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Question 1. (2.2 Guiding principles)
Do you agree with the guiding principles followed for setting the
requirements, including the platform or network agnostic approach, the

level of ambition and the future state orientation?
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Question 2. (Requirement #1)
Do you agree that the inconsistent use of messages can be adequately

addressed through this requirement?
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Question 3. (Requirement #1)

How could the risk of inconsistent use of messages or deviation from the
business functions defined by ISO 20022 be mitigated? Would the proposed
solution contribute to mitigating such risks and lead to improved efficiency

of cross-border payments processing? Please explain.
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Question 4. (Requirement #1)
How do you assess the level of effort that will be required to adopt the
appropriate message as defined by the ISO 20022 standard?

VB2 F1D L~V R

W, FRZ, AvBE—VDA T F U ADOBRICIMZ R BT A Z EIER S Tidew,

Question 5. (Requirement #2)
Would requiring the use of ISO 20022 externalised codes facilitate faster,
cheaper and more transparent cross-border payments? How do you assess

the implementation effort?
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Question 6. (Requirement #2)
Are there any limitations/challenges resulting from increased reliance on
ISO 20022 codes? How difficult would it be to overcome these

limitations/challenges?
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Question 7. (Requirement #3)

Do you agree that identifying a payment as a cross-border payment should
be required to enhance the processing efficiency of cross-border payments?
Would such a flag facilitate compliance procedures including financial

crime screening? Please explain.
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Question 8. (Requirement #3)
Do you agree that the use of an ISO 20022 external code (eg a Category
Purpose) would be the most effective way to flag a payment as cross-

border? Are there alternative approaches you would suggest?
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Question 9. (Requirement #3)
How do you assess the level of cost and effort required for the

implementation effort?
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Question 10. (Requirement #4)
Do you agree with the restricted character set for cross-border payments
as described above? If not, which alternative character sets or additional

characters should be included?
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Question 11. (Requirement #5)

Do you agree that requiring times in ISO 20022 messages to be stated
either in UTC or in local time with UTC offset will enhance the
transparency and efficiency of cross-border payments? If not, please

explain.
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Question 12. (Requirement #6)
Do you agree that requiring the use of UETR for all cross-border payments
will have a positive impact on the transparency, speed and cost of cross-

border payments? If not, please explain.
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Question 13. (Requirement #6)

How do you assess the effort required to implement this requirement?
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Question 14. (Requirement #7)
Do you believe that the requirement for inclusion of the time of debit of the
debtor will increase transparency on the time it takes to complete the

processing of cross-border payments? What improvements would the
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How do you assess the difficulty of adopting usage of the acceptance date
time data element as a requirement for cross-border payments? Would the
implementation effort and impact on the transparency needs of end users

differ by message type?
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Question 16. (Requirement #8)
What are the implications of requiring all those involved in cross-border
payments to provide complete information on amount, conversions and

charges?
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Question 17. (Requirement #8)
Are there any technical, legal or other hurdles that could impede the
inclusion of complete information on amount, conversions and charges in

cross-border payments that they process?
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Question 18. (Requirement #9)
Would the introduction of a CPMI service level code in ISO 20022 to track
adherence to the CPMI guidance and harmonisation requirements

facilitate improvements to cross-border payments processing?
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Question 19. (Requirement #9)
How would the availability of a CPMI service level code in ISO 20022
messages impact the business models/strategies of financial institutions

providing cross-border payment services?
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Question 20. (Requirement #9)
How do you assess the difficulty of adopting a CPMI service level code?
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Question 21. (Requirement #10)
Do you agree that the use of account identifiers (or account proxies), to the
extent possible, would have a positive impact on the speed and cost of

cross-border payments? Please explain.
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Question 22. (Requirement #11)
Do you agree that uniquely identifying all financial institutions involved
in cross-border in an

payments internationally recognised and

standardised way would enhance cross-border payments? Please explain.
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Question 23. (Requirement #11)
Do you agree with the proposed solution of requiring the use of the BIC to

identify all financial institutions? Why or why not?

© Mo

CF T ORI~ BIC ZBURT 5 = & WATHETRVIRY | AR LR & TR &, TRTOLMMBEN, BIC #RETS 2 L1t W
A,

Question 24. (Requirement #11)

What would you assess to be the level of effort required by your
jurisdiction: (a) to only use the BIC to identify financial institutions in ISO
20022 messages; and (b) for all financial institutions that currently do not

have a BIC to register for one?
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Question 25. (Requirement #12)

Do you agree that requiring participants to identify all entities involved in
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a cross-border payment in a standardised and structured way would
enhance the processing efficiency of cross-border payments? Please

explain.

- UL, ERNZHENR R D720
&R 5,

BN LA TS EEZD, EH - #il e W o e ERERO A2k L, FEREOE;E L Shd 2

Question 26. (Requirement #12)
Do you agree with the proposed use of structured identifiers such as the
LEI,

requirements to identify the legal entities involved in cross-border

if they exist, to complement the recommended minimum data

payments? Should they be required instead?
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a cross-border payment in a standardised and structured way would

enhance the processing efficiency of cross-border payments? Please

explain.

Question 28. (Requirement #14) - JET 5,

Do you agree that a requirement not to use unstructured postal addressfl- 7272 L. ELEH D L~UL F TOFROEEITHESLON, TRLLTOFRITHIEE DOV 2 MCEENTWD DT TR KD R 2 &b 5
information and to use only structured postal address information can help LT T LB A LR,

enhance the processing efficiency of cross-border payments? Please

explain.
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consisting of the Country and Town Name fields? Should any additional

fields be required?

Question 30. (Requirement #15) CBRRIZET Db DEER D, Fo, BESOTHPRILIC L 20 | HIFFEORTEIZTH L XEHLDEE X D,

Do you believe that setting minimum end-to-end expectations with respect
to the carrying of remittance information can improve the processing

efficiency of cross-border payments?
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Question 31. (Requirement #15)

To what extent would the ability to include references to separately sent
remittance-related information (eg through inclusion of hyperlinks or
other references) be helpful to process a cross-border payment? Are there
obstacles (eg legal, regulatory, supervisory limits) to including reference to

separately sent remittance information in your jurisdiction/community?

- GG ROREICA MR REMITZH 08, A VR A AR GETHy L InD il bH 5,

c NANR=V T DFRNAZ ) == TITHBROL DR E TS L0 E W O BEZ T 203 LV,
FEHBRNAIRFRETH DR, NA =V U ZIFHEFITROVILTHNTH 5 WREMED & 5 AITEE 2 HT 5,

* X7 YFKIH B OB T ORI FTREMEITAR W,

BB, V7RO ) == 70

Question 32. (3.4 Maintenance)
Is the timing envisaged for the requirements in section 2.5 to take effect in
line with industry expectations? What would be the challenges in meeting

the envisaged timeframe?
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Question 33. (3.4 Maintenance)
Do the requirements in section 2.5 provide clarity on how harmonised

implementation of ISO 20022 can contribute to achieving the G20 targets?
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Furthermore, any data element that is optional at global ISO 20022 and
has not been restricted as part of the definition of the CPMI minimum
required data model, may or may not be provided depending on the
payment use case, but if provided all Fls involved in the processing of the
payment must be able to receive and pass on the information unchanged

along the end-to-end payment chain;
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