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GBBC Comments to the Wholesale Digital 
Markets Champion’s first report 

Global Blockchain Business Council (GBBC) welcomes the publication of the Wholesale Digital 
Markets Champion’s first report. Its emphasis on secondary markets, collateral, settlement money and 
interoperability reflects the point at which the UK now finds itself: individual pilots have established 
technical feasibility, but they have not yet produced liquid and repeatable markets in which tokenised 
assets can be traded, financed and used across the transaction lifecycle. 

This is closely aligned with the direction set out in GBBC’s A Vision for the UK in the Global 
Digital-Asset Economy. We have argued that digital assets should be approached as an evolution of 
financial-market infrastructure, rather than as a standalone category of technology risk. The relevant 
test is whether new infrastructure improves safety, capital efficiency and market access against 
existing arrangements, and whether firms can use it on an investable basis. 

This response focuses on the conditions required to translate the report’s use cases into durable market 
activity. We recommend that the next phase: 

●​ treats issuance, secondary liquidity, financing, collateral, settlement and default management 
as one connected market lifecycle; 

●​ gives firms a credible route from controlled experimentation to permanent, scalable operation; 
●​ supports different forms of regulated settlement money without prematurely selecting a single 

model; 
●​ defines open interoperability as a legal, operational and commercial outcome, not only a 

technical connection; 
●​ develops a proportionate route for regulated activity on public and hybrid networks; and 
●​ uses the transparency and programmability of digital infrastructure to strengthen 

financial-crime controls, market integrity and operational resilience. 

Making tokenised markets investable, not merely issuable 

The report is right to place secondary markets, collateral and the buy-side at the centre of its analysis. 
A tokenised security that can be issued but cannot be readily valued, custodied, traded, financed or 
transferred across relevant infrastructure is not yet a viable wholesale-market instrument. The same is 
true where the legal claim is sound, but operational processes require participants to maintain a 
parallel manual or legacy record for the instrument to be accepted within existing controls. 
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Market usability, rather than transaction volume alone, should determine whether a use case is ready 
to scale. The instrument must preserve the legal and economic characteristics on which investors rely 
and deliver a measurable improvement in the underlying process. 

We recommend that live use cases establish whether: 

●​ the token represents the same enforceable rights, priorities and economic claim as the 
equivalent conventional instrument, including income, corporate actions and voting or 
consent rights where relevant; 

●​ the instrument can be held under institutional custody arrangements, reflected in books and 
records, valued and audited, and accommodated within portfolio, risk and fund-accounting 
systems; 

●​ investment mandates, eligibility rules and internal risk frameworks can recognise the 
instrument without bespoke treatment solely because the record is maintained on DLT; 

●​ market makers and financing providers can quote, hedge and fund positions on economically 
workable terms; 

●​ the asset can move between issuance, trading, custody, collateral and settlement environments 
without losing its identity, legal continuity or transaction history; and 

●​ the model reduces total lifecycle cost or risk after accounting for liquidity fragmentation, 
prefunding, new control functions and the temporary cost of running legacy and digital 
processes in parallel. 

Efficiency claims should be tested across the complete transaction chain. Atomic settlement may 
reduce principal exposure, but it can also reduce opportunities for netting and increase intraday 
liquidity or prefunding requirements. Markets need configurable settlement that reduces risk and 
capital lock-up for the relevant use case; the shortest technically possible settlement time will not 
always produce the best economic outcome. 

For DIGIT and subsequent digital fixed-income issuance, repeatability will be as important as the first 
issuance. GBBC recommends that the model is designed to support further issues with standardised 
data, fungible or clearly interoperable holdings, market-making, secondary transfers and repo 
eligibility. A flagship sovereign instrument can provide a common reference asset, but its wider value 
will depend on whether it creates reusable market rails for private-sector securities rather than a 
bespoke public-sector pathway. 

The repo use case: a full-lifecycle market and regulatory 
proof 

GBBC supports the selection of an end-to-end repo transaction as the principal use case. Repo is 
particularly valuable because it joins together the elements that isolated tokenisation projects often 
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leave unresolved: the legal status and custody of the security, the cash leg, collateral eligibility and 
valuation, settlement finality, lifecycle events, default management and prudential treatment. 

Placing both legs on a ledger is not sufficient. The trial needs to show that a tokenised repo can 
operate in business-as-usual conditions and through the types of disruption and default that a regulated 
wholesale market must manage. 

We recommend that the repo use case covers: 

●​ Assets: at least one public-sector instrument, such as DIGIT, subject to availability, and one 
privately issued tokenised security. Eligibility should turn on the legal and risk characteristics 
of the asset, not its tokenised form alone. 

●​ Trade formation and documentation: alignment between the legal agreement and 
executable code, including which terms are authoritative, how amendments are made, and 
how discrepancies between code and contract are resolved. 

●​ Settlement: delivery-versus-payment, the precise legal moment of transfer and finality, 
failed-settlement handling and the consequences of a ledger reorganisation, network 
interruption or erroneous transaction. 

●​ Collateral management: eligibility, valuation, haircuts, margin calls, substitution, 
concentration limits, income and manufactured payments, and the ability to reuse collateral 
where legally permitted. 

●​ Custody and control: the relationship between private-key control, the legal entitlement to 
the asset, client-asset protections, delegation or sub-custody, and recovery following key 
compromise or loss. 

●​ Default and close-out: enforcement of collateral, close-out netting, insolvency treatment and 
the practical ability to realise or transfer assets during market stress. 

●​ Regulatory obligations: transaction reporting, books and records, sanctions and AML 
controls, market-abuse surveillance, prudential recognition and audit evidence. 

●​ Network and settlement models: a permissioned deployment and, where regulatory 
outcomes can be met, a public or hybrid network deployment; and central-bank money 
alongside at least one regulated commercial-money option. 

●​ Cross-border operation: an overseas participant or infrastructure component, so that 
conflict-of-laws, recognition, custody, reporting and settlement-money issues are tested in the 
transaction rather than deferred to a later study. 

The spring 2027 timetable precedes the Bank of England’s targeted 2028 launch of a live RTGS 
Synchronisation service. That should not delay the repo use case. We recommend testing available 
settlement arrangements while designing the interfaces and legal assumptions so that 
central-bank-money synchronisation can be incorporated without rebuilding the transaction model. 
This would also help distinguish requirements that are intrinsic to the repo from those that arise from 
an interim cash solution. 

4 

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/payment-and-settlement/payments-innovation/wholesale-experiments-programme
https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/payment-and-settlement/payments-innovation/wholesale-experiments-programme


 

The trial should compare more than technical settlement speed. Relevant measures include gross and 
net liquidity needs, collateral locked during settlement, settlement failures, reconciliation and manual 
intervention, ability to substitute collateral, recovery time and the enforceability of positions following 
default. It should also compare atomic settlement with scheduled or conditional settlement models that 
preserve netting where netting remains economically valuable. 

We recommend that HM Treasury and the Authorities conclude the trial with a written regulatory 
disposition. It should record which features are already accommodated by existing law and regulation; 
where interpretation, guidance or standard documentation is sufficient; where a permanent permission 
or rule change is needed; and what evidence can be relied upon for subsequent fixed-income, 
derivatives and collateral use cases. That would make repo a pathway to market scale rather than an 
isolated demonstration. 

A credible glidepath from the DSS to permanent operation 

The Digital Securities Sandbox (DSS) will attract sustained investment only if firms can see how a 
successful model moves into permanent operation. They need to know that the tested legal structure 
and operating model can continue as volumes, asset classes and international participation grow, 
without materially equivalent assessments being repeated at each regulatory gateway. 

The steady-state framework needs to regulate functions and risks while remaining open to different 
infrastructure models. Tokenised markets can reorganise the boundaries between issuance, 
recordkeeping, custody, trading and settlement. The permanent regime should preserve the regulatory 
outcomes associated with those functions without assuming that every digital model must replicate the 
institutional architecture of a conventional CSD or securities chain. 

We recommend a published route covering: 

●​ how evidence generated in the DSS will be used in later authorisation, recognition or 
designation decisions; 

●​ the conditions under which a participant can continue operating as volumes or asset classes 
expand, including proportionate transitional arrangements where steady-state rules are still 
being completed; 

●​ how the future CSD framework will accommodate functions performed through DLT, 
including models in which recordkeeping, settlement and custody are combined or distributed 
differently; 

●​ the application of settlement-finality, custody and client-asset, prudential, reporting and 
resolution requirements to each model; 

●​ the treatment of international participants, UK branches and cross-border group infrastructure; 
and 
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●​ how a tokenised instrument or infrastructure moves from sandbox-specific modifications to 
ordinary market recognition without a cliff edge for existing positions. 

Technology neutrality should mean equivalent outcomes for equivalent risks. It should not mean 
applying a second, digital-specific layer of requirements where existing rules already address the 
relevant credit, market, liquidity, conduct or operational risk. Conversely, a targeted control is justified 
where DLT creates a residual risk that is materially different—for example, probabilistic finality, 
reliance on a bridge, decentralised network governance or irreversible key loss. This residual-risk 
approach would make proportionality more concrete and give both firms and supervisors a consistent 
basis for assessing new models. 

Prudential treatment is central to investability. A tokenised version of an otherwise eligible asset 
should not receive adverse treatment solely because of its technical form; assessment should turn on 
the enforceability of the claim, liquidity, settlement, custody, operational dependencies and other 
relevant risks. The same principle should inform eligibility as collateral at CCPs and, where 
appropriate, under the Sterling Monetary Framework. Equivalence should be demonstrated rather than 
presumed, but tokenisation should not itself be a disqualifying characteristic. 

GBBC’s Vision identifies predictable authorisation and reliable access to banking and payment 
infrastructure as competitiveness issues. Those considerations are equally relevant to wholesale 
tokenisation. A technically viable model is not investable if the firm cannot identify the permissions it 
will need at scale or access the settlement and banking services required to operate it. We recommend 
that the FCA and the Bank of England indicate, at the start of a live test, the likely permanent 
regulatory route and any aspects of the model that would prevent progression under current rules. 

Settlement money and the transition towards selected 24/7 
markets 

We support the report’s multi-money approach. Central-bank money will continue to anchor 
settlement in systemically important markets, but tokenised deposits and regulated stablecoins can 
provide valuable settlement options where their risk, operating model and availability are appropriate 
to the transaction. The objective should be safe convertibility and interoperability among forms of 
money, rather than a requirement that every use case adopt one settlement asset. 

We recommend that each settlement-money model is assessed against a common set of outcomes: 

●​ certainty as to the legal nature of the holder’s claim and the point at which payment is 
discharged; 

●​ redemption or conversion at par, including the time, fees and conditions attached to 
conversion; 
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●​ liquidity and operational availability during the hours in which the associated asset market is 
open; 

●​ insolvency treatment, safeguarding or reserve arrangements, and exposure to the issuer or 
settlement bank; 

●​ the ability to support conditional delivery-versus-payment and, for cross-border transactions, 
payment-versus-payment; 

●​ interoperability with existing treasury, collateral and liquidity-management processes; and 
●​ credible arrangements for disruption, suspension, resolution or migration to an alternative 

settlement asset. 

This is particularly important for selected markets operating on a near-continuous or 24/7 basis. An 
asset ledger may operate continuously while central-bank settlement, commercial-bank liquidity, 
valuations, margin processes, custodians and market-support functions do not. A 24/7 market 
therefore requires defined liquidity arrangements outside conventional hours, authoritative prices, 
appropriate staffing and automated controls, clear maintenance windows, and a way to manage events 
that occur when connected infrastructures are unavailable. 

GBBC recommends moving towards continuous operation only in segments where there is user 
demand and the complete transaction chain can support it safely. This reflects the principle in our 
Vision that atomic or near-instant settlement should be deployed where it measurably reduces 
systemic risk and capital lock-up. 

The hand-off between the non-systemic and systemic stablecoin regimes needs explicit continuity 
rules. A settlement asset that becomes important to wholesale markets must be able to enter the 
appropriate supervisory framework without disrupting outstanding transactions or fragmenting 
liquidity. We recommend that the FCA and the Bank of England confirm the relevant triggers, the 
treatment of existing tokens and contracts, and the operational and liquidity arrangements that will 
apply during transition. 

Legal certainty must cover stress, insolvency and cross-border 
use 

English law’s existing flexibility is an asset, but regulated institutions need transaction-specific 
conclusions before committing balance sheet and client assets. General “myth-busting” will not 
resolve the questions that determine ownership, finality, collateral enforcement or loss allocation. 

GBBC recommends focused legal and regulatory treatment of the points at which uncertainty changes 
the economics or enforceability of a transaction: 
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●​ the relationship between the token, the underlying legal claim and the authoritative ownership 
record; 

●​ the point at which a transfer becomes irrevocable for contractual, ledger and 
statutory-settlement-finality purposes; 

●​ application of settlement-finality protections to relevant DLT-based systems and transactions 
outside the DSS; 

●​ enforceability of security interests, title-transfer collateral and close-out netting where 
tokenised assets are involved; 

●​ the legal meaning of control for custody, including omnibus and segregated arrangements, 
sub-custody, key delegation and recovery; 

●​ treatment of assets and records on the insolvency of an issuer, custodian, network operator, 
bridge or other critical service provider; 

●​ governing law and conflict-of-laws analysis where a ledger, validator set, issuer, custodian 
and investor are located in different jurisdictions; and 

●​ the relationship between legal prose and code, including errors, oracle failure, emergency 
intervention, upgrades and dispute resolution. 

These questions should be answered by reference to realistic transaction patterns, including the repo 
use case. General statements of legal compatibility are less useful than conclusions that can be applied 
by legal, risk, audit and compliance functions to a live product. 

Technology-neutral tax treatment should be made operational through worked scenarios. Relevant 
cases include tokenisation and de-tokenisation of the same legal claim; migration between ledgers or 
custodians; posting, substitution and reuse of tokenised collateral; temporary title transfer under repo; 
automated distributions and corporate actions; and cross-border transactions that may give rise to 
overlapping reporting obligations. 

HM Revenue & Customs should confirm where existing treatment carries across and identify any case 
in which the use of DLT changes the tax or reporting outcome. A change in recordkeeping technology 
should not itself create an additional charge or obligation where the legal and economic transaction is 
unchanged. 

Open interoperability: preserving choice, liquidity and legal 
continuity 

GBBC strongly supports the report’s focus on interoperability. In our view, “open” interoperability 
does not require unrestricted participation, a single ledger or a single technical protocol. It means that 
participants can connect, assets and data can move, and providers can be changed without bespoke 
bilateral reconstruction or dependence on one proprietary ecosystem, subject to proportionate access 
and risk controls. 
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An interoperable market therefore needs consistency across several layers: 

●​ Legal: the rights represented by an asset and the effect of a transfer remain intelligible and 
enforceable as the asset moves between environments. 

●​ Identity and compliance: credentials and compliance status can be relied upon across 
relevant institutions, with clear responsibility for verification, refresh and revocation. 

●​ Asset and reference data: the same instrument retains a canonical identity, terms and 
lifecycle history across ledgers and legacy systems. 

●​ Messaging and lifecycle events: trade, settlement, collateral and corporate-action 
instructions have consistent meaning, including through existing standards and the Common 
Domain Model where appropriate. 

●​ Technical connectivity: APIs, network interfaces and orchestration services allow controlled 
interaction without requiring all participants to adopt the same technology. 

●​ Cash and securities settlement: different asset and money ledgers can achieve conditional 
and legally final settlement. 

●​ Operational resilience: failures can be detected, contained and recovered from across the full 
transaction path. 

UK specifications should reuse internationally adopted identifiers, messaging and data models 
wherever they meet the required outcome. A UK-specific standard should be introduced only where a 
material gap has been identified; otherwise it creates another translation layer for cross-border 
participants. 

Fungibility requires particular attention. Where the same legal security can exist on more than one 
ledger, the market needs an authoritative method of maintaining supply integrity, preventing duplicate 
claims and recording moves between representations. Lock, mint, burn, escrow or registrar processes 
may achieve this in different models, but their legal effect, governance and failure handling must be 
clear. A common identifier without a reliable mechanism for preserving the integrity of the issue is 
not sufficient. 

Bridges and orchestration layers can facilitate transition, but they create their own operational, cyber, 
governance and concentration risks. We recommend clear responsibility for transaction completion, 
error correction, asset recovery and losses where an interoperability provider fails. Portability and exit 
arrangements should form part of the design so that an infrastructure provider does not become 
irreplaceable simply because it is the only route between otherwise open networks. 

For cross-border activity, technical connectivity should be paired with regulatory and private-law 
compatibility. A meaningful test should establish whether an overseas participant can hold and 
transfer the asset, whether custody and collateral rights are recognised, when settlement is final in 
each jurisdiction, which reporting and financial-crime obligations apply, and how the cash or FX leg 
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is completed. This would turn international interoperability from a standards objective into a usable 
market route. 

Permissionless and hybrid networks: regulate the activity and 
points of control 

The report recognises that permissioned institutional controls can be combined with public 
infrastructure. GBBC recommends developing the supervisory approach during the current phase of 
work. Infrastructure and liquidity choices made now may be difficult to reverse once network effects 
develop. 

The starting point should be control and regulated function, not a binary classification of the 
underlying ledger. A regulated issuer, custodian, venue or intermediary remains responsible for the 
activity it controls when it uses a public network. A genuinely decentralised protocol without 
custodial control or an identifiable intermediary should not, however, be captured by requirements 
designed for custodial intermediaries solely because the software is accessible in the UK. 

For institutional use of public or hybrid networks, we recommend that supervisory expectations 
address: 

●​ consensus and transaction-finality characteristics, including reorganisation and fork risk; 
●​ governance, validator or sequencer concentration, network upgrades and emergency 

intervention; 
●​ smart-contract assurance, change control, oracle and data dependencies; 
●​ key management, custody and transaction-authorisation controls; 
●​ congestion, fee volatility, transaction ordering and other conditions that can affect execution 

or market integrity; 
●​ confidentiality and selective disclosure for regulated participants; 
●​ sanctions, AML and market-abuse controls, including the use of blockchain analytics; and 
●​ recovery, migration and continuity where the public network or an institutional overlay is 

disrupted. 

Supervisors should identify where responsibility sits, what risk remains after controls are applied and 
whether that residual risk is compatible with the regulated activity. Permissioned layers, allow-listed 
smart contracts, regulated custody and verified credentials can address risks at institutional 
touchpoints while retaining the resilience, transparency and broader service ecosystem of a public 
network. 

On-chain activity can also provide persistent and near-real-time transaction data. When combined 
with appropriate identity resolution, privacy controls and cross-venue information, blockchain 
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analytics can strengthen sanctions screening, transaction monitoring and market-abuse detection. The 
framework should make use of that capability rather than simply recreating analogue controls on new 
infrastructure. 

Digital identity and financial-crime compliance: reusable 
trust with clear liability 

GBBC supports interoperable digital credentials and the report’s aim of avoiding repeated identity 
checks at every infrastructure layer. Reuse can reduce duplication and improve data quality, but only 
if a relying institution knows what the credential proves, how current it is and who is responsible 
when it is inaccurate. 

We recommend that a wholesale digital-identity framework defines: 

●​ assurance levels for different participants and activities; 
●​ the responsibilities of the credential issuer, the subject and the relying institution; 
●​ refresh, expiry and revocation processes, including how a change in sanctions or risk status is 

propagated; 
●​ audit and evidence requirements for supervisors and law-enforcement access; 
●​ privacy, data-minimisation and selective-disclosure safeguards; 
●​ cross-border recognition and the treatment of credentials issued under different national 

schemes; and 
●​ contingency arrangements if a credential service becomes unavailable or compromised. 

Compliance data should not automatically be written in identifiable form to an immutable ledger. In 
many cases, an attestation or reference to protected off-chain information will better balance 
auditability, confidentiality and data-protection requirements. The relevant status must nevertheless 
remain synchronised with the asset or transaction so that a stale credential does not continue to 
authorise activity. 

Any safe harbour for reliance on a credential or shared compliance standard should be precise and 
conditional. It should identify the due diligence that may be relied upon, the standard that the provider 
must meet, the continuing obligations of the relying institution and the allocation of liability. A broad 
safe harbour without these elements could displace rather than reduce financial-crime risk. 

Buy-side adoption and tokenised funds 

The report rightly recognises that buy-side adoption will determine whether tokenised assets become a 
market rather than a supply of new instruments. Buy-side firms need a credible investment and 
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operating proposition, not a technology proposition. This means that the asset must fit within mandate 
eligibility, custody, valuation, liquidity, risk, collateral and reporting arrangements and must offer 
economics that justify transition costs. 

For tokenised funds, we recommend distinguishing clearly between tokenising the unit register or 
distribution channel and tokenising the underlying portfolio and lifecycle. Each may generate value, 
but they solve different problems and carry different dependencies. 

Fund use cases should demonstrate: 

●​ subscription, issuance, transfer, redemption and cancellation of units, including the 
authoritative register and supply controls; 

●​ valuation, NAV production, dealing cut-offs, liquidity management and error correction; 
●​ custody of both fund units and underlying assets, including client-money and settlement 

arrangements; 
●​ distribution through existing and digital channels, with consistent eligibility, disclosures and 

transfer restrictions; 
●​ corporate actions, income, voting and investor communications; 
●​ integration with fund accounting, portfolio management, audit and regulatory reporting; and 
●​ secondary transfer or collateral use where permitted, without implying liquidity that the 

underlying fund cannot provide. 

Fractionalisation may widen access in appropriate products, but it does not remove the need for 
investor eligibility, disclosure, suitability where applicable or a credible liquidity and redemption 
model. Similarly, representing a money-market fund unit as a token does not make it equivalent to 
cash. Its use as collateral or a settlement-adjacent asset should reflect its valuation, redemption and 
liquidity characteristics. 

Resilience and prudential treatment across the complete 
transaction chain 

Digital-market risk can concentrate in shared networks, smart contracts, bridges, identity providers, 
cloud services, oracles and settlement assets. Cross-network resilience testing should therefore 
examine the transaction as a system, rather than certifying each component in isolation. This is 
consistent with the risk-based approach developed through GBBC’s Capital Markets Risk Mitigation 
Framework. 

Relevant scenarios include a permissioned network losing quorum; a public network halt or 
reorganisation; compromise of a bridge, smart contract, oracle or private key; inconsistent records 
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across two ledgers; unavailability of identity credentials or settlement money; failure of a critical 
technology provider; and participant default during an incomplete transaction. 

For each scenario, firms and authorities need to know: 

●​ which record is authoritative; 
●​ who can pause, correct or reverse an erroneous process and under what legal authority; 
●​ how positions, collateral and client assets are reconstructed; 
●​ how settlement, margin and liquidity obligations continue during disruption; 
●​ how participants migrate to an alternative network or service; and 
●​ how losses and liabilities are allocated. 

Immutability is not a substitute for recovery. Wholesale markets require controlled mechanisms for 
addressing fraud, error, insolvency and system failure while preserving the integrity of the record. Exit 
and migration arrangements, data portability and tested fallbacks should therefore be considered core 
controls, not post-failure contingencies. 

Prudential analysis should also capture both sides of faster settlement. Shorter exposure periods and 
more efficient collateral mobilisation may reduce credit and settlement risk, while the loss of netting 
windows or the need for immediate funding may increase liquidity demands. We recommend 
measuring the net effect across normal and stressed conditions before drawing conclusions on capital, 
liquidity or collateral benefits. 

Core recommendations 

GBBC recommends that the next phase of the Champion’s work: 

1.​ Define success in full-lifecycle terms. Evaluate tokenised instruments by repeat issuance, 
secondary liquidity, custody, financing, collateral use, settlement, investor usability and total 
lifecycle economics—not by pilot completion alone. 

2.​ Use repo to reach regulatory conclusions. Test documentation, settlement money, finality, 
collateral management, custody, reporting, default, close-out and recovery. HM Treasury and 
the Authorities should record which conclusions can be relied upon for subsequent markets 
and permanent permissions. 

3.​ Provide the DSS-to-permanent route before firms scale their tests. Confirm how sandbox 
evidence will be used, how existing positions will be treated in transition, and how the future 
CSD, custody, finality and prudential frameworks will accommodate the tested model. 

4.​ Apply technology neutrality through a residual-risk test. Do not add digital-specific 
controls where existing requirements already address the risk. Introduce targeted safeguards 
where DLT creates a distinct legal, governance, settlement or operational exposure. 
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5.​ Set common requirements for settlement money. Assess central-bank money, tokenised 
deposits and regulated stablecoins against the same outcomes for legal discharge, 
convertibility, liquidity, conditional settlement, resilience and resolution. 

6.​ Define open interoperability in operational terms. Preserve legal continuity, asset identity, 
supply integrity and portability across networks, and assign responsibility for transaction 
failure or asset loss at bridges and orchestration layers. 

7.​ Address public and hybrid networks now. Base the perimeter on controlled activities and 
regulated functions, supported by proportionate expectations for finality, governance, smart 
contracts, identity, financial crime and recovery. 

8.​ Test legal enforceability and resilience in stress. The use cases should cover custody and 
control, netting, collateral enforcement, insolvency, conflicts of law, shared technology 
dependencies, recovery and migration—not only successful settlement. 

Conclusion 

The report has brought together a set of issues that have too often been considered separately. The 
next step is to use the repo trial and related work to settle the questions that firms need answered 
before they can commit capital: what rights attach to the asset, how the cash and securities legs settle, 
how collateral is treated, how systems connect and how a successful model moves into permanent 
operation. 

We recognise that not every issue can be resolved through a single use case. The value of the exercise 
will lie in producing conclusions that can be carried forward, so that each new transaction does not 
begin again from first principles. If the work creates a repeatable path for the next issuer, investor or 
infrastructure provider, it will have materially advanced the UK market. 

GBBC and our members are keen to remain involved. We look forward to continuing to support the 
Champion, HM Treasury and the Authorities as the work progresses. 
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