using localised payment access gateways, respectively. 

• Fraud data analytics. These services can build on centralised data-sharing capabilities, 
leveraging analytical approaches and bringing together data sets from multiple sources to 

enhance prevention and detection of fraud. While some analytic services could be provided 
centrally, for example through PSO involvement with government bodies such as the Online 

Crime Centre, there is space in the market for individual PSPs to work with market providers 
to improve detection within their own datasets. 

• Dispute management. Dispute management can be enabled centrally through the provision 

of directories and APIs, the ‘means’ by which dispute claims are handled. However, specific 
liability rules and resolution procedures are best defined and undertaken for specific 

payment journeys by schemes operating within the competitive product layer to ensure these 

are effectively tailored to specific product offerings.  
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