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Purpose of this Companion Asset

Purpose of this Companion Asset

This document provides the practical channel-policy layer 
that sits below the Management Foundation core document. 
Its role is to help airline payment leaders translate enterprise 
payment strategy into channel-aware policy choices without 
turning the core document into a channel manual.
Each module addresses a distinct channel environment. 
In practice, most airlines operate across several of these 
channels simultaneously.

Cross-channel coherence matters: Each module is designed 
to be used independently, but the playbook is not four 
separate policies in sequence. Channel-level choices - on 
forms of payment, remittance posture, control boundaries, 
and risk appetite - interact across distribution environments. 
An airline that optimizes each channel in isolation may achieve 
local coherence at the cost of enterprise-level consistency. 
This document is intended to support thinking across 
channels, not only within them.

Readers may find it helpful to use this playbook with a simple 
market-prioritization lens. In practice, airlines often need to 
think differently about primary markets, significant secondary 
markets, and long-tail markets when deciding where payment 
relevance deserves deeper attention. That discussion is 
usually stronger when it also considers the customer and 
payment context within each market, for example local 
payment habits, observed payment preferences, device 
environment, purchase use case, and whether the payment 
need arises at booking, during ancillary purchase, or later 
in the journey. Used in that way, the playbook can support 
a more structured discussion between the Commercial 
and Payment teams on which forms of payment are most 
worth investigating across both direct and indirect sales 
environments.

To support a clearer reading journey, this playbook begins with 
the airline’s most directly controlled payment environment, 
e-commerce, then moves to NDC/Modern Airline Retailing, 
before turning to the more structurally intermediated GDS/
agency environment. It closes with BSP-related policy 
considerations as a synthesis layer that helps connect 
indirect-sales policy across frameworks.

Who this document is for

•	 Heads of payment/payment managers.

•	 Payment policy owners.

•	 Cross-functional airline teams across distribution, 
treasury, finance, digital, and operations.

•	 Selected practitioner readers who need practical channel-
policy guidance.

What this document does not cover

This companion is not a standards manual, legal guide, 
scheme-rules handbook, or technical operations document. 
It is intended to help airlines think clearly about policy choices 
in the main payment channels, the trade-offs those choices 
create, and the governance logic that can keep channel policy 
aligned with enterprise payment strategy.
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Module A 
E-commerce Channel Guidance

Why the e-commerce channel matters

For many airlines, e-commerce is the most directly controlled 
payment environment in the distribution landscape. It is 
the channel in which the airline can most visibly shape the 
customer journey, determine which payment options are 
surfaced, design how and when payment is requested, and 
decide how closely payment supports broader retailing 
objectives. That degree of control makes the channel 
commercially important well beyond simple transaction 
processing. It can influence customer reach, conversion, 
ancillary performance, and the overall coherence of the 
airline’s payment posture.

The channel also matters because customer expectations 
are often formed in direct digital environments. Travelers 
increasingly expect payment to be simple, relevant, and 
available through the method they prefer at the point they 
wish to buy. In that sense, e-commerce is not only a sales 
channel. It is also a visible expression of how seriously the 
airline treats payment as part of the retail experience. Where 
payment friction persists, the impact may be felt quickly 
through abandonment, weaker ancillary uptake, or a degraded 
customer impression.

At the same time, direct control does not remove complexity. 
E-commerce policy still has to balance market-specific 
payment preferences, fraud exposure, sub-channel 
consistency, provider choices, operating cost, and the 
airline’s broader governance model. A useful payment-policy 
approach in this channel therefore helps the airline decide not 
only which options to offer, but how to keep direct-channel 
flexibility aligned with enterprise payment priorities.

Typical policy design questions

A first set of questions concerns payment method mix and 
customer relevance. The airline may benefit from being clearer 
about which forms of payment are commercially important 
by market, customer segment, device environment, and use 
case. The issue is not to maximize the count of accepted 
payment instruments for its own sake. It is to determine 
which mix most effectively supports reach, conversion, and a 
credible customer experience without creating unnecessary 
operational burden.

A practical starting point is to avoid treating all markets 
with the same depth of analysis. Airlines often benefit 
from distinguishing between primary markets, significant 
secondary markets, and long-tail markets when deciding 
where deeper direct-channel payment investigation is likely to 
be worthwhile. Within each market, the next question is which 
customer and payment contexts matter most, including local 
payment habits, device environment, purchase use case, and 
payment moments across the traveler’s journey. This can help 
the airline judge more clearly which forms of payment deserve 
closer attention in e-commerce and where lighter direct-
channel enablement may be proportionate.

A second set of questions concerns checkout posture. The 
airline can decide how prominently payment options are 
presented, how many steps the payment flow contains, when 
the customer is redirected or remains in an airline-controlled 
flow, and how much consistency is maintained across website, 
app, and other direct digital touchpoints. These are not purely 
design choices. They can materially affect conversion, trust, 
and the airline’s ability to govern payment performance in a 
coherent way across direct sales environments.

A third set of questions concerns fraud-control posture and 
operating boundaries. Direct control gives the airline more 
ability to shape risk treatment, but stronger controls can also 
create more friction if applied without sufficient calibration. 
The policy challenge is therefore not simply to tighten or relax 
controls. It is to determine where stronger verification, routing, 
or payment handling supports the airline’s objectives, and 
where it begins to undermine the customer journey or create 
avoidable complexity.

A final group of questions concerns provider and architecture 
choices at the policy level. E-commerce payment performance 
can be influenced materially by gateway, orchestration, 
acquiring, and partner choices. This Companion Asset does 
not need to become an architecture manual. Even so, the 
airline benefits from a clear policy view on how much flexibility 
it wants in provider setup, how much consistency it expects 
across sub-channels, and when direct-channel payment 
design should trigger wider enterprise review rather than 
isolated local fixes.
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Major trade-offs in conversion, control, 
complexity, and cost
One major trade-off in e-commerce is conversion versus 
control. The airline may improve conversion by offering broader 
payment choice, reducing visible friction, and supporting 
more locally relevant customer payment behaviors. That can 
be commercially attractive. At the same time, each additional 
payment path may create more operational complexity, more 
provider dependency, or more fragmented governance. A 
disciplined policy posture often benefits from recognizing that 
not every increase in choice creates equivalent value, and that 
control still matters in a direct environment.

A second trade-off is customer convenience versus fraud 
and risk discipline. A simpler checkout can improve the 
buying experience and reduce abandonment. Yet some risk-
control measures remain important for protecting revenue 
quality, limiting fraud exposure, and preserving a workable 
dispute posture. The useful policy question is not whether 
convenience or control matters more in absolute terms. It is 
how the airline wants to calibrate the balance in a way that fits 
its customer mix, operating model, and risk appetite.

A third trade-off is geographic breadth versus operating 
simplicity. Expanding payment diversity can help the airline 
reach more customers, support local preferences, and 
increase relevance in more markets. However, broader 
payment diversity can also increase provider management 
burden, data fragmentation, exception handling, and the effort 
required to maintain consistent policy across direct digital 
environments. Airlines often benefit when they distinguish 
between payment diversity that materially supports growth 
and diversity that adds complexity faster than it adds 
commercial value.

A fourth trade-off is cost optimization versus channel 
resilience. Some setups may reduce direct processing cost 
or improve routing efficiency, while others may strengthen 
acceptance, flexibility, or business continuity across sub-
channels and markets. A useful e-commerce policy does 
not treat cost as the only decision lens. It tends to consider 
whether the direct channel remains robust, scalable, and 
adaptable as payment preferences, customer behaviors, and 
partner options continue to evolve.

Control and governance 
considerations
Control and governance in e-commerce begin with clarity on 
ownership. Because this is the airline’s most directly managed 
channel environment, it is easy for design, digital, commercial, 
treasury, fraud, and payment teams to all influence the 
payment experience at once. A disciplined policy helps define 
which choices are enterprise-led, which may be adapted by 
market or sub-channel, and how payment decisions remain 
connected to wider airline priorities rather than being driven 
only by local optimization.

Sub-channel coherence is an important part of this. Airline 
website, mobile app, metasearch-driven flows, and other direct 
digital paths may not need to look identical, but they benefit 
from operating within a recognizable common payment logic. 
If one direct channel offers materially different payment 
behavior, controls, or commercial signals without a clear 
rationale, the result can be inconsistency that weakens both 
governance and customer understanding. A useful policy 
can therefore clarify where variation is justified and where 
consistency matters more.

Provider governance also matters. Even when the detailed 
payment architecture sits outside this Companion Asset, 
the airline still benefits from a policy view on gateway and 
orchestration posture, acquirer diversity, tokenization and 
authentication expectations, and how payment performance 
is monitored across direct environments. These choices 
can affect conversion, speed to add new payment methods, 
cost visibility, and resilience. A governance-led reading helps 
prevent the direct channel from becoming operationally 
fragmented under the surface while appearing coherent to the 
customer.

Finally, e-commerce policy benefits from linking customer 
experience and control logic more explicitly than some 
other channels require. In a direct environment, the airline 
can often see payment friction sooner and can respond 
more deliberately. That can be a strategic advantage if 
monitoring, ownership, and decision rights are clear. It can be 
a weakness if issues are treated as isolated user-experience 
problems rather than as payment-policy signals with broader 
commercial and financial implications.
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What disciplined e-commerce 
payment policy can look like
Disciplined policy in this channel is usually visible through 
coherence rather than through complexity. The airline has 
a clear view on which payment methods matter most, how 
direct-channel payment should support customer reach and 
conversion, what level of sub-channel variation is acceptable, 
and where fraud and control measures are calibrated rather 
than improvised. This tends to produce a more intelligible 
direct-channel posture for both internal teams and customers.

A strong policy approach also keeps direct-channel payment 
choices connected to broader airline objectives. The 
e-commerce environment may be the place where customer-
facing payment design is most visible, but it should still remain 
aligned with the airline’s wider positions on cost discipline, 
cash-flow quality, provider strategy, and risk posture. Where 
those connections are visible, the direct channel can act 
as a controlled source of commercial value rather than as a 
standalone digital payment island.

Discipline also shows in how the airline handles payment 
expansion. Adding new payment methods, new providers, 
or new checkout behaviors can be commercially useful, but 
a mature policy tends to treat those additions as governed 
choices rather than reactive responses. This helps the channel 
remain customer-relevant while still preserving operational 
clarity and enterprise-level coherence over time.

When e-commerce issues call for 
enterprise strategy review
Many direct-channel issues can be handled through normal 
policy refinement, payment-performance improvement, or 
user-experience adjustment. Some signals, however, suggest 
that the issue has moved beyond local channel tuning. One 
example is persistent friction between customer reach and 
payment economics, where the airline repeatedly adds 
complexity in order to recover conversion rate, yet sees 
limited improvement in overall value. That may indicate the 
need to revisit broader enterprise assumptions about payment 
method mix, provider posture, or market priorities.

A second category of signal concerns direct-channel 
divergence from the rest of the airline’s payment model. If 
e-commerce develops into a materially different payment 
environment, with different control assumptions, different 
provider logic, or different risk treatment than the rest of the 
airline can support coherently, the issue may justify wider 
review. The point is not to force all channels into one pattern. It 
is to avoid a situation in which the direct channel is evolving in 
a way that weakens enterprise payment consistency.

A third category concerns structural strain. If the airline finds 
that adding payment diversity, managing provider sprawl, 
handling fraud-control trade-offs, or maintaining sub-channel 
consistency is becoming disproportionately difficult, the issue 
may no longer be one of local optimization. It may suggest 
that the airline needs to revisit its wider payment architecture, 
governance model, or direct-channel role in the overall 
payment strategy. This is where e-commerce monitoring 
becomes strategically useful, not only operationally useful.
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Module B 
NDC/Modern Airline Retailing 
Channel Guidance

Why the NDC/Modern Airline Retailing 
channel matters
After the direct-channel logic of e-commerce, the next policy 
question is how far the airline can extend payment discipline 
into a more seller intermediated environment where it still 
retains meaningful influence over commercial and payment 
design. NDC and the wider Modern Airline Retailing transition 
bring that question into focus.

For many airlines, NDC and the wider Modern Airline Retailing 
transition change the payment-policy question in a meaningful 
way. In more traditional intermediated sales environments, 
the airline may have limited control over how the offer is 
presented, how payment choices are surfaced, and how 
payment information flows through the distribution chain. In 
NDC-enabled environments, the airline can play a more active 
role in shaping the commercial and payment design of the 
transaction. That can create a stronger connection between 
enterprise payment strategy and channel execution.

Better control of the payment flow can also create benefits 
that extend beyond payment execution alone. Where Payment 
and Commercial work more closely together, stronger visibility 
over how payment is presented, chosen, authorized, and 
completed can improve the airline’s ability to connect payment 
design with conversion, seller strategy, customer experience, 
and wider value realization. In some cases, those combined 
benefits may become one factor in considering whether 
some sales are better supported through more airline-shaped 
NDC-enabled models, not as an end in itself, but where 
closer access to the payment flow supports a more coherent 
commercial and payment outcome.

This matters because payment policy in this channel is no 
longer only about accepting or declining particular forms of 
payment. It can also influence how the airline governs seller 
access, how payment choices are presented in the offer flow, 
how much control the airline retains over payment acceptance, 
and how consistently the channel supports broader priorities 
on customer reach, conversion, cost discipline, cash-flow 
quality, and risk management. In that sense, the channel 
may offer more strategic flexibility than legacy intermediary 
models, but it also benefits from clearer policy choices if that 
flexibility is to produce disciplined outcomes.

The channel can also matter because it sits close to the 
broader Modern Airline Retailing objective of more relevant 
offers, better customer experience, and greater consistency 
across sales environments. As airlines move toward more 
direct control of offer, order, and payment design, the 

payment-policy layer can become more consequential. 
Choices that may have been inherited from legacy structures 
can now be reviewed more deliberately. That can create 
opportunity, but it can also expose inconsistency if seller 
access, payment acceptance, and control boundaries are not 
governed with sufficient clarity.

Typical policy design questions

A first set of questions concerns seller access and channel 
participation. The airline may benefit from being clearer about 
which types of sellers it wants to enable through the channel, 
which forms of participation are commercially attractive, and 
where more selective access may be preferable. Not every 
seller relationship creates the same value or the same level 
of control burden. A practical policy stance can therefore 
help distinguish between broad participation, differentiated 
participation, and participation that warrants tighter review.

A second set of questions concerns payment acceptance 
posture. The channel can allow more granularity in how 
payment is handled, but greater flexibility does not 
automatically lead to better policy outcomes. The airline may 
want to be explicit about which payment paths are preferred, 
where it seeks stronger direct control of payment acceptance, 
where indirect or redirected payment approaches remain 
acceptable, and how those choices vary by market, seller 
profile, customer segment, or commercial objective. The 
policy issue is not to document every possible option. It is 
to decide which patterns the airline wants to encourage and 
which it wants to limit.

A third set of questions concerns seller’s remittance 
and settlement posture at the policy level. Some seller 
arrangements may support wider reach or commercial 
convenience, yet still create weaker visibility, slower cash, or 
more fragmented control over funds. Others may strengthen 
certainty and control, but impose more operational burden 
or narrower participation. A useful policy lens can help the 
airline decide where flexibility is worth the cost, and where the 
channel may benefit from more disciplined structures.

A final group of questions concerns cross-channel coherence. 
The NDC/Modern Airline Retailing channel may create 
opportunities to improve the airline’s payment posture, but it 
can also create divergence from GDS/agency or e-commerce 
policy if decisions are made seller by seller without an 
enterprise logic. The channel therefore benefits from policy 
choices that are granular where needed, while still remaining 
recognizable as part of one airline payment model.
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Major trade-offs in control, openness, 
reach, and operating burden
One major trade-off in this channel is control versus openness. 
NDC-enabled distribution can give the airline more influence 
over how offers are created, how payment is positioned, and 
how the order flow is governed. That can support stronger 
alignment with enterprise payment strategy. At the same 
time, greater control may reduce simplicity for some sellers, 
create more airline-side governance burden, or slow channel 
expansion if participation conditions become too complex. 
A useful policy posture is often one that recognizes where 
tighter airline control creates real value, and where excessive 
control would reduce the channel’s commercial usefulness.

A second trade-off is granularity versus consistency. 
One attraction of this channel is that it can support more 
differentiated choices by seller, market, or use case. That 
flexibility can be valuable where seller models, customer 
segments, and payment economics differ materially. Even 
so, too much granularity can create a fragmented channel in 
which policy becomes difficult to explain, monitor, and enforce. 
Airlines often benefit when they distinguish between justified 
differentiation and unnecessary complexity, so that flexibility 
remains policy-led rather than exception-led.

A third trade-off is customer and seller convenience versus 
payment discipline. Some payment approaches may help 
support participation, improve seller acceptance, or reduce 
friction in the sales path. Yet those same choices may carry 
weaker economics, weaker control, or less favorable liability 
positioning for the airline. The channel can therefore reward a 
policy that looks beyond local convenience and asks whether 
the selected payment structure supports the airline’s intended 
balance of conversion, cost, cash quality, and risk.

A fourth trade-off is speed of channel growth versus 
governance maturity. The airline may be able to accelerate 
channel adoption by allowing broader seller participation and 
a wider set of payment paths early on. However, if governance 
logic is underdeveloped, the result can be a channel that 
grows commercially faster than it matures operationally. A 
stronger long-term posture is usually one in which channel 
growth and governance discipline evolve together, even if that 
requires more explicit policy boundaries from the beginning.

Control and governance 
considerations
Control and governance in this channel benefit from being 
explicit about who is allowed to do what, under which 
commercial and payment conditions, and with which review 
rights retained by the airline. Seller segmentation is therefore 
an important governance tool. Different seller types can 
create different commercial opportunities and different 
control needs. The policy value of segmentation is not that 
every seller receives a bespoke framework. It is that the airline 
can apply proportionate conditions based on the nature of the 
relationship, the expected payment behavior, and the level of 
exposure the airline is prepared to accept.

The ‘merchant-of-record’ logic determining who collects 
payment from the customer should also be treated clearly. 

In this channel, policy questions can become blurred if it is 
not explicit whether the airline is accepting payment directly, 
whether the seller is collecting and remitting under an agreed 
structure, or whether the customer is being redirected into 
an airline-controlled payment path. These choices can 
have implications for control, cash-flow quality, customer 
experience, and dispute posture. A disciplined policy 
therefore benefits from being clear about which merchant-
of-record patterns the airline is prepared to support, in which 
circumstances, and with what governance consequences.

Liability logic should be equally visible. Where the seller, the 
airline, and any payment intermediary each play a role in the 
order and payment journey, ambiguity can create downstream 
friction. The airline may benefit from being explicit about 
where it expects liability to sit for payment misuse, disputes, 
seller non-compliance, or failures in agreed payment behavior. 
The goal is not to restate detailed contractual mechanics 
in this companion. It is to ensure that the payment policy 
reflects a clear governance reading of who carries which 
responsibilities, and that this reading remains aligned with the 
airline’s broader risk posture.

Control considerations may also include how the airline 
governs seller approval, access review, permitted payment 
behaviors, and exceptions. In a more airline-controlled 
channel, the question is not only whether a payment path is 
technically possible. It is whether it is policy-consistent. This 
can make approval logic, escalation routes, and exception 
handling more important than in legacy channel models where 
many practices were inherited rather than designed. Used well, 
that governance can help the airline preserve flexibility without 
allowing the channel to drift into unstructured variability.

What disciplined NDC/Modern Airline 
Retailing payment policy can look like
Disciplined policy in this channel is usually recognizable by 
the clarity of its commercial and control logic. The airline has a 
visible view on which seller environments it wants to support, 
how payment acceptance should work in those environments, 
when different treatment is justified, and where the limits 
of flexibility sit. The result is not a rigid channel, but a more 
intelligible one. Internal teams can understand why different 
seller models may be treated differently, and sellers can 
operate within clearer expectations.

A strong policy approach in this channel also tends to keep 
payment choices connected to broader airline objectives 
rather than treating them as isolated technical decisions. 
Choices on seller access, payment posture, and remittance 
logic can all influence customer experience, conversion, cost 
profile, cash quality, and risk. Where those links are visible, the 
channel is easier to govern and easier to adapt as retailing 
strategy evolves.

Discipline also shows in how the airline handles exceptions. 
In a channel that supports more granularity, it is easy for 
special arrangements to accumulate over time. A more 
mature posture is one in which exceptions remain reviewable, 
justifiable, and limited by an enterprise policy frame. This helps 
the channel remain commercially useful without becoming 
structurally inconsistent.
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When NDC/Modern Airline Retailing 
issues call for enterprise strategy 
review

Many issues in this channel can be handled through normal 
policy refinement. Some, however, may indicate that the 
airline is facing a broader strategic question rather than a 
local channel issue. One example is a recurring gap between 
the airline’s intended payment posture and the way seller 
arrangements are actually evolving in practice. If channel 
participation is consistently driving payment structures that 
weaken cost discipline, cash-flow quality, or control visibility, it 
may be useful to revisit the underlying strategic balance rather 
than continuing to tune the channel at the margin.

A second category of signal concerns cross-channel 
incoherence. If the NDC/Modern Airline Retailing channel 
begins to operate under payment assumptions that diverge 
materially from e-commerce or GDS/agency logic, the airline 
may be moving toward a fragmented payment model rather 
than a coherent one. That does not mean all channels should 
look the same. It does suggest that a wider enterprise review 
may be helpful when one channel starts reshaping the airline’s 
overall payment posture by default.

A third category concerns liability, governance burden, and 
operating complexity. If the channel increasingly depends 
on arrangements that are difficult to monitor, difficult to 
explain internally, or prone to repeated exception handling, 
the issue may no longer be one of local policy calibration. 
It may signal that the airline needs to reconsider the role it 
wants this channel to play in its broader commercial and 
payment architecture. This is where channel review becomes 
strategically useful, not because the channel is failing, but 
because it may be evolving faster than the airline’s payment 
model around it.
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Why the GDS/agency channel matters

After the more distribution-shaped logic of NDC/Modern 
Airline Retailing, the next policy question is how payment 
discipline works in a more structurally intermediated 
environment where commercial reach remains important, but 
payment collection, remittance, and control are distributed 
across more than one party. The GDS/agency channel brings 
that more traditional indirect-sales logic into focus.

For many airlines, the GDS/agency channel remains an 
important part of commercial reach. It can extend access to 
customer segments, markets, and selling environments that 
may not be served as effectively through airline-controlled 
direct channels alone. That reach can be especially valuable 
where travel agency networks remain commercially important, 
where local payment habits differ from those supported in 
airline e-commerce, or where intermediated selling continues to 
play a strong role in corporate and complex travel distribution. 
In that sense, the channel is not only a distribution path. It can 
also influence how payment supports market access, customer 
convenience, and the overall commercial footprint of the airline.

At the same time, the payment logic of this channel is 
structurally different from direct sales. In agency-led 
environments, the customer interaction, payment collection, 
remittance process, and financial controls may sit across more 
than one party. That changes the policy question. The airline 
is not only deciding which forms of payment it supports. It is 
also shaping the conditions under which intermediated selling, 
payment acceptance, remittance, and risk exposure remain 
aligned with broader airline priorities. A useful GDS/agency 
payment policy therefore helps the airline manage not only 
acceptance, but also the balance between commercial access, 
control, cash-flow quality, and risk visibility.

In some cases, the limits of more structurally intermediated 
GDS-based payment flows may become one factor in 
considering whether some sales are better supported through 
more airline-shaped NDC-enabled models. That remains an 
airline-by-airline judgment, not a general recommendation.

Typical policy design questions

A practical starting point in this channel is to be clear about 
where broad participation matters most. Some airlines may 
use agency-led distribution to strengthen corporate access, 
support international point-of-sale reach, or complement 
direct channels in markets where agency relationships remain 
commercially important. Others may place more emphasis 
on selective channel participation, especially where the 
commercial value of agency volume differs materially by 
market, customer segment, or remittance structure. The 
policy question is therefore not simply whether the airline 
participates in the channel, but in which parts of the channel 
it seeks greater scale, and where more selective enablement 
may be more effective.

The next set of questions relates to forms of payment and 
remittance posture. Agency-led sales can involve different 
payment and remittance paths, each with implications for 
cost, cash-flow speed, operational complexity, and exposure. 
A useful policy stance can help the airline clarify where 
certain paths are commercially acceptable, where alternative 
remittance structures are preferable, and where differentiated 
treatment may be justified by the economics or risk profile of 
the channel. The goal is not to document every operational 
variation in the policy itself, but to establish enough clarity that 
the channel does not evolve through accumulated exceptions 
or local practices that no longer fit the airline’s broader 
payment approach.

A further design question concerns control boundaries. In 
agency-led environments, some degree of channel-specific 
flexibility may be commercially useful. At the same time, 
too much decentralization can create inconsistency across 
markets, weaken visibility, and make it harder to govern 
trade-offs centrally. A strong policy approach often benefits 
from being explicit about which decisions remain enterprise-
led, which areas allow limited flexibility by market or seller 
profile, and how deviations are reviewed. This can help the 
airline avoid a situation in which channel practices are shaped 
primarily by local convenience rather than by an articulated 
payment strategy.

Module C 
GDS/Agency Channel Guidance
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Major trade-offs in reach, control, cost, 
and remittance
The first major trade-off in the GDS/agency channel is reach 
versus control. Agency environments can widen distribution 
and support local relevance, especially where agencies serve 
customer groups or payment contexts that the airline does not 
address as effectively through direct channels. That value can 
be meaningful. At the same time, broader intermediated selling 
can reduce the airline’s direct control over how payment is 
accepted, how customer information is handled, and how 
policy boundaries are applied in practice. The policy challenge 
is therefore not to eliminate that tension, but to manage it 
consciously. Airlines often benefit when they are explicit about 
where additional reach is worth some loss of direct control, 
and where the loss of control would begin to outweigh the 
commercial value.

A second trade-off is cost versus convenience. Some agency-
linked arrangements can support commercial scale or simplify 
seller participation, yet still create weaker cost discipline 
when viewed from the airline’s enterprise perspective. Direct 
fees are only part of that picture. The relevant comparison 
may also include hidden workload, fragmented processes, 
reduced visibility, and the effort required to govern exceptions. 
A payment policy that looks only at transaction convenience 
may therefore miss broader structural cost implications. 
It is often more useful to consider whether the channel 
arrangement supports the airline’s intended balance between 
distribution value, processing complexity, and payment 
economics over time.

A third trade-off concerns cash-flow quality versus channel 
flexibility. Not all remittance paths offer the same degree of 
speed, certainty, visibility, or protection from later exposure. 
Some may support channel participation well, while still 
creating weaker cash quality or more limited transparency. 
Others may improve certainty but reduce commercial 
flexibility. For airline payment leaders, this makes cash-flow 
quality an important policy lens in the channel, not only a 
downstream finance concern. A disciplined policy often 
benefits from making explicit how much weight the airline 
places on speed, certainty, concentration, and visibility of 
funds when deciding which channel arrangements to support 
more actively.

A fourth trade-off is risk management versus commercial 
openness. Broader seller participation can create clear 
value, but it can also require stronger boundaries around 
remittance, control, consent, and exception handling. If 
that logic is not made visible in policy, the result can be a 
channel that is commercially open but structurally under-
governed. A more effective posture is usually one in which 
the airline can distinguish between healthy flexibility and 
unmanaged exposure, and can review channel decisions in 
a way that recognizes both commercial opportunity and risk 
concentration.

Control and governance 
considerations
Control and governance benefit from being proportionate 
to the type of seller environment the airline is dealing 
with. Different seller models, customer mixes, and control 
structures can justify different degrees of flexibility, oversight, 
and review. A useful policy does not need to create a separate 
rulebook for every seller type, but it does benefit from 
recognizing that one undifferentiated treatment may create 
either too much restriction in some parts of the channel or too 
little control in others. Segmentation is therefore most useful 
here as a governance tool rather than as a separate policy 
layer.

One important dimension is business-model and end-
customer orientation. Corporate-oriented agency 
environments, for example, may carry different payment 
needs and commercial expectations than leisure-focused 
or package-oriented agency models. The difference is not 
only in who the traveler is, but in how payment supports 
procurement, reporting, convenience, and channel economics. 
Used carefully, this distinction can help the airline judge where 
certain payment approaches are commercially relevant, 
where different remittance expectations may apply, and where 
channel conditions may need to reflect different customer and 
seller realities.

A second dimension is the control of the seller and his 
accreditation profile. Some agency environments sit within 
stronger structural control frameworks, while others may 
require more explicit airline-side discipline if the airline 
wants to maintain a clear balance between participation 
and exposure. The policy implication is not that one model 
is inherently preferable in all cases. It is that different 
participation structures may justify different policy 
boundaries, different forms of enablement, or different review 
intensity. Airlines often benefit when this logic is visible and 
proportionate rather than implicit or reactive.

These segmentation choices also have governance 
implications. A useful GDS/agency policy can help clarify 
where participation is standard, where differentiated treatment 
is justified, and when tighter review or explicit approval 
becomes appropriate. That in turn can improve consistency 
across the channel, reduce reliance on informal exceptions, 
and make it easier to connect channel choices back to 
broader airline payment priorities. The aim is not to create 
a governance burden for its own sake, but to ensure that 
agency-channel flexibility remains intentionally governed 
rather than passively inherited.
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What disciplined GDS/agency 
payment policy can look like
Disciplined policy in this channel is usually coherent rather 
than fragmented. It reflects a visible enterprise logic for how 
the airline wants to balance reach, control, cost, cash-flow 
quality, and risk, rather than allowing channel practices to 
accumulate piecemeal over time. Where flexibility is granted, 
that flexibility sits within an articulated policy logic. Where 
tighter boundaries are used, the reason is commercially and 
operationally intelligible. This tends to make the channel easier 
to govern and easier to explain internally across payment, 
distribution, finance, and commercial leadership.

Clarity also matters. The airline benefits from a clearer view 
of where it prefers standard treatment, where different seller 
profiles justify differentiated approaches, and where trade-
offs require escalation rather than local improvisation. That 
can help reduce inconsistency and make channel decisions 
more resilient as markets, agency behavior, and payment 
conditions evolve. The objective is not uniformity at all costs. 
It is to create a channel policy that remains understandable, 
reviewable, and aligned with enterprise priorities even when 
the operating realities of the channel vary.

When GDS/agency issues call for 
enterprise strategy review
Not every issue in the channel needs to become an enterprise 
payment decision. Many can be handled through local policy 
adjustment or normal channel governance. Some signals, 
however, suggest that the issue has moved beyond routine 
tuning and may justify broader review. Examples can include 
persistent deterioration in the cost or cash-flow profile 
of the channel, repeated inconsistency between channel 
arrangements and enterprise payment priorities, or a pattern 
of risk exposure that can no longer be managed effectively 
through local adjustments alone. When those signals persist, it 
can be useful to review whether the channel policy still reflects 
the airline’s intended payment posture.

A second category of signals points to strategic 
reconsideration rather than only policy refinement. This may 
happen where agency economics change materially, where 
the mix of sellers or remittance realities begins to diverge 
from the airline’s wider payment model, or where channel-
by-channel choices start creating visible incoherence across 
the airline’s overall payment landscape. In those situations, 
the question is no longer only how to adjust one channel. 
It becomes whether the underlying payment strategy, or 
the balance between channels, needs to be revisited more 
fundamentally. This is where channel monitoring is most 
useful, as an escalation signal for enterprise review rather than 
a routine operational check.
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Why BSP-related policy matters

For many airlines, BSP is not simply an operational settlement 
mechanism. It is part of the airline’s wider policy posture 
for how indirect sales are enabled, controlled, and brought 
into a more standardized financial framework. In practical 
terms, BSP-related choices can influence seller participation, 
remittance quality, financial visibility, cash-flow confidence, 
and the level of control the airline can maintain across agency-
linked distribution. That makes BSP relevant not only to back-
office processing, but also to broader payment governance.

This matters because BSP sits at the intersection of 
commercial access and financial discipline. The airline may 
use it to simplify reporting and settlement, reduce bilateral 
complexity, and benefit from a more structured environment 
for indirect sales. At the same time, BSP-related choices still 
shape which remittance paths are encouraged, how seller 
participation is governed, and how much visibility the airline 
has over payment behavior across parts of the agency 
channel. A useful Module D therefore helps the airline express 
its overall BSP posture without reproducing the detailed 
mechanics of the system itself.

BSP-related policy also matters because it now needs to 
remain coherent across both legacy and newer distribution 
environments. BSP can no longer be treated as relevant only 
to one channel model. It has become part of a wider airline 
posture on indirect-distribution governance.

Typical policy design questions

A first set of questions concerns the airline’s overall BSP 
posture. The airline benefits from being explicit about where 
BSP participation is the preferred framework for indirect sales, 
where it supports a useful balance of simplicity and control, 
and where additional differentiation may be justified by market 
conditions or seller profile. The question is not whether BSP 
is favorable in the abstract. It is how central it is to the airline’s 
intended indirect-sales model and where its role should be 
more selective.

A second set of questions concerns remittance-policy 
preferences. BSP-related choices can affect the airline’s 
preferred balance between cost, speed of cash, certainty 
of funds, and acceptable seller flexibility. A practical BSP 
policy can therefore help the airline clarify which remittance 
approaches it wants to support more actively, where tighter 
conditions are justified, and where exceptions may require 
review.

A third set of questions concerns market and seller 
differentiation. Not every BSP market or seller environment 
creates the same commercial value, risk profile, or governance 

need. Some airlines may benefit from a more standard 
treatment across BSP markets, while others may find that 
differentiated treatment is useful where local conditions, seller 
mix, or payment behavior differ materially. The policy value lies 
in making those distinctions deliberate rather than inherited.

A final group of questions concerns cross-channel coherence. 
BSP policy should not sit in isolation from GDS/agency policy, 
NDC policy, or the airline’s wider payment governance model. 
The airline therefore benefits from a policy reading that 
explains how BSP-related choices fit into one broader indirect-
distribution posture rather than separate channel silos.

Major trade-offs in control, cash-flow 
quality, seller participation, and cost
One major trade-off is seller participation versus financial 
discipline. BSP can support broad and relatively standardized 
seller access, which may be commercially valuable. At the 
same time, the airline may still want to differentiate how that 
access is used, especially where the economics or risk profile 
of seller behavior differs materially. A useful policy posture 
often recognizes that wider participation can be beneficial, but 
only if it remains compatible with the airline’s intended level of 
control and financial confidence.

A second trade-off is simplicity versus flexibility. BSP reduces 
bilateral handling and simplify reporting and settlement, 
which is part of its core value proposition. Even so, the airline 
may still face choices between standard treatment and more 
tailored conditions for certain markets or seller types. Too 
much uniformity can overlook real differences in exposure or 
value. Too much flexibility can weaken the very simplification 
that BSP is meant to provide. A disciplined BSP policy 
therefore benefits from finding a middle ground that remains 
intelligible and governable.

A third trade-off is cash-flow quality versus commercial 
openness. BSP can support safer funds, stronger visibility, 
and more orderly remittance behavior. Those benefits can be 
important, but they still depend on how the airline chooses to 
use the framework and where it sets its policy boundaries. The 
practical policy question is often how much weight the airline 
gives to speed, certainty, and visibility of funds when deciding 
how open or differentiated its indirect-sales posture should be.

A fourth trade-off is lower bilateral burden versus dependence 
on a structured framework. BSP can reduce effort and centralize 
important controls, but it also means that airline policy needs to 
be thought through within that structured environment rather 
than only through local bilateral negotiation. For many airlines, 
that is a strength. It can also require more discipline in defining 
the airline’s overall BSP posture so that local practices do not 
drift away from the intended enterprise logic.

Module D 
BSP – Related Policy Considerations
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Control and governance 
considerations
Control and governance in Module D are best framed at 
the synthesis level rather than at the process level. The key 
issue is how the airline wants to use BSP as part of its overall 
indirect-sales governance model. That includes the degree of 
standardization it prefers, the role of differentiated treatment 
by seller or market, and the way BSP-related choices align 
with the airline’s wider positions on cost, cash, risk, and seller 
enablement. This module does not need to restate BSP 
procedures to make that governance logic visible.

One governance consideration is how the airline connects 
BSP posture with agency segmentation. The original 
Management Foundation document already points to 
differentiation by seller profile, accreditation context, end-
customer orientation, and remittance behavior. At the 
synthesis level, the policy implication is that BSP need not 
mean undifferentiated treatment of all sellers in all contexts. 
The airline may still benefit from clearer rules on where 
participation is standard, where tighter conditions apply, and 
where additional review is appropriate.

A second governance consideration is payment visibility and 
consent logic. BSP-related governance can be strengthened 
when the airline has a clearer line of sight over how it is paid 
and whether intermediary payment behavior remains aligned 
with its stated policy. At the level of this companion, the key 
point is not the detailed operating flow. It is that payment 
visibility and compliance monitoring can materially strengthen 
the airline’s ability to keep BSP-related practice aligned with 
policy.

A third governance consideration is coherence across GDS, 
NDC, and wider enterprise payment logic. Airlines benefit from 
treating BSP posture as an enterprise governance choice 
rather than as a legacy channel artifact. That can help reduce 
fragmentation and make indirect-sales policy easier to explain 
across commercial, finance, payment, and distribution teams.

What disciplined BSP-related policy 
can look like
Disciplined BSP-related policy is usually recognizable by 
clarity of posture. The airline has a visible view on the role BSP 
plays in its indirect-sales model, the forms of differentiation it 
considers justified, the balance it wants between simplification 
and flexibility, and the level of financial confidence it expects 
BSP-related arrangements to support. The result is not a 
process manual. It is a more intelligible policy position that can 
guide channel decisions consistently.

A strong policy approach also tends to treat BSP as part 
of the airline’s wider payment architecture rather than as 
a separate administrative environment. That means BSP-
related choices remain connected to indirect-sales strategy, 
remittance quality, cash-flow confidence, and control over 
payment behavior. Where that logic is visible, the airline is less 
likely to accumulate inconsistent local practices that weaken 
enterprise coherence over time.

Discipline is also visible in how the airline handles exceptions 
and variation. Different markets and seller profiles may justify 
different treatment, but a mature BSP policy tends to keep 
those differences within an articulated review logic rather than 
allowing them to proliferate ad hoc. That can preserve the 
value of a structured framework while still allowing the airline 
to respond proportionately to real commercial differences.

When BSP-related issues call for 
enterprise strategy review
Many BSP-related issues can be handled through normal 
policy refinement or routine governance. Some signals, 
however, suggest that the issue may justify broader enterprise 
review. One example is a recurring mismatch between the 
airline’s desired indirect-sales posture and the financial 
outcomes produced in practice, such as weaker-than-
intended cash quality, insufficient visibility, or a pattern of 
remittance behavior that no longer fits the airline’s broader 
payment priorities. When those signals persist, the issue may 
be more strategic than local.

A second category of signal concerns cross-channel 
inconsistency. If BSP-related choices begin to pull GDS/
agency and NDC-related behavior in materially different 
directions, or if indirect-sales policy becomes difficult to 
reconcile across frameworks, the airline may benefit from 
revisiting the enterprise logic rather than continuing to adjust 
each channel separately.

A third category concerns governance strain. If BSP-related 
differentiation, exception handling, or payment-visibility 
concerns become increasingly difficult to manage within the 
airline’s existing governance model, the issue may signal a 
need to revisit the airline’s broader indirect-sales and payment 
architecture. This is where Module D is most useful as a 
synthesis layer: not to explain mechanics, but to help identify 
when BSP-related developments are pointing to a wider 
enterprise decision.
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Taken together, this playbook now moves from e-commerce, 
as the airline’s most directly controlled payment environment, 
to NDC/Modern Airline Retailing, then to the more structurally 
intermediated GDS/agency environment, alongside a BSP-
related synthesis layer that helps keep indirect-sales policy 
coherent across frameworks. Different environments can 
justify different payment choices, different control boundaries, 
and different operating assumptions. Even so, the airline 
benefits when those differences sit within a common 
logic that reflects its wider priorities on customer reach, 
conversion, cost discipline, cash-flow quality, risk posture, and 
governance.

This document, the Airline Payment Channel Policy Playbook,  
is intended to support that discipline. Its purpose is not to 
prescribe one model for every airline or to turn channel policy 
into an operational manual. It is to help airline payment leaders 
make channel-level choices more deliberately, understand 
the trade-offs those choices create, and maintain coherence 
across a payment landscape that can otherwise become 
fragmented over time.

Used in that way, channel policy can serve as a practical 
bridge between enterprise intent and day-to-day payment 
decisions. It can help airlines decide where consistency 
matters most, where differentiated treatment is justified, and 
when channel developments may call for broader review 
rather than local adjustment alone.

For the wider operating logic, readers should return to the 
Management Foundation document. Where more structured 
monitoring support is needed, that material is supported 
by the Companion Asset 2: Airline Payment Framework –
Monitoring & KPI Pack.

Conclusion
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