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The Association for Financial Markets in Europe (AFME) welcomes the opportunity to comment
on FATF’s draft guidance to Recommendation 16 (R.16) which is open for consultation. The As-
sociation for Financial Markets in Europe (AFME) is the voice of the leading banks in Europe’s
financial markets, providing expertise across a broad range of regulatory and capital markets
issues. We represent over 150 leading global and European banks and other significant market
players. Our members play a vital role in Europe’s financial ecosystem, underwriting around
90% of European corporate and sovereign debt, and 85% of European listed equity capital issu-
ances. Importantly, AFME members are market makers, providing liquidity, which is essential
for ensuring financial markets can function efficiently. We also represent law firms and other
associate members which advise market participants and support AFME'’s legal and regulatory
initiatives.

AFME is registered on the EU Transparency Register, registration number 65110063986-76.
Below we summarise our high-level response to the consultation, which is followed by answers
to the individual questions raised.

Executive summary
AFME recognises FATF's objective of strengthening payment transparency and improving the
effectiveness of AML/CFT/CPF measures across cross-border payments and value transfers.

AFME supports the Guidance's efforts to promote a risk-based, proportionate, technology-neu-
tral and outcome-focused framework, enabling consistent implementation of R.16 while recog-
nising the operational diversity of payment systems, payment market infrastructures (PMIs),
business models and emerging payment solutions. AFME also supports the continued use of
structured data and interoperable approaches that can enhance transparency, consistency and
straight-through processing across payment chains.

AFME welcomes FATF's emphasis on a risk-based approach throughout the Guidance and the
recognition that implementation approaches may need to reflect differences in payment infra-
structures, business models and levels of market maturity. AFME also supports the principle
that responsibilities should be allocated to the financial institution best placed to obtain, main-
tain or validate the relevant information.

While AFME broadly supports the objectives of the Guidance, AFME recommends targeted clari-
fications in a number of areas to reduce the risk of divergent supervisory interpretations and
unintended operational consequences.

In particular, AFME recommends that FATF:

Association for Financial Markets in Europe

London Office: Level 10, 20 Churchill Place, London E14 SHJ, United Kingdom T: +44 (0)20 3828 2700

Brussels Office: Rue de la Loi 82, 1040 Brussels, Belgium T: +32 (0)2 883 5540

Frankfurt Office: c/o SPACES — Regus, First Floor Reception, Grole Gallusstrafie 16-18, 60312, Frankfurt am Main, Germany T:+ 49
(0)69 710 456 660

www.afme.eu

Company Registration No: 6996678 Registered Office: Level 10, 20 Churchill Place, London E14 SHJ
AFME is registered on the EU Transparency Register, registration number 65110063986-76



e Preserve the optional nature of the de minimis threshold established under R.16 and
avoid creating an expectation that jurisdictions should implement such thresholds
where domestic frameworks take a different approach;

e Include additional references to reinforce the distinction between R.16 payment-trans-
parency obligations and Recommendation 10 customer due diligence obligations;

e (larify that R.16 should not create additional obligations for financial institutions to re-
trieve or obtain Legal Entity Identifiers (LEIs) beyond information already collected and
maintained through existing customer due diligence and customer information pro-
cesses;

e Recognise that some implementation requirements depend on payment market infra-
structure readiness, messaging standards, scheme rules and cross-industry data models,
and may require realistic transition arrangements;

e Further emphasise that the alignment-check measures described in the Guidance repre-
sent alternative implementation approaches rather than a hierarchy of controls, allow-
ing financial institutions to apply the approach, or combination of approaches, most ap-
propriate to their business model, risk profile and operational environment.

e Treatalignment mismatches as risk indicators rather than conclusive evidence of fraud
Or error.

e Ensure that implementation of alignment checks remains consistent with applicable
data protection frameworks, including an appropriate legal basis for the collection,
transmission, retention and onward sharing of payment information across multi-juris-
dictional payment chains.

AFME'’s response to consultation questions

1)Are the scope of R.16 and the terminology used clear enough to implement R.16?
(Chapter 3).

AFME considers that the scope and terminology in Chapter 3 are broadly clear. However, fur-

ther clarification would support consistent implementation across jurisdictions, payment mod-
els and payment-chain participants, particularly where requirements depend on infrastructure
readiness, data availability or the role performed by a specific participant in the payment chain.

Scope — Timeline implementation

AFME notes that the implementation timeline described in the Guidance appears broader than
that reflected in the Interpretive Note to R.16, which refers to implementation of most require-
ments by the end of 2030. We request FATF to clarify the relationship between these provisions
to avoid divergent interpretations. FATF could further clarify that the 2030 implementation ob-
jective should be applied in a manner that recognises jurisdiction-specific implementation path-
ways and sequencing, particularly where significant infrastructure development, industry coor-
dination or regulatory change is required.

During the transition period, supervisory and enforcement approaches should remain propor-
tionate to the implementation stage, the availability of the necessary legal and regulatory frame-
work, infrastructure readiness and demonstrated good-faith implementation efforts. Jurisdic-
tions should avoid sanctioning institutions for dependencies that cannot reasonably be resolved
before the relevant regulatory, scheme or infrastructure changes are in place.

Scope - Fraud

AFME supports further clarification of the relationship between fraud prevention and AML/CFT
objectives under R.16. While fraud is now explicitly included within the objectives of R.16, fraud
prevention and AML/CFT monitoring may be subject to different legal, governance and data
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protection considerations. AFME recommends that FATF clarify how these objectives interact in
practice and provide illustrative examples of fraud-related scenarios relevant to R.16 to support
consistent implementation across jurisdictions.

AFME also recommends that FATF clarify the distinction between fraud and misdirected
payments, and use the latter term where intent has not been established. While fraud may result
in a payment being misdirected, misdirection may also arise from non-malicious customer
error, inaccurate beneficiary information or operational issues. A clear distinction between
these concepts would help ensure that financial institutions apply proportionate controls and
do not treat every instance of misdirection as a fraud event.

Legal Entity Identifiers

FATF notes that ‘The ordering FI must include the identifier where it reasonably ascertains that
one exists, even if it has not been previously obtained by the ordering FI..." and ‘reasonably
ascertains one exists, even if it has not been previously obtained.’

AFME supports the clarification regarding the use of LEIs, BICs and other legal-person identifi-
ers, however FATF guidance should avoid creating an expectation that ‘reasonably ascertains’
means creating a requirement for institutions to proactively identify, retrieve or validate LEIs
beyond existing CDD and customer-information processes. This creates the impression that the
guidance is going beyond the mandate of the standard and the interpretive note. The timeliness
and accuracy of such identifiers should continue to be governed through established CDD and
ongoing customer-information maintenance frameworks.

LEIs are valuable identifiers that can support transparency, fraud prevention and AML/CFT con-
trols. However, LEIs generally identify legal entities rather than individual branches and, in
some cases, the same LEI may be used across branches operating in multiple jurisdictions. FATF
may therefore wish to note as an example in the guidance that in some instances LEIs should be
viewed as complementary identifiers and may not, on their own, provide sufficient granularity
in all circumstances where branch-level information is relevant.

Terminology - Value transfer definition distinguished from traditional payments

AFME notes that ‘payments or value transfers’ are defined in the FATF Standards. AFME notes
FATF's efforts to harmonise the treatment of payments and value transfers under R.16. To sup-
port consistent implementation across jurisdictions, operational scenarios and business models,
within the guidance document, FATF could consider providing additional examples illustrating
the application of the concept of ‘value transfers’ in practice.

This would help as in practice, financial institutions and payment system regulators do not al-
ways distinguish between these concepts, particularly in account funding, securities-related
transfers, wallet funding arrangements and other mechanisms involving scenarios where the
movement of value between parties may be operationally indistinguishable from a payment
transaction.

Scope - Payment transparency requirements distinct from CDD

AFME welcomes the clarification throughout the Guidance that R.16 payment transparency
obligations are distinct from customer due diligence and customer identification requirements
under FATF Recommendation 10. Despite the distinction already reflected in some sections of
the guidance, several provisions referring to accuracy checks or verification could still be
interpreted inconsistently in implementation. FATF could therefore place further emphasis in
particular sections that appear ambiguous to support consistent supervisory and industry
interpretation. This would ensure provisions are not interpreted as introducing broader
customer due diligence obligations beyond those already required under Recommendation 10.
As an example, paragraph 77 under section 4.4 which refers to ‘Accuracy checks of originator
information, and the verification of the beneficiary's identity could trigger the detection of
suspicious transactions’.
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AFME welcomes FATF's recognition that a variety of methods may be used to support
information verification. However, FATF could clarify the role of analytical, inferred or Al-
assisted techniques in this context. Financial institutions rely on the accuracy and reliability of
information transmitted through the payment chain for sanctions screening, transaction
monitoring and other financial crime controls. AFME therefore suggests clarifying that such
techniques should complement, rather than replace, information obtained from reliable sources,
to mitigate the risk of inaccurate information being transmitted through the payment chain.

2) Are the principles of payment chain definition and their application clear? Is there any
additional guidance that would support PMIs in enabling FIs compliance with the revised
R.16? (Chapter 4).

As a general overarching comment, it is important to recognise that some implementation re-
quirements depend on changes to PMIs, messaging standards, scheme rules, card-scheme sys-
tems and processes, or cross-industry data models, and that financial institutions may not be able
to implement such changes unilaterally. We request that FATF work with the national competent
authorities for allowing proportionate transition arrangements that reflect infrastructure readi-
ness, industry coordination dependencies and the need to avoid disruption to payment pro-
cessing.

Domestic payment infrastructures used for cross-border

Yes, AFME considers that the principles of payment-chain definition and their application are
broadly clear. AFME welcomes FATF's recognition that domestic payment infrastructures may
increasingly be used to process parts of cross-border payment chains.

As additional guidance, FATF could provide additional practical examples and implementation
guidance to support PMIs in ensuring that the cross-border nature of a payment remains visible
throughout processing and is not obscured when routed through domestic infrastructures.
More generally, obligations should remain clearly allocated and should not require participants
to assume responsibilities for information that they do not originate, maintain, control, or have
visibility of within the payment chain. This principle is particularly important in complex pay-
ment chains involving multiple service providers, net settlement arrangements, bulk or batch
processing models, and PMIs.

Debit and pull-payment models

AFME recommends that FATF provide additional guidance on the application of R.16 to debit
and pull payment arrangements used in wholesale clearing and custody, including CCP variation
margin collection, custodian/tri-party collateral movements and correspondent banking ar-
rangements involving direct debit mandates. In these models, the financial institution debiting
the payer’s account may not always have practical access to the payee information needed to
populate R.16 data. Responsibilities should therefore be assigned based on the role performed
in the payment chain, the scheme structure of the relevant payment method, and the entity with
practical access to the required data.

The Guidance should avoid a one-size-fits-all assumption. AFME further supports the principle
that the payer’s financial institution is always the operational starting point for R.16 data obliga-
tions in debit or pull-payment models.

3) In the development of the Guidance, emerging practices could be considered where
some PMIs offer data storage services that allow participating financial institutions (FIs)
to retain required originator and beneficiary information at the PMI. In such models, the
PMI holds the required information, and the payment message would only carry a refer-
ence to this stored payment data (i.e., token). How could such emerging practices allow
FIs to meet their AML/CFT/CPF requirements in particular with regards to accompanying
required R.16 information, TFS screening, transaction monitoring, alignment checks, and
suspicious transaction reporting? (Chapter 4).
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AFME believes that PMI data-storage or token-reference models may support compliance with
Recommendation 16 when enabling participating Fls to have timely, reliable access to accurate
beneficiary details, including the beneficiary financial institutions and underlying account rela-
tionship (s). This can promote greater transparency and improve the effectiveness of sanctions
screening, transaction monitoring, investigations, suspicious transaction reporting, and align-
ment-check processes by reducing reliance on data provided by the originator and beneficiary
information. Such models may improve payment transparency by creating a consistent source
of beneficiary information across participating institutions, while reducing the need for each
payment message to carry all underlying data elements where these are securely retained and
accessible through the PMI. However, the Guidance should avoid assuming that tokenisation
alone is sufficient; the compliance outcome depends on the availability, quality, usability and ac-
cessibility of the underlying data.

AFME recommends that FATF clarify the conditions under which financial institutions may rely
on PMI-held data, including clear secure and timely access rights, data quality standards, opera-
tional resilience, auditability, governance arrangements, liability allocation and the ability to re-
trieve the underlying information promptly for screening, monitoring, investigations, suspicious
transaction reporting and competent-authority requests.

The Guidance should also recognise that the effectiveness of PMI token or data-storage models
may depend on common industry standards for data fields, reference formats, access protocols,
privacy and data-retention arrangements. A consistent approach would help avoid fragmenta-
tion and ensure that token-reference models support, rather than weaken, end-to-end payment
transparency.

4) Is the guidance clear on information requirements regarding cross-border payments
or value transfers; and origin of funds, including when the origin of funds requirements
apply and what information needs to be shared when it does? (Chapter 5).

De minimis thresholds

AFME notes a level of inconsistency between the interpretative note to R.16 and the draft
guidance which creates a lack of clarity. R16 and its interpretative note (INR16) set up a de
minimis threshold under which it is not required to transmit some payment information. The
implementation of such a threshold is clearly left to the discretion of jurisdictions noting
paragraphs 8 and 10 of INR16 states ‘Countries may also adopt a de minimis threshold’.

The accompanying Guidance appears to go beyond this in paragraph 176. AFME therefore
encourages FATF to avoid creating the impression that implementation of a de minimis
threshold is expected, where the Standard intentionally leaves this decision to national
discretion.

Targeted financial sanctions constitute one of the objectives of R.16 as recognised in paragraph
16(c) of the Guidance. From a sanctions perspective, jurisdictions considering the introduction
of a de minimis threshold should take into account that targeted financial sanctions apply
irrespective of the amount of a payment or value transfer. Where key payment information is
not required to accompany lower-value transactions, this may reduce the information available
to support sanctions screening and the identification of designated persons or entities. AFME
therefore supports preserving the flexibility provided by INR.16 for jurisdictions to determine
whether and how de minimis thresholds are applied, taking into account their own
AML/CFT/CPF, sanctions, financial inclusion and broader financial crime risk considerations.

Alternative information
AFME recognises the financial inclusion objectives underpinning the use of alternative infor-
mation and fallback options where standard payment transparency information is unavailable.

FATF should clarify that alternative information should, to the greatest extent possible, pre-
serve the ability of financial institutions to perform sanctions screening, transaction monitoring,
fraud detection and alignment checks. Alternative data elements should only be used where
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there is no choice and should remain sufficiently standardised, structured and interoperable to
support effective downstream controls. Financial institutions should remain permitted to re-
quest the relevant standard data where they consider that the alternative information provided
is insufficient or unsuitable for the performance of those controls. This would avoid creating un-
necessary operational complexity or reducing the effectiveness of payment transparency
measures.

Name truncation

AFME supports FATF's objective of ensuring that information accompanying a payment is
sufficiently detailed to identify the originator and beneficiary throughout the payment chain.
AFME welcomes the alignment of R.16 with Regulation (EU) 2023/1113 regarding the
requirement to transmit the debtor’s and creditor’s full name. At the same time, the Guidance
recognises that technical constraints may arise in very limited circumstances, including name
truncation in legacy infrastructure environments. AFME recommends that FATF clarify that any
truncation or abbreviation should not materially impair the ability of downstream financial
institutions to identify the relevant customer or perform effective sanctions screening,
transaction monitoring, pre-alignment checks and payment-transparency controls.

5) For cross-border payments or value transfers above de minimis threshold, R.16 re-
quires ordering financial institutions to verify originator’s information for accuracy. How
feasible is it to verify the originator’s address using reliable and independent sources? By
what means do you verify the originator’s address for accuracy? (Chapter 5)

Interplay between CDD and payment verification

In line with AFME’s response to consultation question 1 regarding the distinction between due
diligence obligations, in practice to verify the originator’s address, financial institutions
generally rely on information obtained and verified during customer onboarding and ongoing
customer due diligence processes, using risk-based methods and reliable independent sources
in accordance with applicable legal and regulatory requirements, rather than conducting a
separate verification exercise for each payment transaction.

Consistent with footnote 49, FATF may also wish to emphasise that the Guidance does not pre-
scribe a specific verification methodology. Different verification mechanisms may be appropri-
ate depending on a range of factors including the product, business model, customer relation-
ship, payment model and risk context.

6) Does the Guidance provide sufficient examples to support implementation in lower-
capacity contexts? (Chapter 5).

Although there are notable practical limitations of address verification in some jurisdictions,
AFME considers that the examples within the guidance are sufficient to support implementation
in lower capacity contexts. In particular, the Guidance appropriately recognises that
standardised address information and traditional verification methods may not be available in
all jurisdictions and provides useful flexibility regarding alternative information and verification
approaches. AFME has no further comments in relation to this question.

7) Regarding virtual account numbers, the Guidance presents a non-exhaustive list of
measures to ensure compliance with the requirement set out in INR.16, paragraph 7, par-
ticularly that FIs should ensure that account numbers should not be used to disguise the
identification of the country where the FI that services the account resides. To what ex-
tent are these measures sufficiently clear and actionable? What other measures have you
identified to meet this requirement? (Chapter 5).

AFME considers that the measures set out in the Guidance are generally clear and actionable.

AFME welcomes the measures proposed regarding virtual account numbers. To support
consistent implementation, AFME recommend that FATF clarify that responsibility for ensuring
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that account numbers are not used to disguise the country of the servicing financial institution
should rest with the financial institution operating or controlling the underlying master-account
structure, as that institution is best placed to possess and maintain the relevant information.

In many cases, other participants in the payment chain may not have visibility that a virtual
account structure is being used and therefore may not be able to identify or address any
resulting transparency risks.

AFME notes that some jurisdictions are already developing specific mechanisms to improve
transparency in virtual-account structures, including centralised repositories.

AFME recommends that the Guidance continue to emphasise that Virtual Account Number ar-
rangements should not be used in a manner that obscures the cross-border nature of an under-
lying banking relationship or causes a transaction to appear domestic where the relevant servic-
ing arrangement is cross-border. While legitimate treasury, liquidity management and reconcili-
ation structures should remain fully supported, the key objective should remain that the ac-
count-servicing financial institution and the applicable jurisdiction can be reliably identified by
the relevant participants and competent authorities.

8) Are the explanations of the roles of key participants, including card issuers, acquirers,
payment facilitators, sponsored issuers, and card networks appropriate in light of the
technical nature of card payments? (Chapter 6).

AFME does not have any specific comments to provide in response to this question.

9) In distinguishing between card transactions for the purchase of goods or services and
other card-funded payments (e.g., a person-to-person transfer, including card top-ups),
are the conditions set out in paragraph 190 clear to identify person-to-person transfers?
(Chapter 6).

AFME does not have any specific comments to provide in response to this question.

10)Chapter 7 (Section 7.3 Information requirements for cash withdrawals) explains what
types of transactions fall within the scope of ‘cash withdrawals’. It covers all types of
transactions in which a cardholder accesses cash using a payment card, including cash
withdrawals via ATM and cash-back transactions at a merchant. Are there any specific
considerations that should be given when the requirements for cash withdrawals apply
to cash withdrawals via ATM and cash-back transactions at a merchant? (Chapter 7).

AFME does not have any specific comments to provide in response to this question.

11)Does Chapter 8 provide sufficient clarity on how R.16 applies to different payment
methods? (Chapter 8).

AFME considers that Chapter 8 largely provides sufficient clarity and supports FATF’'s payment-
method-neutral approach and welcomes the Guidance’s discussion of instant payments, digital
wallets, mobile money and proxy identifiers. Considering that payment methods evolve quickly,
the Guidance should continue to remain focused on equivalent transparency outcomes rather
than prescribing payment-rail-specific implementation approaches.

Additional clarity would be helpful regarding the application of R.16 in instant-payment envi-
ronments, including the treatment of proxy identifiers, the resolution of required information
and the balance between effective controls and payment friction.

The Guidance should avoid implying that R.16 requires a specific real-time screening, pre-vali-
dation or operational model where this is not otherwise prescribed by local law, regulation or
scheme rules.
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Effective Travel Rule compliance depends on the ability of ordering and beneficiary virtual asset
service providers (VASPs) to identify, authenticate and securely exchange the required infor-
mation. In practice, the use of fragmented or non-interoperable Travel Rule solutions may pre-
vent VASPs from transmitting or receiving the required information, performing pre-validation
checks, or confirming successful delivery of Travel Rule data. This may undermine the payment-
transparency objectives of the Travel Rule, despite reasonable compliance efforts by the parties
involved. AFME therefore encourages FATF to recognise interoperability as a key component of
effective Travel Rule implementation and to promote interoperability between Travel Rule solu-
tions in a technologically neutral manner. FATF should also clarify the responsibilities of an or-
dering VASP where a beneficiary VASP is not reachable through its Travel Rule solution and
whether a transfer may proceed where the required information cannot be transmitted prior to
execution due to interoperability constraints.

AFME notes that, unlike many traditional payment arrangements, a beneficiary VASP may have
no technical ability to prevent a third party from initiating an on-chain transfer to a published or
previously allocated wallet address. By the time the transaction is detected, it may already have
been confirmed on the blockchain and cannot ordinarily be suspended or rejected at protocol
level.

Additional clarification would therefore be helpful regarding the responsibilities of a beneficiary
VASP where crypto-assets are received without the required Travel Rule information, particu-
larly where no originating VASP can be identified. FATF should clarify the reasonable steps ex-
pected of a beneficiary VASP to obtain the missing information, the measures that should apply
while information is outstanding, and the factors that should be considered when determining
whether assets may be credited, restricted, returned or otherwise handled. Any guidance should
recognise the technical limitations of blockchain-based transfers and support a proportionate,
risk-based approach.

12)Is there any additional guidance that would address potential challenges in
implementing R.16 with respect to data protection and privacy? (Chapter 9).

AFME welcomes the data protection considerations included in Chapter 9. Certain measures
discussed in the Guidance, including holistic ongoing monitoring frameworks, profiling
techniques and Al-assisted controls, may be subject to Data Protection Impact Assessments
(DPIAs) and related governance requirements under applicable data protection frameworks. To
support consistent implementation, AFME recommends that FATF clarify that implementation
of R.16 should remain consistent with applicable data protection frameworks, including the
legal bases available for collecting, transmitting, retaining and sharing personal data for
AML/CFT, sanctions and payment-transparency purposes.

AFME notes that paragraph 240 appears to frame relevant processing activities primarily by
reference to public-interest objectives. While AML/CFT objectives serve an important public in-
terest, obliged entities typically process personal data pursuant to applicable legal obligations
under national or regional AML/CFT frameworks. FATF could therefore clarify that implemen-
tation of R.16 should remain consistent with the legal bases available under applicable data pro-
tection frameworks, including processing required to comply with AML/CFT legal obligations.

AFME supports the data minimisation principle reflected in Chapter 9. To support consistent
implementation, FATF could further clarify the categories of personal data that are necessary to
achieve R.16 objectives and confirm that financial institutions should not be expected to collect
or process additional personal data beyond what is necessary for AML/CFT, sanctions and
related payment transparency purposes.

We request FATF provide additional clarity regarding responsibility for transparency and

information obligations where personal data is exchanged among multiple financial institutions,
PMIs and other payment-chain participants. In particular, the Guidance could clarify the
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application of indirect collection exemptions where information is obtained from another
payment-chain participant rather than directly from the data subject.

AFME also recommends that FATF acknowledges the cross-border data-sharing challenges that
may arise where R.16 information is transmitted through multi-jurisdictional payment chains

13)Are the three options for alignment check measures explained clearly enough for im-
plementation? Are there any good practices that could be included in the Guidance as
practical examples? Does the Guidance provide sufficient support for the proportionate
implementation of alignment checks in jurisdictions where these may still be develop-
ing? (Chapter 10).

AFME welcomes FATF's decision to provide multiple alignment-check options and generally
considers the available approaches to be sufficiently clear for implementation. However, certain
passages, including references to post-validation checks as a ‘fallback’ measure and examples
describing pre-validation as the primary approach where available, may be interpreted as im-
plying a preference for particular implementation models. Given the diversity of payment sys-
tems, business models and fraud risks, it is important that the Guidance continues to support a
risk-based, proportionate and outcome-focused approach.

AFME notes that the proposed alignment check framework may require further adaptation to
reflect the specific characteristics of virtual asset transfer. Unlike traditional payment arrange-
ments, an on-chain transaction typically contains a wallet address but not the beneficiary’s veri-
fied identity. A wallet address is a technical identifier and does not itself evidence the identity of
the person controlling it particularly where wallets are pooled, rotated or managed through om-
nibus arrangements.

AFME recommends that the guidance confirm that a VASP-to-VASP alignment check is intended
to verify that:
o The destination wallet address is controlled or serviced by the beneficiary VASP
e The address is associated with the intended beneficiary
e The beneficiary information transmitted is sufficiently consistent with the beneficiary
VASP’s own records
e The beneficiary VASP can receive the required Travel Rule information through an ap-
propriate secure channel

AFME would encourage FATF to clarify that the three options are not intended to establish a
hierarchy between pre-validation, post-validation and ongoing monitoring and that financial
institutions may select the approach, or combination of approaches, most appropriate to their
business model, risk profile and operational environment. Virtual asset transfers warrant a dif-
ferent emphasis, and the instantaneous and irreversible settlement is a risk factor that often
makes pre-validation the more effective choice for virtual assets on a risk-based approach.
FATF could also provide further practical examples illustrating how the different approaches
may be applied across a range of payment types, legal frameworks and levels of market ma-
turity, including where broader fraud prevention programmes, customer education and preven-
tive, detective and responsive controls may achieve equivalent outcomes. AFME recommends
that FATF clarify that alignment checks do not alter the fundamental principle that the origina-
tor (debtor) remains responsible, first and foremost, for providing accurate beneficiary (credi-
tor) details and authorizing the payment. Alignment checks should be viewed as an additional
fraud mitigation tool rather than a substitute for the originator's responsibility and should not
be viewed as transferring responsibility for payment initiation accuracy from the originator to
the creditor agent.

The Guidance should avoid introducing unnecessary friction into cross-border payment pro-
cesses, particularly where payment participants operate across multiple jurisdictions and infra-
structures.
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AFME recommends that FATF clarify alignment-check obligations should not be interpreted as
requiring beneficiary financial institutions to perform mandatory real-time or pre-credit
name/account matching in all cases. In some jurisdictions and payment systems, including high-
volume payment systems and systems subject to settlement-finality rules, payments may be
processed based on account identifiers and governed by legal or scheme frameworks that do
not contemplate beneficiary-name matching as a condition for acceptance or crediting.

Holistic ongoing monitoring should remain a risk-based monitoring framework that may in-
clude real-time, near-real-time, or post-event controls depending on the payment rail, legal
framework, customer risk, corridor risk, and operational feasibility.

Where a mismatch or potential misalignment is identified, the result should be treated as a risk
indicator rather than a conclusive determination of fraud or error. Follow-up actions should be
proportionate and consistent with local law, scheme rules, payment finality requirements, and
the financial institution’s broader fraud, AML/CFT, and misdirected-payment controls.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss any point made in this paper with FATF col-
leagues if helpful and we look forward to supporting you in your work.
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