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When modernization
creates complexity

What ISO 20022, real-time payments, and operational resilience
reveal about the future of payments infrastructure
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Foreword

For four decades, the work of moving money has rested

on a single expectation: the payment goes through, every
time, without interruption. That expectation still holds. What
has changed is the speed at which everything around the
payment now moves. Real-time processing is the baseline;
data standards are being rewritten, and regulators now
expect operational resilience to be demonstrated rather
than asserted.

ACI Worldwide and IBM have worked together since the
mid-1980s to keep mission-critical payments running for
many of the largest institutions in the world. Together, we
have reached a clear view. A decade of modernization
has made payments faster and richer, and across many
institutions, it has also made them more fragmented.

The decisive question for the next decade concerns the
platform beneath the engine, and whether it can keep
pace with continuous change without forcing a disruptive
rewrite, even where the engine itself still processes every
transaction, flawlessly.
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Executive summary

Over the past decade, banks rebuilt payments for a
real-time world. They added rails, channels, data standards,
fraud layers, and orchestration. Each addition was rational
on its own. Together, they produced an outcome few
institutions chose deliberately: a fragmented payments
estate, with more systems and more handoffs surrounding
a business-critical payments flow.

ISO 20022 made the cost of that fragmentation visible.
The difficult part of the migration was never the message
format. It was the work of coordinating ecosystems,
validating data models, and testing across the architecture
underneath, and that work pushed major schemes to
move their own deadlines. The lesson is direct. Modern
payment systems generally have the raw capability they
need. The harder challenge is complexity; the durability
of the platform that has to carry every new mandate, rail,
and control at the same time, under supervision, without
downtime.

For a large bank, this reframes the platform decision.
Throughput is no longer the heart of the question. What
matters is whether the institution is modernizing on a
foundation that can keep evolving, or quietly postponing
a forced migration it has not yet scheduled. Where an
institution already runs core transaction processing on
IBM Z, re-platforming a proven payments engine such as
BASE24-eps® onto that same enterprise platform reduces
fragmentation and improves long-term viability without
rewriting what already works.

This paper makes the case in three pillars. Platform
sustainability is a strategic risk category that most
modernization programs underweight. Alignment with the
core enterprise platform now matters more than resilience
engineered in isolation. And a phased move of a proven
engine is more credible than a wholesale rewrite. ACI and
IBM appear only at the close, where the requirements set
out here describe something that already exists.

Three pillars for modernizing without adding complexity:

Make platform
sustainability
a strategic
risk priority

Align payments
with the
core enterprise
platform

Move proven
engines in phases,
not through
wholesale rewrites

- o
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A decade of modernization, and the problem it created

Ask most payment leaders to describe a modern platform
and the answers converge: real-time and always-on,
modular, cloud-ready, secure by design, and open to a wide
ecosystem. The description is accurate, and the market

has delivered on it. Instant payments have moved into the
mainstream, account-to-account transfers carry one of the
strongest growth outlooks in the industry, and merchants
increasingly expect to route across several processors
rather than commit to one. None of that is in dispute.

What it leaves unanswered is the question that decides
whether any of these capabilities will still matter ten years
out. Can one platform keep carrying all of them at once, on
a single foundation, without buckling? The checklist does
not ask.

Consider how the estate actually grew. Each new demand
was met by adding a system, for example, a real-time rail,
an open-banking interface, a fraud and financial crime layer,
an orchestration layer, a data store, or a cloud service.
Every addition was reasonable in isolation. The result, in
many banks, is fragmentation; a sprawl of systems and
handoffs wrapped around a transaction path that has

to stay up. That complexity rarely appears on a single
budget line. It surfaces as integration effort, reconciliation
overhead, operational fragility, and slower delivery, and it
compounds with every new initiative. Fragmentation is the
central problem of payments modernization.

No single vendor, platform, or rail creates it. It is the
accumulated byproduct of doing the right thing repeatedly
without a foundation built to absorb it, and it raises a
question most modernization programs never ask directly:
Can the platform underneath keep carrying all of this,
indefinitely, or is the institution building toward the day
when its only option is a disruptive rewrite of an application
the business runs on every second?

The standard checklist misses the property that decides
the outcome: platform sustainability. The test is not whether
the engine performs today, but whether the platform
beneath it can absorb a constant stream of change, under
supervision, without an outage, for years, and remain the
foundation the institution has actively chosen rather than
one it is stuck with.

None of this argues against a platform that performs.

A payments engine that has run reliably for years is an
asset. The argument is narrower and harder; performance
is necessary and no longer sufficient, and the platform
decision now turns on durability as the demands keep
coming. The next section shows where that test was run in
public and what it exposed.

'S&P Global Market Intelligence, 451 Research, “2025 Trends in Fintech,” December 2024. The report finds that 73 percent of consumers had used instant payments in the prior 90 days, and that 56

percent of merchants prefer to work with multiple payment processors.
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What I1SO 20022 revealed

For a real-world test of platform sustainability, the industry
does not have to look far. ISO 20022 was meant to be a
messaging upgrade; a move from older, data-poor formats
to a structured, data-rich standard across high-value and
cross-border payments. It looked like a format change.

It became one of the most demanding modernization
programs the industry has run and this paper provides a
clear view of the property.

The evidence is in the timelines. The Federal Reserve
rescheduled the Fedwire Funds Service move to ISO
20022 from March 2025 to July 14, 2025, citing customer
readiness rather than any limit by processing capability,
and it completed the single-day cutover on that date in a
project that affected more than 4,700 financial institutions
and vendors.?2 On the cross-border side, Swift ran a multi-
year coexistence period in which legacy and ISO 20022
messages operated in parallel, and it closed that period
only in November 2025.3 Neither delay came from a
shortage of compute capacity. Each reflected the time it
took to align ecosystems, validate data models, upgrade
dependent systems, and test end to end across thousands
of participants.
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Three observations follow, and each reaches well beyond
ISO 20022.

Coordination, not capability, was the hard part. The
bottleneck was the number of systems and parties that
had to change together, which is another way of describing
fragmentation. Industry commentary at the time made the
same point. Readiness varied widely by institution, and the
constraint was preparation across the ecosystem rather
than the speed of any one system.* The more fragmented
the estate, the more places a single standard must be
implemented, and the more fragile the whole becomes
during the transition.

Architecture beneath the message determined the
difficulty. A richer data standard is only as useful as the
platforms that carry the richer data through authorization,
clearing, settlement, reconciliation, and reporting without
losing it. Institutions whose systems could not natively
handle the structured data met workarounds, truncation,
and added cost long after the format itself was settled.

Difficulty scaled with dependency. The migration was
hardest where payments were most entangled with other
systems and least disruptive where the platform was
aligned and the data path was clean.

ISO 20022 was a rehearsal for what follows. The mandates
ahead, continuous regulatory change, new rails, supervised
resilience, and richer real-time decisioning will arrive faster
and land on the same foundation. An institution that found
ISO 20022 painful should read that pain as information
rather than history. The program previewed how every
future change will feel on a platform that was not built to
absorb it.

2Federal Reserve Financial Services announced on February 13, 2025 that it would reschedule the Fedwire Funds Service adoption of the ISO 20022 message format from March 10, 2025 to July 14,
2025, citing its assessment of customer readiness. The migration was completed in a single-day cutover on July 14, 2025, a project that affected more than 4,700 financial institutions and vendors.
Sources: Federal Reserve Financial Services, Fedwire Funds Service ISO 20022 Implementation Center; Payments Dive, February 19, 2025.

3Swift operated a coexistence period during which legacy MT and ISO 20022 (CBPR+) messages ran in parallel for cross-border payments. That coexistence period concluded in November 2025.

Source: Swift public announcements.

“Lynne Marek, “Fed delays start of new Fedwire standard,” Payments Dive, February 19, 2025. The article reports the Federal Reserve’s stated rationale for the reschedule and industry commentary,

including from Accenture, that readiness varied by institution size rather than by processing capability.
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The thesis

This paper advances a single, testable proposition.

For large banks, the payments-
platform decision is no longer
mainly about whether a proven
engine can keep processing
transactions. It is about whether the
underlying platform can support

the next decade of real-time
operations, requlatory change,
data-rich decisioning, and sustained
modernization without forcing a
disruptive rewrite. For institutions
already anchored on IBM Z in the
core, re-platforming a proven
payments engine such as BASE24-eps
onto that enterprise platform is a
practical way to improve long-term
viability and reduce fragmentation.

aciworldwide.com

Three terms in that statement are often collapsed together
and deserve definition.

Re-platforming means moving a proven application

onto a different underlying platform while preserving
the application itself. It is not a rewrite, and it is not a
replacement of what works.

Platform longevity means the capacity of the underlying
platform to support sustained change, under supervision,
over a multi-year horizon, without a forced migration.

Consolidation means reducing the number of separate
systems and dependencies around the payments flow
by bringing payments into closer alignment with the core
transaction systems an institution already runs.
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Why the question is urgent now

ISO 20022 showed what a single coordinated mandate
costs. The platform question cannot wait because
mandates like it are no longer occasional. They are
continuous, and several are arriving at once.

Regulatory change is now continuous and supervised.
ISO 20022 established a richer data model that
downstream systems must carry. Operational resilience
has become a supervised obligation. In the European
Union, the Digital Operational Resilience Act has applied
to financial entities since January 2025, with enforceable
requirements for technology risk management, incident
reporting, resilience testing, and oversight of third-party
providers.® Resilience is now demonstrated rather than
asserted, and the platform is where the demonstration
succeeds or fails.

Rails keep multiplying. Real-time schemes, account-to-
account services, and open banking are expanding the
number of ways value moves.® Every new rail is another
integration the platform must absorb without destabilizing
the rest, and each integration that lands on a fragmented
estate makes the next one harder.

Workloads are changing in kind, not only in volume.
Real-time fraud and financial crime decisioning increasingly
has to run inside the authorization window rather than after
the fact. The platform is therefore no longer only a system
of record and a processing engine. It is where time-critical
decisions are made, which places new demands on latency,
as well as on where data is allowed to sit.

Pressure on the platform
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None of these demands would force a platform decision on
its own. The difficulty is that they now arrive together, and
they keep arriving. A platform has to take on a regulatory
mandate, a new rail, a supervised resilience obligation,

and a heavier real-time workload in the same period,
repeatedly, without an outage. That overlap makes platform
durability the decision that governs the others, which is why
postponing it is no longer a neutral act.

SRegulation (EU) 2022/2554 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 December 2022 on digital operational resilience for the financial sector (DORA), Official Journal of the European

Union, L 333, 27 December 2022. DORA applies from January 17, 2025.

6S&P Global Market Intelligence, 451 Research, “2025 Trends in Fintech,” December 2024, on account-to-account and instant payments growth and the expansion of alternative and local payment

methods in Europe.
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Three pillars of the argument

PILLAR ONE:

Platform sustainability is a strategic
risk category

The first pillar puts it on the risk register, beside credit,
market, and operational risk. Most institutions have not.

Exposure accumulates quietly. A platform performs well

for years, the business builds on it, and each new rail,
regulation, and integration is added without a second
thought. Over time, the institution acquires a dependency

it never consciously chose; reliance on a platform whose
roadmap, enterprise fit, and supporting skills it does not
fully control. Strong performance hides rising exposure, and
that exposure has three parts.

1. Roadmap dependency. A platform that is not aligned
with the institution’s broader technology direction drifts

to the margin of the estate. Investment concentrates
elsewhere, and the platform becomes a special case
served by a narrowing set of tools. None of this shows up
in a throughput metric, yet it sets the cost and risk of every
future change.

2. Skills sustainability. This is the part the industry
discusses least and should discuss most. Mission-critical
payment platforms run on the expertise of the people
who understand them deeply, and the deepest of that
expertise sits with a long-tenured group of specialists now
reaching retirement, while newer technologists are trained
largely on other languages and tools. The strain is already
measurable. In one 2025 industry survey, most IT leaders
called expanding mainframe capacity a priority, while a
clear majority highlighted the need for greater specialized

expertise.” ISO 20022 previewed the consequence, with
programs slowed as much by the availability of people who
understood the systems as by the systems themselves.
The institutions most exposed are often those running the
most stable platforms, because stability is what lets the
knowledge concentrate in a small group to begin with. As
that knowledge retires, the constraint on change shifts from
the technology to the people who can safely change it.

3. Forced-migration risk. Every platform that drifts to

the edge of the estate eventually meets a decision the
institution does not control: a support change, an enterprise
consolidation, an architectural mandate. At that point, a
migration that could have been planned becomes urgent
and compressed. A migration forced onto an external
deadline costs more and carries more risk than one the
institution schedules for itself.

Naming platform sustainability as a risk category changes
the question leadership asks. The question becomes
whether the institution is accumulating a forced migration
it has not scheduled and what it would cost to convert
that into a planned one. The two are not equivalent. A
planned re-platforming preserves the proven application,
runs in parallel with existing operations, and moves on the
institution’s timetable. A forced one does none of that.

This is not a claim that every bank should move. It is a claim
that sustainability should be assessed deliberately rather
than discovered late. A bank that has run a proven engine
reliably for years has every reason to keep it. The strategic
question is whether the platform beneath that engine is
one the bank has chosen to depend on for the next decade
or one it depends on by default.

’BizTech Magazine, April 2025, reporting industry survey data: 91 percent of IT leaders called expanding mainframe capacity a moderate or critical priority over the next year, while 71 percent

reported their mainframe teams were understaffed and 54 percent reported them underfunded.
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PILLAR TWO:

Alignment with the core beats
isolated resilience

The second pillar concerns where resilience comes from.

A payments platform can be made resilient on its own.
More durable resilience comes from alignment with the
enterprise platform an institution already trusts with its most
critical workloads.

Most large banks already run core transaction processing
on a platform engineered for continuous availability,
security, and very high volumes. When payments run on

a separate, dedicated platform, the institution carries two
operating models, two resilience postures, two security
perimeters, and the integration layer between them. That
separation was once a reasonable design choice. As the
rate of change rises, it becomes a source of fragmentation
and a multiplier of effort. Bringing payments into alignment
with the core addresses several pressures at once.

Alignment reduces fragmentation directly. Fewer
separate systems mean fewer handoffs, fewer
reconciliation points, and fewer places where a change in
one system forces a change in another. The payments flow
moves closer to the data and the systems it depends on,
which is exactly what would have made a mandate like
ISO 20022 less painful.

Resilience can be governed once. Rather than
demonstrate operational resilience separately for
payments, the institution can extend the model it already
operates and supervises for its core. IBM Z systems are
engineered for continuous availability, with quantum-safe
encryption and enterprise-grade security as platform
properties rather than features added afterward.? The
point for a payments leader is not a single availability

number, which depends on configuration and is measured
under defined conditions. It is that resilience, security, and
recovery can be governed once, at the platform level, for
both core and payments.

Time-critical intelligence runs where the transaction runs.
As real-time fraud and financial crime decisioning moves
inside the authorization window, running it on the same
platform that processes the payment lets the decision be
made without moving sensitive data off platform, which
removes both latency and a category of risk. This is where
artificial intelligence in payments actually lands, as a
workload with strict latency and data-locality demands.
IBM Z addresses it directly, with on-chip inferencing
designed to score transactions for fraud in real time,
on-platform, at approximately a one-millisecond response.®
The platform either meets those demands or forces the
workload somewhere it cannot run well.

Future demands fit the same foundation. BASE24-eps
on IBM Z is designed to run high-volume, low-latency
processing while aligning with IBM Z and Db2 workloads,
and it supports partitioning so that test, development, and
production environments can be managed together with
less disruption when moving to a new release.” The same
alignment opens a path toward containerized operation.
ACI Connetic®, ACI’s next-generation card processing
cloud-native platform, is delivered in container-based form
on IBM Z and IBM LinuxONE with Red Hat OpenShift."

A dedicated platform can certainly be made resilient.
Resilience built in isolation simply costs more to sustain,
and it is harder to extend, compared to resilience inherited
from the enterprise platform the institution already trusts.
For a bank anchored on IBM Z in the core, the most durable
resilience strategy for payments may be the platform it
already operates for its core.

SACI Worldwide and IBM, “BASE24-eps on IBM z17,” solution infosheet, © IBM 2025; and IBM public product materials for IBM z16 and IBM z17 (on-chip Al inferencing and quantum-safe encryption;
ibm.com). IBM states that clients running a qualifying high-availability software stack on IBM z16 or IBM z17 in a GDPS Continuous Availability configuration can expect up to 99.999999 percent
availability, equivalent to approximately 315 milliseconds of downtime per year. The figure is IBM internal data based on a defined configuration and workload set; other configurations may differ.

°IBM public materials for IBM z17 and the IBM Telum Il processor describe on-chip Al inferencing for real-time fraud detection performed on platform, which avoids the latency and data movement
of off-platform scoring. IBM states that IBM z17 is designed to process up to 450 billion inference operations per day at approximately one-millisecond response time. Figures are IBM-stated and

configuration-dependent. Source: IBM, IBM z17, and IBM Telum Il product materials, 2025 (ibm.com).

YACI Worldwide and IBM, “BASE24-eps on IBM z17,” © IBM 2025 (high-volume, low-latency processing; alignment with IBM Z and Db2 workloads; support for partitioning across test, development,

and production environments).

"ACI Worldwide and IBM, “BASE24-eps on IBM z17,” © IBM 2025. ACI Connetic for cards is described as container-based and available on IBM Z and IBM LinuxONE, supported by Red Hat OpenShift.

aciworldwide.com
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PILLAR THREE:

A phased move of a proven engine beats
a wholesale rewrite

The third pillar addresses execution, because the strongest
strategic argument fails if the path to reach it is not
credible. The credible path is a phased move of a proven
engine rather than a wholesale rewrite. A rewrite replaces
a working application with a new one and accepts the risk
that the new application will not match the proven behavior
of the old. A phased re-platforming keeps the application
and changes the platform beneath i, in stages, with the
existing system still running. The first approach protects
the business from the largest category of payments project

risk, the loss of behavior validated over years of production.

Rabobank’s modernization offers a worked example of the
discipline involved, even though its starting point differs
from the case considered here. The bank’s transaction
processing renewal program began in 2014. Rather than
cut over in a single step, Rabobank built a new transaction
processing environment alongside the existing one, ran the
two in parallel, and migrated transaction flows gradually.

The first transactions moved in 2016, and by 2017, all flows
were running through the new system, with BASE24-eps
handling switching, authorization, and real-time transaction
processing.” The bank then extended the same platform
in further phases, first into credit card issuing and then

into debit, replacing an in-house solution and reducing
processing costs as it went.”

Several principles carry from that example to the re-
platforming case. Parallel operation contains risk, because
running the new and existing environments side by side
lets an institution migrate on evidence rather than faith and
fall back if needed. Phasing separates the foundation move
from later modernization, so the platform change becomes
a foundation step that enables feature work rather than a
single high-risk program. And modernization compounds
once the foundation is right, because each phase builds on
the same modern base and makes the next one easier.

No single path fits every institution. The transferable point
from Rabobank is the method: Keep the proven application,
run in parallel, phase the move, and treat the platform

as the foundation for modernization rather than as the
modernization itself.

Rewrite vs. re-platforming

Rewrite

« Replace application

« Higher disruption

« Behavior must be rebuilt

Re-platforming

o Preserve proven engine
Change foundation

e Runin parallel

Phase migration

"2ACI Worldwide, “Rabobank: Transforming Into a Leader of International Card Payments,” case study, © ACI Worldwide 2023 (Transaction Processing Infrastructure Renewal program; parallel run; first
transactions migrated 2016; all flows migrated by 2017 using BASE24-eps for switching, authorization, and real-time processing).

BACI Worldwide, “Rabobank: Transforming Into a Leader of International Card Payments,” © ACI Worldwide 2023 (subsequent phases extended ACI Issuing into credit card and then debit card

issuing, replacing an in-house solution and reducing processing costs).
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a Counterarguments and boundary conditions

A serious argument states where it does not hold and
answers the objections it invites.

Migration carries real risk. Any change to a mission-critical
payments platform introduces the possibility of disruption.
That is precisely why the phased, parallel-run approach
matters, and why a re-platforming that preserves the
proven application carries a different risk profile from a
rewrite that does not. The objection holds against
big-bang cutovers. It is far weaker against a disciplined,
staged move.

Re-platforming has a cost. Moving a platform is an
investment, and it competes with other demands on a
finite budget. The right comparison is not against zero,
but against the cost and risk of the forced migration that
platform drift eventually produces, discounted for the fact
that a forced migration runs on someone else’s schedule.
A planned move rarely costs less in the current year,
though it usually costs less when measured across

the decade.

Organizational inertia is real. Platforms that work are
difficult to reconsider, and the people who run them

hold deep, legitimate expertise. The response is not to
override that expertise but to reframe the question. The
performance of the engine is not the issue, which may be
excellent, but the sustainability of the platform around it.

The thesis does not hold everywhere. For an institution
whose payments platform is well aligned with its enterprise
estate, whose support roadmap is secure, and whose

skills base is stable, the case for moving is weak, and the
right answer may be to continue and modernize in place.
The argument applies most directly to institutions that
already run core transaction processing on IBM Z, that carry
meaningful fragmentation between payments and core,
and that face the dual burden of running and modernizing
the same systems at once. For these institutions, the
question is not whether to modernize, but what to
modernize on.

aciworldwide.com
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Implications by leadership role

Each leader who must act on the thesis meets it from a
different angle.

The chief information officer faces a portfolio decision.
The right first move is a platform-sustainability assessment
of the foundation beneath payments, judged against the
rest of the estate and the decade ahead, rather than a
feature-by-feature review of the application.

Heads of payments find that new capabilities create value
only when the platform can carry them, which makes
architecture a payments-growth decision rather than simply
an operations decision.

Chief architects rarely face a single-system problem.

The difficulty is the number of systems and dependencies
around a payments flow the institution cannot take offline,
and the question worth asking is whether payments should
sit closer to the core transaction systems the institution
already runs.

Infrastructure leaders now see platform choice govern
resilience, security, recovery, and operational load as much
as throughput, so the business case should be operations-
led rather than licensing-led, and payments should be
treated as an enterprise infrastructure decision.

Transformation executives make the larger modernization
fundable by separating the foundation move from later
feature work and delivering it in phases alongside existing
operations.

Across all five roles, the platform decision sits upstream of
everything else each leader is trying to do, and it sets how
affordable and how safe the rest will be.

aciworldwide.com
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B Recommendations: A staged decision path

A decision this consequential is best approached as a
sequence rather than a single choice. Five stages convert
the thesis into action, and the first two cost little and can
begin now.

Assess. Begin with a platform-sustainability assessment
rather than a feature review, and make it measurable.
Useful indicators include the age and concentration of
platform-specific expertise, the number of integration
points and handoffs surrounding the payments flow, the
supported roadmap horizon of the underlying platform, and

the share of routine changes that require scarce specialists.

Read together, these reveal whether the institution is
accumulating a forced migration, and on what timeline.

Rationalize. Map the payments estate against the core
transaction platform the institution already runs. Identify
where payments and core duplicate operating models,
resilience postures, and integration effort. The aim is to
quantify the cost of fragmentation, the recurring tax of
complexity that rarely appears on a single budget line,
so the case for consolidation rests on operating reality
rather than assertion.

b-stepr

Assess — Rationalize —

aciworldwide.com

Prove —

Prove. Before any production move, validate the target
with a contained proof of concept. Re-platform a bounded
workload, run it in parallel with existing operations,

and measure resilience, performance, and operational

fit against defined criteria. A proof that runs alongside
production, with a clear fallback, converts a strategic
argument into an evidenced decision.

Migrate. Move in phases, with the proven application
preserved and the existing system running throughout.
Sequence the work so the platform foundation is
established first and each subsequent phase builds on a
validated base. Parallel operation and the ability to fall back
are the controls that keep a mission-critical migration within
tolerance.

Modernize. Treat the platform move as the foundation,

not the finish. Once payments run on an aligned, durable
platform, sequence the modernization it enables, adding
richer real-time decisioning, faster onboarding of new rails,
and a path toward containerized operation where it adds
value. The return on the platform decision shows up in the
lower cost and risk of every change that follows it.

Migrate —> Modernize
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a ACl and IBM: The argument, made concrete

Every requirement in this paper points in the same
direction: a platform durable enough to absorb ongoing
change; resilience and security governed once, at the
enterprise level; payments aligned with the core rather than
fragmented away from it; and a phased path that preserves
a proven engine. These requirements are demanding, and
they already describe a working combination of proven
software and a proven platform.

ACI Worldwide provides real-time payments software that
runs mission-critical transaction processing, fraud and
financial crime prevention, and payments orchestration for
banks, billers, and merchants worldwide. BASE24-eps is
a proven payments engine with a long production record
across Tier 1institutions. IBM Z is the enterprise platform
that many of those institutions already trust with their
core transaction processing, engineered for continuous
availability, enterprise-grade and quantum-safe security,
and very high transaction volumes, with on-chip capability
for running intelligence close to the data. ACl and IBM
have worked together since the mid-1980s, delivering

transaction processing, settlement, and card management
for major banks across Europe, North America, and Asia
Pacific. The current expression of that work maps directly
onto the argument above: 64-bit BASE24-eps on IBM z17,
designed to reduce data-center cost while strengthening
resilience and security, with a defined path from that
foundation toward ACI Connetic, delivered in container-
based form on IBM Z and IBM LinuxONE with Red Hat
OpenShift."

This is not the only way to meet the standard, but it shows
the standard is achievable, with proven software on a
proven platform, on a path that preserves what already
works. An institution that runs its core on IBM Z and its
payments somewhere else is carrying the fragmentation
this paper describes. Bringing the two into alignment is the
most direct answer to the question the next decade will
keep asking.

"“ACI Worldwide and IBM, “BASE24-eps on IBM z17,” solution infosheet, © IBM 2025; IBM public materials for IBM Z, IBM z17, IBM LinuxONE, and Red Hat OpenShift (ibm.com).
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About ACI Worldwide and IBM

ACI Worldwide, an original innovator in global payments technology, delivers transformative software solutions that power intelligent
payments orchestration in real time so banks, billers, and merchants can drive growth, while continuously modernizing their payment
infrastructures, simply and securely. With more than 50 years of trusted payments expertise, we combine our global footprint with a local
presence to offer enhanced payment experiences to stay ahead of constantly changing payment challenges and opportunities.

IBM provides enterprise hardware, software, and services to many of the world’s leading financial institutions. IBM Z is the company’s
enterprise platform for mission-critical transaction processing, engineered for continuous availability, enterprise-grade and quantum-safe
security, and high-volume workloads, with on-chip capability for running artificial intelligence close to the data.

The ACI and IBM collaboration dates to the mid-1980s and spans transaction processing, settlement, and card management for Tier 1
clients across Europe, North America, and Asia Pacific.

Important notices

This paper is intended for general guidance only. It is not a substitute for detailed research, professional advice, or the exercise of
professional judgment. Statements describing the design intent or engineered capability of any product or platform reflect the position of
the relevant vendor. Performance, availability, and Al-inference figures attributed to IBM are IBM-stated, based on defined configurations,
and dependent on configuration, workload, and operating practice. Regulatory dates, scheme deadlines, the ISO 20022 timelines, and the
third-party survey statistics cited in this paper are drawn from the sources named in the footnotes and should be confirmed against those
primary sources before reliance.
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