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Consultation Questionnaire
This template is intended to help stakeholders respond to
the questions set out in our consultation document and in its
supporting papers.
Responses should be emailed to us at Forum@psr.org.uk in PDF
format by no later than 22 September 2017. Any questions about
our consultation can also be sent to Forum@psr.org.uk

Whilst we welcome feedback from any participant on any question,
not all questions in this consultation will be relevant to the wide
range of stakeholders in the Payments Community. We have sign
posted the questions to clarify which are most relevant for your
organisations, and where we would most value your feedback.
Thank you in advance for your contribution to this consultation process.

Basic Details
Consultation title

Blueprint for the Future of UK Payments

Name of respondent

Tom Hay, Nihar Bapna

Contact details / job title

Head of Payments, Payments Consultant

Representing (self or organisation/s)

Icon Solutions

Email

nihar.bapna@iconsolutions.com

Address

Tuition House, 27-37 St George's Rd, Wimbledon, London SW19 4EU

Responding to the consultation and publication of responses
Subject to express requests for confidentiality, please note that we
will publish views or submissions in full or in part. In responding, we
therefore ask you to minimise elements of your submissions which
you want to be treated as confidential. Where you do submit both
confidential and non-confidential material, you should submit a nonconfidential version, which you consent for us to publish, marked ‘for
publication’ and another version marked ‘confidential’.
In responding to this consultation, you are sharing your response
with the Forum secretariat (1). Confidential information provided in
these circumstances is confidential within the meaning of FSBRA and
it is a criminal offence to disclose it without requisite authority (2).

Notes:
(1) The Forum secretariat work for the Payment Systems Regulator
Limited, ‘the PSR’, and are considered primary recipients for the
purposes of the Financial Services (Banking Reform) Act 2013
(FSBRA).
(2) The PSR has the power to disclose confidential information in
certain circumstances for the purposes of facilitating its functions
and may impose conditions on the use of that information.

Declaration
‘I confirm that our response supplied with this cover sheet is a formal consultation response that the Forum can publish,
unless it is clearly marked ‘confidential’.

Nihar Bapna
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1.0 A New Payments Architecture
Question 1.1

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

Do you agree with our recommendation to move towards a ‘push’ payment mechanism for all payment types?
Yes

No

If not, please explain why.

Question 1.2

PSPs

Vendors

In the proposed transition approach it is expected that Third Party Service Providers including current independent software providers,
bureaux and gateway providers will update their systems to enable existing payment formats to continue to operate with no or limited
negative impact on the current users of services such as Direct Debit.
As a PSP or TPSP, do you agree we have identified the implications of adopting a push model adequately?
Yes

No

If not, please set out any additional impacts that need to be considered.

Under NPA, the way PSPs currently execute pull payments (Direct Debits) will need to undergo significant changes. From our
understanding, for implementing the new push based Direct Debits, the changes will be more extensive than just changes to
message/ file format. Though we support the proposed move to Push payments and the moving the Direct Debit work-flows as
overlay services, there may be large scale changes required at the PSP’s end to support the new architecture. Also, the
transition approach proposes parallel running of both legacy platforms and NPA. This parallel running of Direct Debits on both
existing and NPA might be very challenging, w.r.t. infrastructure limitations of the PSP’s legacy platforms as well as in terms of
operations 1.3
and support
issues. Hence, wePSPs
propose that
the following impacts
to be considered
in agreement with the
Consumers
Corporates
Govt.also need
Vendors
SMEs
Question
PSPs in UK:
Impact
(cost, capacity,
parallel
on existing as
well
as NPA.
As• Infrastructure
a potential vendor,
participant
or user oflatency,
the NPA,etc)
are due
theretoany
other running
design considerations
that
should
be included in the NPA, especially
•
Operational
impactimpact
on
Payments
operation
teams,
traceability,
etc.
with regards to considering the needs of end-users?
Yes

No

If yes, please provide a description of those areas and why they are important to explore.

Though we agree to the design considerations included in NPA and do not wish to add any other consideration, we would like to
put forward a word of caution about the “common messaging standards”. We agree with the proposed move to ISO20022
message standards, but would like to highlight the apparent bespoke use of these standards in the current market. Many PSPs
and TPSPs currently use ISO20022 standards, but operate their own versions and variants (with bespoke rules) and hence fail
to interoperate.
Also, as there are no published JSON standards for ISO20022, the new APIs being developed based on the ISO20022
standards are mostly based on the individual organisation’s interpretation of the standards, rather than that of the industry.
Hence, we would like to suggest that for NPA implementation, the NPSO agrees to a particular version of individual messages
and ensures the API standards published are aligned to them.
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Question 1.4

PSPs

Vendors

The nature of the layering approach enables new components to be added or updated with minimal impact on components in other layers.
We believe this will support greater levels of competition and innovation especially in the upper layers of the NPA.
In your view, as a vendor or service provider, will layering the NPA in this way simplify access and improve your ability to compete in the UK
payments market?
Yes

No

If not, please explain why.

Question 1.5

PSPs

Vendors

With the recommended centralised clearing and settlement option, as a participant or vendor who is accessing or delivering the clearing and
settlement service, do you think:
a. We have reached the right conclusion in recommending this option?
Yes

No

If not, please explain why.

b. The right balance of managing risk versus competition has been achieved?
Yes

No

If not, please explain why.

Question 1.6

PSPs

Vendors

Do you agree with our analysis of each of the clearing and settlement deployment approaches?
Yes

No

Which is your preferred deployment approach?

Our preferred approach is a single vendor deployment approach to the multi-vendor approach. We feel the single vendor
approach provides significant benefits in terms of a single place for liquidity and settlement risk management. The proposed
approach for multi-vendor deployment with one node for attended and another for unattended does not seem to offer enough
advantages in terms of market competition to offset the ease and benefits of a single vendor approach.
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Question 1.7

PSPs

Vendors

As a vendor of services in any layer of the NPA, do you think that more work is required to prove any of the main concepts
of NPA before embarking on the procurement process?
Yes

No

If so, please explain which areas and why.

2.0 Collaborative Requirements and Rules for the three End-User Solutions
Question 2.1

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

As a payee,
a. Does your organisation serve customers who experience challenges paying regular bills?
Yes

No

b. Does your organisation experience unpaid direct debits?
Yes

No

Please comment on the extent to which you experience this and any trends you see in this area.

Question 2.2

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

Request to Pay provides visibility to payees on the intentions of a payer. Would the increased visibility benefit your business?
Yes

No

If so, how?

We are not in agreement that the increased visibility to the payee will result in some very significant benefits to the Payee. If the
payer does not respond to a request to pay, the payee will still be in a similar situation as in case of unpaid direct debits.
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Question 2.3

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

Request to Pay will result in increased communication between the payee and the payer. As a payee:
a. Would the increased communication present a challenge?
Yes

No

If so, in what way?

• The Payee may need to invest more in their operations teams to keep up with the increased communication.
• Keeping track of the increased communication for dispute resolution will increase their infrastructure requirements and hence
costs.
• With the possibility of many RTP providers joining the RTP market, the dispute resolution would be complex as more parties
b. What benefits could you envisage from this increased communication?
will be involved in the payment chain.
The benefits are well covered in the document

c. Do you see any additional potential benefits resulting from Request to Pay other than those described?
Yes

No

If so, which ones?

Question 2.4

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

We have recommended the minimum information that should be contained in a Request to Pay message. As a payee:
a. With the exception of reference ID, are you able to provide other items of information with every payment request?
Yes

No

b. Is there additional information, specific to your business, that you would have to provide to payers as part of the Request to Pay message?
Yes

No
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Question 2.5

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

We envisage payees stipulating a payment period during which the payer will be required to make the payment. As a payee, how do you
think this payment period might be applied within your organisation?

Question 2.6

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

Request to Pay will offer payers flexibility over payment time as well as amount and method. As a payee:
a. Does your business model support offering payment plans and the ability for payers to spread their payments?
Yes

No

If so, please provide more details as to how these plans are offered, their conditions and to which customers.

b. Do you have a predominant payment method used by your payers?
Yes

No

If so, what percentage of customers use it?

c. Do you offer your payers a choice of payment methods?
Yes

No

If yes, what determines how much choice you offer? If not, what are the barriers preventing you from doing this?

d. Are there any incentives to use one payment method over another?
Yes

No

If so, what is the rationale?
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Question 2.7

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

A minority of payers may not be able to pay within the payment period. Through Request to Pay they will be able to request an extension
to the payment period. As a payee:
a. Do you currently offer your payers the capability to extend a payment period, request a payment holiday or make late payments?
Yes

No

b. What are the conditions and eligibility criteria under which this is offered?

c. If you currently don’t, what are the barriers preventing you from offering this capability?

Question 2.8

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

Request to Pay will offer payers the option to decline a request. The purpose of this option is to provide an immediate alert in case
the request was received as an error or will be paid by other means. As a payee:
a. Would you find this information useful?
Yes

No

b. Do you have any concerns about providing this capability?
Yes

No
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Question 2.9

Consumers

Corporates

SMEs

Does the Request to Pay service as described address:
a. The detriments identified in our Strategy?
Yes

No

b. The challenges experienced by your customers? Does it introduce any new challenges?
Yes

No

Does it introduce any new challenges?
We believe that the introduction of RTP will surely bring some additional challenges to the customers. We are listing some of
them below:
• The payers under the existing payments landscape are used to making scheduled bill payments using direct debits system,
which takes care of collecting payments form the customer in background without any manual intervention, as long as they
maintain their account balances. The increased interaction and the necessity for them to accept messages from billers every
time to make a payment might be a sub-optimal solution to these many such payers.
• The payers
may also be
prone to makingGovt.
mistakes by accepting/
reject messages from the biller erroneously. The increases
Corporates
SMEs
Question
2.10
interaction increases the risk of errors.
• For corporate accounts/ multi-auth scenarios the payers may result in complications for payers as all signatories/ approvers will
As a payee, considering the information provided in this document,
be required to approve a payment, which will require them to co-ordinate among themselves to make a payment.
a.• W
the extent
of change
think
need tofor
carry
out internally
to itoffer
to Pay? challenging to maintain and
hat isthough
Also,
it is stated
thatyou
RTP
willyou
be will
beneficial
to SME
segment,
mayRequest
be extremely
approve individual payments to multiple billers.
• In the example provided in section 8.4 of the document, (and figure 5.2 in the NPA design and Transition document) there are
two RTP providers mentioned, one on the payee’s side and one on the payer’s side. If the forum envisages scenarios/ use cases
where the payer will be required to register with a RTP provider (in addition to registering with the biller) to be able to utilise RTP
service, this may prove to be a deterrent to customer adoption to the service.
b. What challenges do you see that might prevent your organisation adopting Request to Pay?

c. What is the timeframe you think you will need to be able to offer Request to Pay?

Question 2.11

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

What are the features or rules that could be built into Request to Pay that would make it more valuable to your organisation,
or more likely for you to adopt it?
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Question 2.12

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

We have highlighted several risks and considerations relevant to the delivery of Request to Pay. As an end-user of Request to Pay:
a. Are there any risks that we have not addressed or highlighted that would like to add?
Yes

No

• Erroneous acceptance/ rejection of a request. This could be a fat finger error or due to confusion caused by too many requests.
• Risks associated to non-delivery/ mis-delivery of request (lost device/ unauthorised access)
• Risks associated no response from the Payer to Request to Pay
b. Are there additional unintended consequences that we should consider?
Yes

No

We are of the view that a solution that the RTP solution adds most value in cases where the payer is willing to make the
payment, but is unable to do so on the date of execution of the direct debit collection resulting in a mis-payment. However, such
mis-payments are only a small part of the overall direct debit collection volumes, which in a normal scenario works well both for
payer and payee. Hence, we think a service could be offered by the payer’s bank, which sends an alert to the payee, if they
perceive a direct debit is expected to fail due to unavailability of sufficient funds. The payer’s bank has complete visibility of the
payers account balances and trends and may offer this as a value-added service to the payee. On receiving an alert from the
payer’s bank,
the payeeConsumers
can initiate a request
to pay message
to the payer.Govt.
This will serve
as alert to theSMEs
payer and also give the
PSPs
Corporates
Vendors
Question
2.13
proposed visibility of the payer’s intention to pay to the payee. However, this would be only in case of an exception (insufficient
funds) and hence greatly reduce the above mentioned ill effect of the increased communication.
We recognise that additional work needs to be done in identifying potential safeguards including liability considerations associated with
Request to Pay. As an end-user of Request to Pay:
a. What are some of the potential liability concerns that you may have?
• Erroneous acceptance/ rejection of a request. This could be a fat finger error or due to confusion caused by too many requests.
• Risks associated to non-delivery/ mis-delivery of request (lost device/ unauthorized access)
• Risks associated no response from the Payer to Request to Pay.

b. Would you be interested in working with the Forum to define, at a high level, the liability considerations for Request to Pay?
Yes

No

If so, please contact us as soon as convenient through the Forum website so we can get you involved.

10 | Consultation Questionnaire July 2017

Question 2.14

PSPs

As a PSP:
Do you currently offer real-time balance information to your clients?
Yes

No

What information do you offer them? If not, what are the constraints?

Question 2.15

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

We have presented two CoP response approaches (Approach 1 and Approach 2).
a. As a payer, what would be your preferred approach? Why?
We would prefer Approach 1 - affirmative or negative confirmation, as this would be more secure and still provide the necessary
surety to the payer that the payment is being made to the intended payee.

b. As a PSP, what would be your preferred approach? Why?

We would recommend approach 1 for the PSP, as this would make them less likely to provide customer information to
unintended parties and fraudulent actors.
c. As a regulator,
I. What are applicable considerations that must be made for each approach?

II. What safeguards must be put in place for each approach?
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Question 2.16

PSPs

As a PSP:
a. Would you be able to offer CoP as described to your customers?
Yes

No

b. What is the extent of change that you would need to carry out internally to offer CoP?

As providers of solutions to many PSPs, we are of the view that some PSPs may find it particularly difficult to provide this service
as they may have multiple customer management and accounting platforms. This may result in PSPs requiring to make
significant investments in their IT systems to be able to support this functionality. Also, the acceptable lead time for providing a
confirmation (as decided by the NPSO) will have an impact on PSPs ability to support the functionality.

Question 2.17

PSPs

The successful delivery of CoP is largely dependent on universal acceptance by all PSPs to provide payee information. As a PSP:
a. Would you participate in a CoP service?
Yes

No

b. Are there any constraints that would hinder you providing this service?
Yes

No

We envisage the below mentioned to be some of the key constraints:
• Complex existing IT landscape (specially for larger PSPs).
• Varying standards of data maintenance.
• Varying capabilities to support the SLAs defined for the service.

Question 2.18

PSPs

The NPA will fully support the functionality for PSPs to provide payment status and tracking.
a. As a PSP, what is the extent of change you think you will need to carry out internally to offer Payments Status Tracking?

b. What challenges do you see that might prevent your organisation adopting Payments Status Tracking?
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Question 2.19

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

We have highlighted several considerations relevant to the delivery of Assurance Data. As an end-user of Assurance Data:
a. Are there any risks that we have not addressed or highlighted that you would like to add?
Yes

No

b. Are there any unintended consequences that we should consider?
Yes

No

We don't foresee any issues with the CoP solution. However, the payment status and tracking journey may be difficult to
achieve, specially where banks struggle to maintain full traceability of the payment even within their own payments landscape.
The regulator must be careful in the level of granularity to which it requires the PSPs to provide the status and tracking
functionality. Standardization of payment statuses is the key to achieve the functionality which is truly inter-operable across all
PSPs and TPSPs.

Question 2.20

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

As a payer:
a. How would you use Enhanced Data?

b. What Enhanced Data would you add to payments?

Question 2.21

Corporates

Govt.

As a payee:
a. How would you use Enhanced Data?

b. What Enhanced Data would you add to payments?

SMEs

Govt.

SMEs
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Question 2.22

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Does the Enhanced Data capability as described address the detriments identified in our Strategy?
Yes

No

Question 2.23

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Some changes will be required to enable the loading and retrieval of Enhanced Data. For example, corporates will need to modify their
internal systems. As an end-user, what internal change will be needed to allow you to add and receive Enhanced Data through the NPA?

Question 2.24

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

We have highlighted several considerations relevant to the delivery of Enhanced Data. As an end-user of Enhanced Data:
a. Are there any risks that we have not addressed or highlighted that you would like to add?
Yes

No

b. Are there any unintended consequences that we should consider?
Yes

No
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Question 2.25

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

SMEs

We recognise that additional work needs to be done in identifying safeguards including liability considerations associated with Enhanced
Data. As an end-user of Enhanced Data:
a. What are some of the liability concerns that you may have?

b. Would you be interested in working with the Forum to define, at a high-level, the various liability considerations required for Enhanced Data?
Yes

No

If so, please contact us as soon as convenient through the Forum website so we can get you involved.

3.0 Implementation Plan
Question 3.1

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Are there any additional principles you think we should add or significant amendments that should be made to those already stated?
Yes

No

Leverage on the existing technological solutions being developed in market and ensure re-usability.
Do not introduce additional complexity, both operational and technological.

Question 3.2

Consumers

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Are there any additional assumptions you think we should add or significant amendments that should be made to those already stated?
Yes

No
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Question 3.3

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Do you agree with the sequence of events laid out in the implementation plan?
Yes

No

If not, what approach to sequencing would you suggest?

Question 3.4

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Do you agree with the high-level timetable laid out in the implementation plan?
Yes

No

If not, what timing would you suggest?

Question 3.5

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Are there any significant potential risks that you think the implementation plan does not consider?
Yes

No

If the answer is yes, then please provide input about what they are and how we can best address them.
The vendor selection and implementation is an important activity and the success of NPA delivery will be dependent on
successful and timely delivery of the NPA by the selected vendor/ vendors. Any failure from the vendor may have a knock-on
effect to the entire program. We propose this to be considered as a potential risk to the program and to be mitigated by planning
for contingency in case such case.

Question 3.6

PSPs

Corporates

Do you agree with our proposed transition approach?
Yes

No

If not, please provide your reasoning.

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs
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4.0 Cost Benefit Analysis of the NPA
Question 4.1

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Investors

Are there any material quantifiable benefits that have not been included?
Yes

No

If so, please provide details.

The current operating costs of the Bacs, FPS and ICS are considered to be equal to the proposed benefits. What are the basis
of this assumption and if the cost is same as the benefit, does that mean no net benefit from theses service?
Also, we are of the view that the new layered architecture and the move to push payments will have resulting cost reductions to
the PSP, TPSPs and the settlement and clearing operators. Have these been factored in any category of the benefits listed in
the paper?

Question 4.2

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Vendors

SMEs

Investors

Do you agree with the cost assumptions with regards to the NPA and each of the overlay services (Request to Pay, Enhanced Data,
Assurance Data)?
Yes

No

If not, please state your reasons and, if possible, suggest alternatives analysis.

We feel that the capital cost estimated for delivering NPA and EUN to the PSPs may be a conservative estimate. The complexity
and the scale of some of the solution may result in higher costs for the PSPs.
Also, we do not see the cost for delivering elements of the NPA which may be delivered by Open Banking. We understand the
new proposed directories for RTP and the new standards and APIs will be delivered by Open Banking, based on their work on
the Open Banking Read/Write APIs. Are these costs included in the capital delivery costs to the PSPs/ TPSPs?

Question 4.3

PSPs

Corporates

Govt.

Do you agree with our description of the alternative minimum upgrade?
Yes

No

If not, please explain your reasoning.

Vendors

SMEs

Investors
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5.0 NPA Commercial Approach and Economic Models
Question 5.1

PSPs

Vendors

Does our competition framework adequately capture the types of competition that may exist in payments?
Yes

No

Please explain.

Question 5.2

PSPs

Vendors

Do you agree with the NPA competition categories described? If not, please explain why.
Yes

No

Question 5.3

Vendors

Does our framework capture the dynamic roles the NPSO may play in the market?
Yes

No

Question 5.4

PSPs

Vendors

Investors

Are there any other important criteria that we should use to assess the funding options we have identified?
Yes

No
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Question 5.5

Investors

Do you agree with our NPA competition assessment? If not, please explain why.
Yes

No

Question 5.6

PSPs

Vendors

Investors

Do you agree with our assessment of End-User Needs Solutions? If not, please explain why.
Yes

No

Question 5.7

PSPs

Vendors

Investors

Do you agree with our list of funding stakeholders? If not, please explain why.
Yes

No

Question 5.8

PSPs

Corporates

Vendors

Are there other significant sources of funding or types of funding instruments the NSPO could secure that have not been described?
If not please explain why.
Yes

No
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6.0 Improving Trust in Payments
Question 6.1

PSPs

Corporates

Vendors

Do you agree with the outlined participant categories identified for the Payments Transaction Data Sharing and Data Analytics
strategic solution?
Yes

No

Are there other categories that should be considered for inclusion?
Yes

No

Please explain your response.

Question 6.2

PSPs

Corporates

Vendors

What is your opinion on the role non-payments industry participants should have as part of the Payments Transaction Data Sharing and Data
Analytics strategic solution? (This could include Government, Law Enforcement, or others). If appropriate, please outline usage of the system,
provision of data to the system, and legal considerations for participation.
We are of the view that the level of data sharing will be dependent on the participants accessing the data. The forum may need
to consider impact of regulations like GDPR for any type of data sharing solution. The forum may wish to consider the if such
data sharing (specially for legal/ regulatory) purpose still requires customer consent and if so, how these consents will be
collected and managed. Also, are there any cases where the customer may request redaction of some part of data from their
payment data.

Question 6.3

PSPs

Corporates

Vendors

Do you agree with the potential use cases outlined for the Payments Transaction Data Sharing and Data Analytics strategic solution?
Yes

No

If not, please provide your reasoning. Please indicate if there are other potential uses for the system that should be considered.

We agree with the proposed use cases. However, we are not sure the Transaction Verification Service use case includes cases
where a payer or payee may request access to their data for the purpose of dispute resolution, like payee claiming not receipt of
funds, late payment charges, etc. Does the forum intend to extend this functionality to be used by PSPs in such cases?
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Question 6.4

PSPs

Corporates

Vendors

Do you agree with key principles we have outlined for the implementation of the Payments Transaction Data Sharing and Data Analytics
strategic solution?

We agree with the outlined principles.

Question 6.5

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

Other than those already listed, what stakeholders should be consulted and engaged during the design and implementation of the Payments
Transaction Data Sharing and Data Analytics Strategic Solution?

Question 6.6

PSPs

Corporates

Vendors

Do you agree with the high-level timeline for the Payments Transaction Data Sharing and Data Analytics strategic solution?
Yes

No

If not, what timing would you suggest and why?
But may be challenging for many PSPs due to the parallel running of various elements of the program along with other
regulatory programs.

Question 6.7

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

Do you agree with the establishment of the recommended framework for the sharing and exchanging of a core set of SME customer data
overseen by a governance body?
Yes

No

If not, please explain your reasoning.
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Question 6.8

PSPs

Corporates

We are keen to get your input on the benefits provided by the framework.
a. Do you agree that the focus on sharing a core set of SME customer data is beneficial for the KYC processes in your organisation?
Yes

No

If not, please explain your reasoning.

b. Which other business activities could be supported by / benefit from the described sharing and exchanging a core set of SME customer data?

• Liability terms (including breach scenarios) and service agreements will need to be defined.
• There is a big risk of large FIs not willing to share their customer’s data
• The focus of the KYC data repository plan, has been on Small Medium Enterprise data , but looking at the broader picture, the
entire SME - customer relationship, would need to be investigated.

Question 6.9

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

Do you agree that the topics covered by the standards will provide sufficient guidance in order to implement the data sharing framework
without being too prescriptive?
Yes

No

Are there additional topics you believe should be included?

Question 6.10

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

To engender trust in the sharing and exchanging of a core set of SME customer data, are there other responsibilities you would expect
the governance body to have oversight over?

Yes, the governance body should apply a minimum set of standards or guidance, especially for smaller PSPs on how effective
KYC can be captured and cover scenarios and mitigations where incorrectly CDD has been applied and shared within the
network.
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Question 6.11

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

In your view, do any existing bodies (industry or other), already perform this oversight role?
Yes

No

If not, is there an existing body you believe should perform this role, or would you expect a new body to be established?
Information Commissioner's Office (ICO)

Question 6.12

PSPs

Vendors

Do you think a temporary testing environment as described is the right approach? If not, please explain your reasoning.
Yes

No

Question 6.13

PSPs

Vendors

Are there any other key features you would expect in the temporary testing environment?
Yes

No

Question 6.14

Vendors

Do you agree that value-added service providers would benefit from the data sharing environment enabled by the framework?
Yes

No
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Question 6.15

PSPs

Corporates

Are the arguments put forward compelling enough to encourage net data providers to engage?
Yes

No

If not, please provide examples of what else would be required to make them participate.

Question 6.16

PSPs

Corporates

Do you see other advantages or challenges for net data consumers that were not listed above?
Yes

No

Please explain your answer.

Question 6.17

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

Do you agree with the high-level implementation timeline for the Trusted KYC Data Sharing solution?
Yes

No

If not, what timing would you suggest and why?

Question 6.18

PSPs

Corporates

SMEs

Vendors

Are there other initiatives with a similar focus that should be considered in order to deliver the Trusted KYC Data Sharing solution?

The cost of compliance in relation to KYC and moreover the cost of monitoring and analyzing customer’s data on an ongoing
basis, may be big, especially for large FIs. There should be an incentive for institutions to share their valuable customer’s data
with the rest of the industry.

Save Questionnaire*
* Please save your questionnaire and email to us at Forum@psr.org.uk in PDF format by no later than 22 September 2017.

