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INTRODUCTION 

UK Finance is the trade association which was formed on 1 July 2017 to represent the finance and banking industry 

operating in the UK. It represents around 250 of the leading firms providing finance, banking, markets and 

payments-related services in or from the UK. UK Finance has been created by combining most of the activities of 

the Asset Based Finance Association, the British Bankers’ Association, the Council of Mortgage Lenders, Financial 

Fraud Action UK, Payments UK and the UK Cards Association. 

Our objective is to work with our members to build a more customer-focused and innovative finance and banking 

sector, cementing the UK’s role as a global leader in financial services for the benefit of the wider economy. The 

interests of our members’ customers are at the heart of this work. 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

UK Finance welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Bank of England (Bank/BoE) consultation on its proposed 

new ISO20022 payments message. This is a fundamental strategic change for the banking and payments industry, 

as well as for stakeholders more widely. We think the approach taken by the BoE, in terms of its broad consultation 

approach and the mechanisms it has put in place to gather feedback from a wide range of stakeholders has been 

effective and the industry welcomes the Bank’s open and consultative approach. We also welcome that this 

consultation was undertaken jointly with the NPSO, as firms are strongly supportive of the need for as close 

alignment as possible with the development of the NPA. 

We are also pleased to see that the Bank has recognised in several places throughout the consultation the role that 

UK Finance can play in helping to deliver industry wide initiatives in a harmonised way. As the leading trade 

association for the financial services sector in the UK and representing over 250 members, we have the convening 

power to help to make the new ISO20022 message implementation a success. 

UK Finance is generally supportive of the direction of travel laid out in the BoE consultation paper on its ISO20022 

payments message. Payment services are, by nature, internationally interconnected services and aligning with 

global standards is the right approach. Globally, firms and infrastructures are moving to ISO20022 and this move 

will help to ensure that the UK retains its place as world class. We also support the ambition and strategy for 

aligning credit payment messages across CHAPS, Bacs and Faster Payments with the new global messaging 

standard ISO 20022, given the wide range of benefits this will bring to customers, payment service providers and 

the UK more widely. 

We recognise the need to address the elements of CHAPS only migration to the CCM and understand that this is a 

focus of the Bank. However, Members are keen to stress that consistency between the CHAPS and NPA 

implementation of the CCM is vital and would encourage the Bank to do all it can to ensure harmonisation in the 

design and implementation phases. 

 

RECOMMENDATION FOR NEXT STEPS 
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Whilst our members recognise the value of moving to the global messaging standard, the consultation process itself 

has raised a large number of questions and requests for clarity. These centre on both policy themes as well on the 

issues of practical implementation. These, we recommend, are subject to detailed assessment by specialist 

industry groups to cover key issues such as: the use and access of payments data in the context of compliance and 

liability; and the requirement for interoperability and aligned sequencing with the retail/NPA design and other 

industry change programmes. We suggest that the governance model laid out in the consultation paper (and with, 

potentially, some further groups considered) is stood up as soon as possible. This will help to ensure a realistic 

impact analysis, the identification of possible unintended consequences and tactics for mitigating risks. 

Once this more detailed analysis is undertaken, the industry will be better placed to estimate the true technical, 

practical, legal and cost implications of these changes and whether these fit with business-as-usual infrastructure 

updates or require material out of budget IT expenditure and resource. Currently, the cost estimates from our 

members vary significantly in scale and scope, from £50,000 to £10m+ for each cost line. There are also cost 

implications for a wide range of other entities, including agencies, corporates, government, consumers, and 

adoption issues which need to be considered as part of a co-ordinated migration plan.  

We also note that several firms commented that it will be much easier to comment on the CCM when full details of 

how the CCM is to be implemented for Bacs / FPS / NPA are available. Greater clarity on this will make 

development of an impact analysis and roadmap more achievable. 

We provide below comments on specific issues raised and discussed by members in their responses to us, and by 

our own internal colleagues. 

 

DETAILED RESPONSE 

Proposed UK Finance deliverables 

• The consultation makes a number of references to UK Finance and suggests that the Bank would seek to 

work with us and others on the successful delivery of aspects of the ISO message implementation. We 

welcome the opportunity to support the bank and the industry. Ultimately, UK Finance works at the behest 

of its members, however, we are confident that they would wish us to support this activity where we are the 

body best placed to do so. 

• The consultation makes several references to the Wire Transfer Regulations. It also refers obliquely to work 

that UK Finance is undertaking to create a How-To Guide on this Regulation, which is voluntary and 

intended to help the market to ensure consistent and effective interpretation of the regulation. As the 

consultation document points out, pending the conclusion of this consultation phase, UK Finance would 

seek to update the document to reflect any changes from the CCM. 

• The consultation document refers to UK Finance and other bodies working to produce guidance on purpose 

codes. This is something we will need to look at more closely to determine what kind of input on that work 

we could usefully provide. 

Timelines and coordination of change 

• As recognised by the Bank, we would like to highlight again the fact that the move to ISO20022 falls 

alongside some other radical and major change programmes for Payment Service Providers, large and 

small, corporates and wider end users. This includes the New Payments Architecture for Bacs and FPS, 

the RTGS renewal, and beyond the UK, Target 2. The timing is not necessarily wrong but the cumulative 

impact on industry capacity and resilience must remain a primary consideration.  

• To achieve the network effects of a movement to ISO 20022 the bank should promote wider use of ISO 

20022 and the CCM.  As part of this, early clarity on what is required from PSPs – across CHAPS & the 

NPA - will be essential. There will need to be clear and achievable deadlines for adoption, with a phased 

approach on how the CCM is rolled out, and with a clear end date for all. To effect this change it would 

need to be mandatory across the whole payments chain, so for example corporates will also have to 

comply (this may potentially require legislation to bring into effect). It’s likely that there will need to be 

translation services from legacy to CCM and perhaps back again in the end-to-end chain. There will be a 
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need to consider how the translation layer will work if the mandatory fields don’t exist in the legacy systems. 

This translation can be a competitive aspect or could be a central system delivered service. 

• Several members had concerns about the proposal for a cutover weekend for change in the CHAPS 

migration. Some suggested that while the migration periods do indeed need to be relatively short, longer 

phased windows for change may be required. In addition, some suggested an approach similar to that 

taken with Faster Payments, of migrating by ramping up by value, i.e. starting with smaller value 

transactions and going up from there. A migration process would need to consider the impact on returns / 

recalls. For example, would it be possible to recall a transaction sent as an MT message as an ISO 

transaction? We would encourage the Bank to continue to prioritise the resilience of the service and take 

an informed decision on a cutover weekend proposal once the implications and risks for participants are 

understood. 

• All of these changes impact on customers as they are required to change their own processes and at this 

stage there is no real central coordination of the sequencing of this change to consider what is the best 

order of change that limits risk most effectively. The volume of change is great, but it is the complexity and 

interdependency of the change that we suggest the Bank should seek to lead and sequence to provide the 

best chance of success. We’ve seen from programmes like cheque imaging (ICS) how complex the 

customer support can be (including, for example, for agency banks) but also corporate customers, and 

whatever can be done to make this volume of change as straightforward as possible for customers should 

be well considered. 

• The CCM should be as inclusive as possible to avoid variants or ‘extensions’ being required for different UK 

payment types. The consultation paper does not give much indication of how much thought has been given 

so far to the implementation of the CCM for retail /NPA purposes. There is a danger that the later NPSO 

consultation uncovers additional requirements views that cannot be accommodated within the CCM being 

used in CHAPS, which would lead to variants/ extensions being required. The differing timescales of the 

BoE and NPSO work may make this inevitable, but we encourage a single UK position and structure if at all 

possible, to maximise benefit of investment in the CCM and achieve one of the key objectives of 

interoperability between systems in times of a systems outage. For example, it would be helpful to 

understand the extent to which, at this stage, the NPSO has validated that the CCM is able to map all the 

appropriate fields. We note that the schemas provided for the CCM are very technical and are proving 

difficult for some participants to fully understand the cost or issues of delivering this CCM message. Having 

sight of a non-technical representation of the CCM may help to alleviate concerns and help to build a 

clearer understanding of what is being delivered by the CCM and how it may be used to support 

interoperability. 

Scope 

• It is important to ensure the scope is defined as early as possible and with pragmatism, to focus on 

achieving the outcomes and benefits of aligning the core UK payment schemes. Reference is made in the 

consultation paper to aligning the proposed Common Credit Message (CCM) in the UK for CHAPS, Bacs 

and FP, with the card schemes. While there may be some learnings to be taken by looking across other 

parts of the payments ecosystem, we would caution against this kind of major extension to scope at this 

stage as it could detract from the ability to achieve a successful outcome on aligning CHAPS, Faster 

Payments and Bacs. In particular, members were not supportive of expanding to include cards schemes. 

The way the card schemes work is very different from the interbank payment space and the cards 

standards, rules and processes are the result of decades of nuanced development (although of course 

ongoing engagement to ensure any synergies can be identified is of course valuable).  

• On the other hand, Open Banking is fairly nascent, and there may be opportunities for further alignment 

here. Indeed, we note that the CCM already factors in ways that interlinkages with APIs might be achieved. 

However, there is a need to understand the implications of the introduction of the ISO 20022 CCM into the 

New Payments Architecture for the purpose of single instant payments initiated by PISPs.  An impact 

assessment would be necessary to understand any implications on PISP’s collection of customer data. 
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Risks 

• We broadly agree with the Bank on the initial assessment of the most significant risks from implementing 

ISO 20022 across CHAPS and the emerging design of the New Payments Architecture (NPA). The ongoing 

operational risks of change during the transition and migration are critical in any major change programme 

and the recent high-profile failure of some technology migration processes puts a fresh focus on this – and 

underscores why we believe wider sequencing of change would be helpful.  

• Members commented that operational and translation issues that posed the highest risk. Changes on this 

scale present a major operational risk that would affect the whole industry. A key challenge for users of 

payment systems will be switching the existing payment scheme messages to the new format. We would 

also recognise industry capacity and financial risks of change. 

Data 

• The consultation paper rightly identifies a range of benefits that may arise from the inclusion of more data 

with payments. However, several members also raised with us some issues about the impact that the 

accommodation of this within their own systems may have. This does not just refer to the technology 

changes to systems that would be required, but also the legal and compliance processes for firms to 

ensure that their access to, use of, storage of, and eventual deletion of data, is all undertaken in full 

compliance with the relevant rules, standards and legislation. 

• The complexity and case for capturing, securely managing and storing and any screening of this additional 

data should be clearly understood as this work progresses. As should any implications on scalability and 

resilience of PSP and payment systems of moving what will be much larger messaging loads. For data that 

is held remotely in data warehouses (related remittance information) a standard will be necessary covering 

topics such as secure data storage, management and length of retention. 

• There will be potential cost to firms in amending/adjusting their screening infrastructures responsive to any 

changes e.g. software used and workflow structures to monitor/screen for AML, sanctions, fraud, etc. 

• Of course, at a technical level it is also clear that the more that needs to be included in the payment 

message the larger the payload, and the greater the system processing capacity.  

Common implementation and the benefits for re-routing 

• We agree that a common standard implementation for IS020022 across all UK schemes will significantly 

improve contingency capabilities and enable payments to be routed through different systems to ensure 

settlement in the event of a failure within the wider UK payments infrastructure. A correctly designed CCM 

would remove the messaging barrier to redirecting payments between payment systems and reduce the 

likelihood of data loss for any such redirected payments.  

• However, there are also barriers to rerouting payments between systems in relation to scheme limits 

(particularly for redirecting CHAPS payments to Faster Payments or Bacs) and in terms of the reachability 

of participants who are not participants of all three schemes. Likewise, if fields within the CCM are 

mandated within CHAPS, but subsequently not mandated within Faster Payments and Bacs, rerouting may 

be complicated. Furthermore, much more thinking will need to be given to how rerouting would work for 

Bacs bulk payments, given the other schemes do not accommodate this. The Bank might address some of 

these issues through contingency planning to ensure that this key benefit of the CCM can be realised when 

required. Furthermore, there are learnings from past system failures that can be applied.  

• Members also noted that the aspiration on interoperability requires each payment system to be able to 

cope with its own volumes and that of other schemes – so whilst not an issue for the CCM itself, this will 

need to be a consideration for NPA and the design of the central clearing and settlement engines. For 

example, to achieve interoperability – the NPA will need to be able to support CHAPS size limits. 

• Ultimately, switching between systems must be as straightforward as possible to avoid the need for PSP 

infrastructure builds to enable rerouting to take place.  
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Costs 

• Very few firms felt able to provide specific comments on the costs and risks of the change programme for 

CCM. For most, further clarity on the end-to end payment message content (e.g. what is mandated and 

what is optional) is needed to determine the build and the analytics to interrogate the new data and the 

security to support it. 

• In terms of the ranking of costs, for many firms the highest cost areas are considered to be changes to 

payments channels, the core banking system and translation costs, though some of this may be covered by 

planned systems upgrades relating to ISO20022. 

• In terms of the CCM, firms commented that the most investment would be required to accommodate the 

identity and remittance information changes (equally, however, it is hoped that these may deliver the 

greatest benefits). 

• Some members noted that over the short-to-medium term the CCM is likely to cost more to implement than 

will be gained in benefits, given there will be cost of changing infrastructure, channels, advices etc, which 

will require large scale project work to implement. In terms of ‘other’ investment costs, firms noted costs for 

testing, staff and end user communication and adaptation to financial crime systems. 

• Some of our largest members commented that this will be an expensive project to implement (i.e. almost all 

the questions have a £10m+ answer). It is also possible that the ongoing costs could be raised very 

significantly if the data demands of the CCM, the costs of monitoring LEIs and purpose codes are heavy. 

Furthermore, dependent on process and rate of change – maintenance and versioning could be expensive 

across the payments chain. 

• Members also note that the costs will not be restricted to PSPs. They could also affect corporate customers 

and many smaller supplies e.g. software suppliers and bureaux in what is currently Bacs. 

Proposed governance 

• We are strongly supportive of the governance approach proposed, though we note that the variety and 

number of subsidiary working groups may require more careful consideration. We understand that the 

NPSO itself is also looking at governance options for managing the changing payments standards 

landscape and members are supportive of this work. Given our comments above on data issues, we also 

suggest that a group may be needed to explore the legal/regulatory challenges (especially data protection) 

to enable subject matter expert representation on this issue from Payment Service Providers and other 

stakeholders.  

Customer communications 

• Members recognise the role that they must play in communicating the changes to their customers 

(including agencies, corporates, and end users). However, given the scale of the change and the potential 

industry impacts, Members also believe that beyond the Bank’s role in promoting ISO, it should also go 

further and help to support efforts to communicate to stakeholders and customers more widely. 

Address structure 

• There was broad support for structured address fields. However, members noted that managing this 

change successfully would be challenging given the need for consistency. For most firms these fields are 

currently fairly unstandardized. Existing data will need to be converted, and there will need to be 

mechanisms in place to ensure that the right fields are used. 

• Members have noted that the new address structure may affect their core banking systems and due to the 

structured information, some address will have blank lines. The Financial Services Compensation Scheme 

(FSCS) reporting does not allow blank lines in the submission files so this would require further 

development. 
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• We note that the consultation document is misleading in relation to BACS and FP which do not have any 

field for address data. We would, however, agree this should be a structured field using ISO20022 defined 

standards across all payments. 

• The consultation states that only structured data will be used in the CCM and reference is made to SWIFT’s 

SR2020 change that is looking to mandate structured name and address for order party and beneficiary 

party removing the current free format option. There is a proposal to postpone this change with no clear 

guidance as to how structured data will be provided. If the BoE mandate structured data and the SWIFT 

community cannot mandate the use of structured party information then there will be an impact on CHAPS 

correspondent payments for indirect participants, which needs to be considered. 

LEIs  

• Generally there was support for the use of LEIs but this was one of the areas that opened up a wide variety 

of questions from members about how this change would actually work in practice. 

• There were some concerns that expanding the scope of LEI use more widely could introduce customer 

friction. However, weighed against this some members noted that there are advantages in terms of 

payment monitoring. 

• Some members questioned whether all participants in UK payments have LEI’s or can even get one. If this 

is made mandatory in CHAPS as indicated will this preclude existing users from continuing to effect 

payment via CHAPS? 

• Gathering and updating all counterparties LEI information for inter-PSP transactions would take resource 

and time. There is a need to consider how these transactions would be identified, information retrieved and 

validated by the bank to be in compliance with the mandate.    

• There is also a broader question around how the adoption of LEI will be driven by Bank or indeed the 

Payment Systems Regulator (PSR). Currently, LEI’s are geared around usage within the securities 

business rather than payments. If a LEI is required for all applicable parties and agents, will it be the 

sending banks responsible to validate if the ID is correct? It’s not clear at this stage how this can be 

achieved or if any validation in the payment chain will be required. Also, within CHAPS, SWIFT messages 

for financial institutions will use a BIC as the party identifier. A financial institution may have multiple LEI’s 

and it’s not clear how LEI’s will be selected or how the sender can validate if the data is accurate. If the LEI 

and the BICs do not match is there an expectation that the payment is stopped or returned? 

Personal identifiers 

• Again, members broadly agreed with the benefits that can arise from the changes around personal 

identifiers. There were various questions raised, however, including: who would provide the additional data 

as PSPs do not necessarily hold it all? Would it affect the PSD definition of “unique identifiers” and what 

effect would this have for liability? Would these identifiers be compulsory? Again, what might be helpful in 

the HVP market may be disproportionately costly and cumbersome to include for the retail market. 

Purpose codes  

• In principle, members indicated their general support for the utility of purpose codes. There are practical 

issues relating to the use of purpose codes however. Implementing this change would be far reaching as 

PSPs may have many channels that will need to be modified. If these are to extend to all payment initiators, 

including retail customers, then the smaller the list the greater the chance of both accuracy and use. 

Implementing this for retail payments especially will be far reaching – i.e. all internet/mobile app payment 

screens/flows and all payment processing infrastructure will potentially need to be developed. If the view is 

that these are only required between banks/clearing infrastructures, then the question of how banks decide 

what the purpose is would have to be answered (it may be difficult and risky for PSPs to make 

assumptions). Would, for example, it be acceptable for a PSP to assume that all payments from a utility 

company are utility payments? How would their salary payments be categorised? It may be more effective 

to have the initiator choose the purpose code, but this can become burdensome and may also limit 
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accuracy (we note that section 2.3 of the consultation says that further analysis will be done to understand 

who would be responsible for the inputting of the data). 

• Some members also wonder whether this information needs to be passed to the end beneficiary (we 

assume that for some beneficiaries, e.g. government, it will). Members feel that more information is 

required about how the information will be used between paying/receiving PSPs and shared with 

regulators, as these may bring additional currently undiscovered requirements beyond simple payment 

processing. 

• In addition, if there is to be true interoperability between payment types then the use of these must be 

consistent between those payment types (i.e. if purpose code is not present, will that restrict the ability to 

switch to another payment type where the code is mandatory?) As with other requirements the current 

consultation may be more focused towards the wholesale market, but if the CCM is to be truly common the 

impact on the retail/NPA market needs early consideration. 

• Members also recognise that there are a number of questions to consider around the use of the codes for 

fraud detection. For example, could codes be “forged”? If they are used in fraud detection, who is 

responsible for sifting them and checking? Who would have the duty to act on identified fraud? Would false 

positives lead to delays in payment processing? Would this lead to a new liability for some parties? It also 

needs to be considered how customers understand the importance of using the correct codes in certain 

circumstances to enable effective fraud prevention and detection 

• From the perspective of CHAPS payments, it needs to be considered how purpose codes would be entered 

into the system between PSPs for financial transactions or transactions above a certain value. For 

example, from a sending PSP’s perspective for different trades to the same counterparty. Additionally, it 

would need to be understood how these transactions would be identified and monitored by policy makers 

on a real-time basis. 

Remittance information 

• Members were broadly supportive of the proposals around remittance information and the benefits this 

could bring. 

• In terms of the proposed phased removal of unstructured remittance information, some members were 

wary that this could be complex and lead to increased translation costs. 

• Members were broadly supportive of the introduction of remt messages. However, some members noted 

that decoupling the remittance information from the message could bring a range of risks and challenges.  

Character sets  

• Generally speaking members support the broadening of the proposed character set but they feel that there 

is a need for clarity on this aspect early in the change process. Firms believe that the current character set 

(symbols etc.) should be expanded, but the case for other languages is unproven at present. There needs 

to be a fixed set for efficient data validations because the more permutations there are the more system 

resource heavy the task. Maintenance requirements could also be greater. There is a need for 

considerations of ‘simplicity’ in these proposals. Some firms would like to see the target character set at an 

early stage to avoid later changes and accompanying cost. It is felt that this decision should apply for the 

whole CCM, not just the CHAPS implementation. 

• It would need to be ensured the inclusion of these did not impact PSP’s ability to perform sanction 

screening etc. 

• Page 13 item 4 bullet 2 suggests that there would be harmonisation between data structures across 

“invoice references, electronic addresses and tax codes”. We are not sure this is realistic given the vast 

number of permutations in invoice reference formats and character sets across UK corporates, and the cost 

of aligning those would be very considerable. Nonetheless we believe corporates will welcome the 

opportunity to carry more remittance information. 
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• We also note that these changes mean that firms’ fraud detection systems and procedures may have to be 

upgraded to support this, which adds further complexity. 

Business Application Header 

• Members believe that there are potential benefits from the use of the Header but some note that care 

needs to be taken around how implementation is done as this could impact end users.  

Fraud and economic crime 

• Members thought that having standardised payment data across multiple payment schemes will support 

Fraud / Financial Crime / Cyber intelligence practices employed by payment service providers, as it will 

enable payment data to be merged quickly and easily to help identify commonality and trends. The ability to 

compare actual transfer activity with expected activity will aid fraud and financial crime prevention. 

• On the issue of purpose codes, it was thought these could be beneficial from a transaction monitoring and 

fraud detection perspective, as they may allow for payments to be investigated in a more effective way. 

However, there would need to be enough purpose codes to ensure that an accurate purpose could be 

captured. A question was raised as to who would set and maintain the purpose code list. Potentially it may 

be most useful if these were set globally, otherwise it risks significant confusion for cross-border 

transactions.  

• In terms of the proposed phased removal of unstructured remittance information, it was thought that a 

phased approach will need to take into account existing data integrity issues and legacy systems across 

the industry. 

• Members noted that the introduction of remt messages could enhance financial crime compliance 

processes, as they would allow more characters to be used when character limits have been exceeded. 

Remt messages should use structured data fields as far as possible to avoid data issues inherent in large 

free format text.  

• Members also thought that character sets should be limited to those that are available in UK Government 

issued ID, such as passports or driving licences. Further extension of the character set will cause issues in 

payment alerts processing as the payment message may have different spellings of names, which may not 

allow for the alerts to be discounted. 

Other CCM fields to be included 

• While not a new field per se, for sanctions screening purposes, one firm felt that it would be useful to 

identify the original payment type of a CHAPS transfer – for example if the transaction originated as a 

SWIFT transaction (including if EEA or non-EEA).  

• Another firm commented that the:  

o Post Code field needs to permit PO Box (e.g. BFPO, overseas residents), 

o Consideration should be given to instances where there is more than one account holder; the 

message load should include full data of both primary and secondary account holders (e.g. joint 

personal accounts), 

o Potential inclusion of a non-mandatory field for licences (OFSI/OFAC for example). 

 


