


BUSINESS JUSTIFICATION
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW ISO 20022 FINANCIAL REPOSITORY ITEMS

Name of the request:
Straight Through Instant Payments for Financial Inclusion
Submitting organisation(s):
Mojaloop Foundation
401 Edgewater Place, Wakefield, MA 01880, United States of America.
Mojaloop Foundation - Open Source Software for Payment Interoperability
Scope of the new development: 
Registration with the ISO 20022 Registration Authority of a communication protocol supporting use cases for straight through processing of instant payments, involving Financial Service Providers (FSP), Payment Initiation Service Providers (PISP), and  in support of financial inclusion.Market Infrastructure (Switches).
The following types of actor are included in this business area:
· Digital Financial Service Providers (DFSP)
· Third Party Providers (TPP)
· Foreign Exchange Providers (FXP)
· Market Infrastructure (Switches).
Financial Instruments 
Payments. 
Business Area
A new ISO 20022 business area is proposed named "Straight Through InstantInteroperable Payments for Financial Inclusion" to be defined as  "Messages amongst financial service providers and payment initiation servicethird party providers that support the authorized transfer of value on agreed terms, and which do not rely on knowledge of the account identifier of the creditor." support the financial inclusion of unbanked customers as defined by the Level One Project."
In the rest of this document, the abbreviation “STIPIPFI” will be used to refer to this business area, for reasons of concision.

It is proposed that a corresponding message set and choreography is also created.
The salient characteristics of the proposed business area are described below.
Support for the widest possible variety of financial institutions
Most payment systems which offer interoperation between financial institutions start from the assumption that the institutions they will serve are broadly similar to each other. This assumption typically makes it easier for participant institutions to join the interoperable system, since the other participants are likely to have expectations and assumptions about the payment process which will be similar to theirs; and this also typically reduces the burden of processing on the interoperable system itself, since a more homogeneous set of participants will typically require less intervention from the central switch.
A system which wants to provide access to as many people as possible, while not itself providing direct depositary services to individual customers or institutions, will need to set as an explicit objective the inclusion of customers whatever kind of depositary institution currently holds their account. In some cases, these will be traditional institutions like banks or Mobile Money Systems (MMSs). In other cases, however, the financial needs of the poor are currently met by small institutions like SACCOs or MFIs, and sometimes they will rely on quite informal institutions like VSLAs.
To facilitate payments between such different types of institutions, an interoperability system should have the following characteristics:
1. Regularity. The system will be used by different kinds of institutions, which may have very different understandings of what kinds of operations they can undertake. Instead of allowing multiple different types of payment pattern (for instance, using intermediaries of various types,) the system should concentrate on a small number of identifiable patterns.
2. Simplicity. The system will be used by institutions which are relatively unsophisticated, and which may rely for their software development on third parties who may not have a very deep knowledge of the financial world. It should therefore use messages which are simple, and which concentrate on the basic forms of payment. For instance, data items should not be deeply nested and, where alternatives are allowed, they should exist at a single level.
Support for very low value payments
In order to reach the poor customers who make up the vast majority of those who are currently excluded from the global financial system, an IPFI system needs to be able to operate effectively when individual payments are of very low value – typically averaging less than 1 USD. In addition, the process of financial inclusion is not expected to happen as soon as the interoperation infrastructure becomes available. Customers’ habits will take some time to adjust to the opportunities of financial inclusion; and during that time volumes may be expected to be lower than they will eventually be. For instance, customers will typically cash out the whole of a salary payment immediately, rather than spending it bit by bit through transfers within the interoperability system.
In order to reduce the average cost of processing a payment to the minimum, an IPFI system needs to ensure that the number of payments which fail, or which succeed and are later disputed, is reduced to a minimum. It uses the following messaging techniques to increase the reliability of payments.
Agreement on terms. 
Before a payment is executed, an IPFI system requires that both parties agree on the terms according to which the payment will be executed. The terms of a transfer in an IPFI system define the amounts that will be transferred for the purposes of the payment between the parties and the depositary institutions that represent them, including fees and subventions exchanged between the parties as part of the payment; ancillary information that may be required to identify the parties; and a definition of the type of payment that is being made.  The terms include the following items:
1. The identification of the parties to the payment, including KYC information where required by the regulators of the IPFI system.
2. The identification of the depositary institutions which represent the parties.
3. The amount (including a definition of the currency in which it is denominated) that the debtor institution will send to make the payment. The debtor party’s account may be debited with more or less than this amount at the discretion of the debtor institution, provided that the party has a chance to see and confirm the amount that their account will be debited as part of the agreement of terms.
4. The amount (including a definition of the currency in which it is denominated) with which the creditor party’s account will be credited as a consequence of the payment.
5. Whether the agreement is based on the amount that the debtor party wants to send, or on the amount that the creditor party should receive. In the first case, any fees declared as part of the payment are deducted from the amount that the creditor party will receive. In the second case, they are added to the amount that the debtor institution must send.
6. The fees (including currency) that will be charged as part of the payment.
7. Any subvention (including currency) which will be offered to the debtor’s depositary institution as a consequence of making the payment. A subvention means that the debtor’s depositary institution can transfer less than the amount that the creditor’s account will receive, and represents a commitment by the creditor’s depositary institution to make up a specified shortfall.
8. The type of the payment, as described in Section 6.1 below.
Execution of the agreed terms
As a corollary to the agreement on terms, an IPFI system needs to be able to guarantee to the parties to a payment that when the payment is executed, it is executed exactly according to the terms previously agreed. The IPFI system therefore requires a mechanism which can demonstrate to all parties that the terms under which the payment is being executed are indeed the terms which were agreed between them in respect of that payment.
The IPFI system does this by means of a cryptographic lock which is placed on the terms of the transfer. The structure of a cryptographic lock is described in Section 6.4.6 below. In an IPFI system, the cryptographic lock, and therefore control of the terms of the payment, is the responsibility of the creditor’s depositary institution. The reasons for this are not relevant to the definition of the messages in an IPFI system.
In order for the creditor’s depositary institution to verify that the terms it is executing are those agreed, it needs to apply a cryptographic lock to those terms. This lock may include an expiry date, after which it is not obliged to honour a request to execute the agreed payment. It must also include a machine-readable copy of the terms which it has signed, so that other parties can be clear about those terms and can share them with their customers if required.
The debtor party’s depositary institution is not obliged to execute the payment. However, it cannot now vary the terms of the payment and, if it requests execution of the payment, it may not subsequently recall that request. Payments in an IPFI system are irrevocable by the debtor after a request for execution is made. A request for execution needs to contain the following elements:
1. A unique identifier for the execution request. This allows the request to be retried under different identifiers if, for instance, an initial request times out.
2. The condition for the agreed terms of the payment.
3. Either an unambiguous reference to the agreed terms of the payment (that is, the UUID that was used uniquely to identify the payment) or a copy of the agreed terms of the payment.
4. An expiration time for the execution request.
Timing requests out
IPFI systems may be implemented in environments where participant availability may be problematic. Since this is the case, an IPFI system needs to implement a mechanism which allows participants to understand the status of requests with confidence.
When an IPFI message is originally issued, the originator should specify an expiration time for the message. This is interpreted by the hub (or by the recipient if there is no hub) as an instruction to cancel the message if an asynchronous response is not received by the expiry time. The techniques used to derive a deterministic status for a message from the expiration time is not relevant to the content of messages, and is not described in detail here.
Support for Third Party Providers
One of the core purposes of an IPFI is to encourage greater participation in the financial system by the excluded: people and institutions who are at present unbanked or underbanked. It would be wrong, however, to assume that the excluded are excluded simply for lack of opportunity, and that they do not have access to their own financial community, which may be a sophisticated one despite its informal and sometimes inefficient nature. The success of an IPFI in extending financial inclusion will therefore depend to a considerable extent on increasing the excluded community’s perception of the value of joining the IPFI.
One of the central planks in this strategy is to allow innovative local service providers to provide third party services via the IPFI. Local providers are much more likely than are international providers to understand the local economy, the local market and the local culture, and hence to design products which encourage the excluded to join the financial community which the IPFI supports. For example, M-KOPA provides asset financing services in sub-Saharan Africa which enable people to obtain solar power units and household goods on pay-as-you-go terms, collecting rental payments via mobile money wallets.
An IPFI provides an important value proposition for Third Party Providers: it gives a TPP access to accounts across the whole interoperable space, rather than requiring them to connect separately to each depositary institution. The strategic purpose for an IPFI, however, is to reduce as far as possible the cost of connecting to, and operating in, IPFs for TPPs, while ensuring that the overall security and integrity of the IPFI is not compromised. This will lower the bar for both TPPs joining the IPFI and for depositary institutions who want to allow TPPs access to their customers’ accounts, and will increase the availability of services to encourage the excluded to join interoperable payment networks.
Lowering the entry bar for TPPs means that an IPFI will need to provide standard versions of functionality which already exists in more sophisticated banking environments. These standard functions will remove the need for TPPs to write their own code to cover standard functionality, and will also enable the IPFI to ensure that security and integrity are properly managed. It also means providing functionality which depositary institutions can use to reduce the cost of participating in TPP functionality.
We require the following message structures to support the areas of functionality associated with these aims.
[bookmark: _Ref99699044]Account linking
In an environment where many different types of DFSP participate in an IPFI, and DFSPs of the same type may be at different levels of sophistication, it makes sense for the IPFI to manage the linking process between TPPs and DFSPs in a standard way. This means that TPPS no longer need to worry about the characteristics of the institution which holds an account that they want to set up a link to. The account linking process should include messages to support the following areas of functionality.
Identify candidates
A TPP will need a way to obtain a list of the participants in an IPFI scheme which will support the account linking process. We do not want to insist that all DFSPs in a scheme should support TPPI interactions, and this will allow TPPs a standard way to understand whether their customer’s DFSP is prepared to offer account linking services.
[bookmark: _Ref98513238]Account discovery
A TPP will need to be able to obtain from a DFSP a list of the accounts at that depositary institution which the customer may link via the TPP. The customer will give the TPP an identifier which allows the DFSP to identify the customer, and the customer will return to the TPP a list of the accounts which may be linked. There is no requirement for the values returned to be actual account identifiers, such as account numbers or IBANs; this is discouraged for obvious reasons.
Account link request
A TPP should be able to request that a DFSP grant them access to one or more accounts belonging to a specified customer. The list of accounts will specify:
1. The customer, using the identifier given to them by the customer.
2. The account(s) for which access is required, using the account identifiers returned by the process described in Section 3.2.4.2 above.
3. The type of access required for each account: for instance, the ability to transfer funds out of the account, or to see the balance on an account, or to retrieve information relating to individual transactions on the account.
4. A means of obtaining authorisation for a debit transfer relating to the account: for instance, FIDO authentication, public-private key comparison, One Time PIN.
5. An identifier to be used in making requests relating to the account. Use of a specialised identifier, while not required, is a useful additional security feature, since it should enable a DFSP to verify that it issued the identifier to the TPP which is now making the request.
A request to link a customer’s account(s) via a TPP will require some form of out-of-band authentication to be initiated by the DFSP, so that it can verify that its customer really has consented to the link proposed by the TPP. An IPFI will need to provide alternative ways in which this out-of-band verification can be accomplished: examples are for the customer to log on to the DFSP’s website, or for the DFSP to issue an OTP which the customer can enter on the TPP’s device. It is expected that all of these out-of-band verification types will result in a token which the TPP can send back to the DFSP as proof that the DFSP’s customer is interacting with the TPP.
It should also be possible for the list of account permissions to be modified over the course of the account linking process, for instance if a customer logs in to the DFSP’s website and decides to change the permissions they had originally requested via the TTP’s application.
Initiating a payment
It should be possible for a TPP to initiate a payment which debits an account at a DFSP. The request to initiate a payment should allow the proposed debtor DFSP to identify the agreement under which the payment is proposed. It should also be possible for the TPP to communicate whether it wants to undertake authorization for the payment itself (as may be the case, for instance, when the TPP is acting on behalf of the payer,) or whether it wants the DFSP to obtain authorization directly from the debtor (as may be the case when the TPP is acting on behalf of the beneficiary.)
The payment itself will have the same form as a standard payment between two DFSPs; but it should be possible for all parties to understand that the payment is based on a request from a TPP, by attaching a unique identifier which links to the original request to pay.
If the TPP is to undertake authorization on the DFSP’s behalf, it should be possible for the DFSP to issue a challenge based on the agreed terms of the payment, and for the TPP to return evidence that it has obtained consent for the transfer based on the challenge type. It should also be possible for the DFSP to delegate verification of the TPP’s response to another party. This will allow an IPFI scheme to support less sophisticated participants by undertaking verification, for instance of a FIDO response, on behalf of the DFSP.
Currency conversion


IPFI does not insist that schemes be restricted to a single jurisdiction, and hence to a single currency. Where accounts in a scheme can be denominated in different currencies, the scheme will need to support conversion between the participants.
Currency conversion should include messages to support the following areas of functionality.
Service discovery
It should be possible for a DFSP who wants to initiate a currency conversion to discover which participants in a IPFI scheme will offer a currency conversion service. Optionally, this should include the ability to specify the currency pair for which conversion is required, to ensure that only DFSPs who are prepared to support the particular conversion required are contacted.
Agreement of terms
It should be possible for a DFSP to request a currency conversion of any type from a Foreign Exchange provider. Currency conversions may be either wholesale or PvP (Payment versus Payment.) For a wholesale conversion, the converted currency will be credited to the DFSP’s ledger in the IPFI scheme and can be used to provide liquidity cover for subsequent transfers in that currency. For a PvP transfer, the DFSP will provide a unique identifier for the payment which is to be associated with the conversion, and this is equivalent to an instruction to the FXP and the scheme that the currency conversion should only be committed if the associated payment is also committed.
When the FXP approves the terms of a conversion, it should cryptographically sign them and attach an expiry time, in the same way as for an ordinary payment in the system.
Execution of payment
It should be possible for a DFSP to request execution of a payment which has previously been agreed. This process should work in the same way as for a standard payment.
Reverse Engineering
This protocol is based on Mojaloop'sIPFI's Third Party and, Financial Service Provider InterOperability Protocol (FSP IOP). Third Party allows PISPs to act as a proxy in initiating payments, while allowing for the strong authentication of users. FSP IOP)  and Currency Conversion APIs. The FSP IOP API enables interoperable financial transactions between a Payer and a Payee, each associated with ana Digital Financial Service Provider (FSPDFSP), an entity that provides a digital financial service to an end user. This protocol does not specify any front-end services between a Payer or Payee and its own FSPDFSP; all funds transfer services defined in the protocol are between FSPs. FSPsDFSPs. DFSPs are connected either (a) directly to each other or (b) by a Switch placed between the FSPsDFSPs to route financial transactions to the correct FSPDFSP. The protocol also supports participants who are not FSPsDFSPs, but who may form relationships with FSPsDFSPs to enable them to request funds transfers or obtain other information about accounts from FSPsDFSPs. These participants are referred to in this document as PISPsTPPs (Payment Initiation Service Providers.) The Third Party API allows TPPs to act as a proxy in initiating payments, while allowing for the strong authentication of users. The Currency Conversion API allows DFSPs to interact with specialised FXPs to convert one currency to another, whether in support of an individual transfer of funds or to provide funds to be used in support of transfers denominated in currencies other than their home currency. In cases where currency conversion supports an individual transfer, the protocol allows commitment of the currency conversion to depend on successful commitment of the underlying funds transfer.
« As the goal of reverse engineering is not to question, modify or complement the currently supported business functionality, and as the Industry Message Set normally offers a real-life solution, the logical analysis will be driven by this solution. » - ISO20022-5:2013
This submission is annexed with a logical gap analysis demonstrating that the business functionality of this protocol does not have a close match with registered business areas, processes, roles, transactions, nor message definitions, as the impact of modification would be too great. 
Comparison with existing business areas
This protocol specifies communication between FSPsDFSPs about payments, so is excluded from  "Payments Initiation" defined as "Messages that support the initiation of a payment from the ordering customer to a financial institution that services a cash account and reporting its status."
This protocol does not specify clearing and settlement, so is not included in "Payments Clearing and Settlement" defined as "Messages that support the clearing and settlement processes for payment transactions between financial institutions."


Business Processes 
Detailed steps describing the interaction between business processes for each use case are specified in Use Cases | MojaloopIPFI Documentation 2.0
The principleprincipal use cases can be broadly classified into:
· simple payment - payment transfer from payer to payee.
· purchase - payment transfer from payer to payee, in exchange for goods or services.
· cash in/out - payment transfer from payer to payee, in exchange for cash.
Use Case Summary
· Funds transfers, assigned to various categories, between account-holding institutions initiated by a customer of one of the institutions via that institution.
· Funds transfers between account-holding institutions initiated by a customer of one of the institutions via a third party.
· Currency conversion between an account-holding institution and a Foreign Exchange Provider (FXP).
[bookmark: _Ref97906217][bookmark: _Ref98406861]Funds Transfers and categories
Funds transfers in an IPFI are categorised according to the characteristics of the transfer, which are based on the type of transfer (deposit, withdrawal, refund etc.), the characteristics of the two parties (individual, business, NGO etc.) and the initiator of the transfer. This contrasts with the approach taken in most existing ISO 20022 definitions, in which the transfer type is a tag. This categorisation allows the definition of the following standard use cases:
1. P2P
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which an individual End User initiates a transaction to send money to another individual End User who doesn’tmay or may not belong to the same FSPDFSP as the Payer. This is usually a remote transaction in which Payer and Payee are not in the same location.
2. Agent-Initiated Cash-In
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which a customer requests an agent of a different FSPDFSP to cash-in (deposit funds) to their account. This is typically a face-to-face transaction in which the customer and the agent are in the same location.
3. Agent-Initiated Cash-Out
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which a customer requests that an agent of a different FSPDFSP to cash-out (withdraw funds) from their account. This is typically a face-to-face transaction in which the customer and the agent are in the same location.
4. Agent-Initiated Cash-Out Authorized on POS
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which a customer requests an agent of a different FSPDFSP to cash-out (withdraw funds) from their account. In this use case, the agent initiates the transaction through a point-of-sale (POS) and the customer inputs OTP on POS to authorize the transaction. Alternatively, the agent can use POS to scan a QR code generated by a customer’s mobile app to initiate the transaction.
5. Customer-Initiated Cash-Out
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which a registered customer initiates a transaction to cash-out (withdraw funds) using an agent who doesn’t belong to the customer’s FSPDFSP. This is typically a face-to-face transaction in which the customer and the agent are in the same location.
6. Customer-Initiated Merchant Payment
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which an individual End User initiates a purchase transaction to pay a merchant who does not belong to the same FSPDFSP as the customer. This is usually a face-to-face transaction when a customer buys goods or services at a merchant store. A variant of this use case is online payment, in which the online shopping system generates a QR code and displays it on a web page, and the consumer then scans the QR code by handset and completes the payment transaction.
7. Merchant-Initiated Merchant Payment
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which a merchant initiates a request for payment to the customer; the customer reviews the transaction amount in the request and confirms the request by providing authentication on their own handset.
8. Merchant-Initiated Merchant Payment Authorized on POS
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which merchant initiates a request for payment from the customer; the customer reviews the payment request on a merchant device and authorizes the payment by OTP or QR code on the merchant device. The customer authentication information is sent from Payee FSPDFSP to Payer FSPDFSP for authentication by Payer FSPDFSP.
9. ATM-Initiated Cash-Out
This use case describes the business process and business rules in which an ATM initiates a cash-out request from a customer account. Customer pre-generates an OTP for cash-out and uses this OTP on the ATM device to initiate ATM cash-out. The Payer FSPDFSP validates the OTP received in the ATM-Initiated Cash-Out request for authentication purposes.
10. Bulk Payments
Bulk Payments is used when an organization or business is paying out funds – for example, aid or salary to multiple Payees who have accounts located in the different FSPsDFSPs. The organization or business can group transactions together to make it easier for uploading and validating individual transactions in bulk before the bulk transaction is executed. It is also possible for the organization to follow up the result of the individual transactions in the bulk transaction after the bulk transaction is executed.
11. Refund
As part of its commitment to Straight Through Processing, the MojaloopIPFI protocol treats all funds transfers as irrevocable. Funds transfers can be reversed, but only by initiating a separate refund payment linked to the original transfer. This use case describes the business flow to refund a completed interoperability transaction.
Third Party Payment Services
The Third Party Payment Services message set covers the following use cases:
1. Linking accounts to PISPsTPPs
This use case describes the process by which a PISPTPP can request that an FSPDFSP allow the PISPTPP to initiate the movement of funds from a customer’s account at the FSPDFSP. This may optionally include obtaining the FSP’sDFSP’s consent to the delegation of the transfer authorization process from the FSPDFSP to the PISPTPP. The use case also covers the process by with the FSPDFSP can satisfy itself that the customer consents to the account linking proposed by the PISPTPP.
2. Payments initiated by PISPTPP
This use case describes the business flow by which a PISPTPP can initiate a transfer from a customer’s account at an FSPa DFSP to which it has been linked, and optionally obtain an authorization for the transfer from the customer which will be accepted by the FSPDFSP which holds the customer’s account.
Currency conversion
[bookmark: _Ref99549720]Currency conversion
The currency conversion message set allows currency conversions to be executed between a DFSP and a foreign exchange provider (FXP).
1. Currency conversion
This use case describes how FSPsDFSPs can request other participants in an interoperability scheme who provide specialized currency conversion services (Foreign Exchange Providers or FXPs) to convert from one currency to another, either wholesale (where the converted funds are credited directly to the requesting FSPDFSP) or PvP, where the success of the conversion is linked to the success of an associated funds transfer.


Information Flows
This diagram shows an overview of the information flows between business processes.
The scope of this new development is the communications between Payer FSPDFSP and Payee FSPDFSP, possibly via an optional Switch. Also in scope is bulk quotes and payments, and an account lookup service to determine the FSPDFSP servicing the payee.
[image: ]
Business Transactions 
The communication between FSPsDFSPs is performed in several service transactions :
1) Lookup participants and parties
2) Transaction Request (for purchases)
3) Quote
4) Transaction Request rejections (optional)
5) Authorization (for ATM / POS)
6) Transfer
7) Transaction information (optional)
For Automatic Teller Machines (ATM), Point of Sale (POS) and agent refunds, there is also
A) One Time Pass code (OTP) generation and submission
B) Reserve and commit payment.
Bulk payments are handled separately in two phases:
1) Bulk Quotes
2) Bulk Transfers
Message Set
The following section describes the characteristics of the messages required to support the business processes described in the Use Cases section of this document. In each case, the characteristics are divided into mandatory and optional sections, and the characteristics are compared with existing candidate messages in the existing ISO 20022 message catalogue.
Simplicity
The IPFI process is designed to be usable by participants of many different kinds. Though these will include large banks with sophisticated internal processes, large development departments and prior knowledge of the existing ISO 20022 message set, the IPFI process also needs to be operable by small depositary institutions such as Micro Finance Initiatives (MFIs) and small credit associations (e.g. SACCOs.) These institutions may lack the advantages of larger participants, and the IPFI process therefore needs to use a message set which is as simple as possible.
Identification
The STIPIPFI process requires a standard way of associating an identifier with a participant in a STIPIPFI scheme. An identifier is a piece of information that one party knows about another party, which servicing participants can use to identify their party's account. A participant entity may be an FI, but membership of STIPIPFI schemes is not restricted to FIs: for instance, STIPIPFI schemes treat PISPsTPPs as members of STIPIPFI schemes, and a customer may route a payment request to an identifier which resolves to a PISPTPP. This section describes the requirements for such an association, which is used in multiple messages in the STIPIPFI process.
An identifier sets up a relationship with three points:
1. An FI supports different types of identifier.
2. A customer acquires an identifier of a particular type. An identifier may be acquired automatically as a consequence of having an account at the FI (for instance, a bank account number,) or it may be set up by a process of manual association: for instance, an FI may allow its customers to define aliases to represent either themselves or one of their accounts.
3. A customer gives the identifier to someone else so that the recipient can use the identifier to transfer funds to the customer.
Purpose:
1. To define an association between an identifier and a participant FI.
Message Requirements:
An identifier has a type and a value.
An identifier is associated with an FI which is a participant in an interop scheme.
An identifier may be associated with additional information about the account, or the entity which owns the account.
Defining the terms of a transfer
In order to facilitate automated straight through processing, STIPIPFI schemes want to minimise the likelihood that payment requests will be rejected by creditor FisFIs. One way in which they do this is by insisting that the terms of all actions which create financial obligations should be agreed between the parties before the action is executed.
Purpose: to define the terms under which an action which creates a financial obligation can be executed.
Message requirements:
An obligation is incurred between two parties in a STIPIPFI scheme. A party is an account holder at a depository which is a participant in a STIPIPFI scheme.
The terms of the agreement must include:
· The identification of any parties in respect of whose accounts obligations will be created by the transfer.
· An amount (including a currency) which will be credited or debited against the account of each party.
The terms of the agreement may include:
· Any fees or subventions which will be raised by participant Fis in relation to the execution of the contract.
· Ancillary information describing the nature of the contract or giving information relevant to it.
Defining a relationship
STIPIPFI schemes need to support both depository participants and participants which are not depositories themselves, but which are given permission by their userscustomers to have access to information about, or to request actions on, those users’ accounts at depository participants. Part of the purpose of a STIPIPFI scheme is to be able to support small depository institutions, which may not have the resources to support the construction and maintenance of end-user interfaces to give their customers access to funds transfers between depositories; another part is to encourage financial inclusion by allowing third parties to provide value-added financial services to customers such as small merchants.
The STIPIPFI service requires messages to support the in-band creation of these relationships between depository institutions and PISPsTPPs. It cannot rely on the ad priori creation of these relationships, such as may be feasible in more advanced economies, where both depository institutions and PISPsTPPs are larger and more sophisticated and standards-based access methods such as Open Banking are more widespread.
In a STIPIPFI system, PISPTPP is a role which can be played by institutions which are also depository institutions: for instance, where a customer of a mobile money system wants to withdraw cash from an ATM operated by another depository institution. In this case, the second depository institution is acting as a PISPTPP: the ATM provides a way for the customer to ask the depository institution to request a withdrawal from the customer’s account at the mobile money system.
Purpose: 
To define a relationship between a depository institution and a PISPTPP in relation to an entity which is a customer of both.
Message requirements:
The relationship must include:
· Identifications of the depository institution and the PISPTPP between whom the relationship is agreed.
· Identifications of the various accounts at the depository institution which are the subject of the agreement.
· For each account:
· The action(s) which the PISPTPP is permitted to perform on the account at the depository institution.
· A definition of the credentials which are required for the PISPTPP to perform an action on the account at the depository institution.
Authorisations
The relationship between a depository institution and a PISPTPP may require the depository institution to require the PISPTPP to furnish credible evidence that the customer of both has assented to an action proposed by the PISPTPP (for instance, the transfer of funds from the customer’s account.)
An authorisation provides a standard way of representing the evidence.
Purpose: 
To define the content of an authorisation request or response.
Message requirements:
The authorisation must include:
· A challenge. A challenge is a block of free text which contains some content of the action. For instance, the challenge may contain the terms of the transfer which is being proposed.
· An authorisation type: for instance, public/private key authentication, or OTP, or FIDO authentication.
The authorisation may include:
· The terms governing the action being proposed.
[bookmark: _Ref98408752]Cryptographic locks
One of the objectives of a STIPIPFI is to reduce transaction failure rates and reconciliation requirements to a minimum. It does this by requiring the parties to agree the terms of a transfer in advance; and the agreement is protected against tampering by a cryptographic lock which is applied to the terms of the agreement by the party empowered to control the terms. In the MojaloopIPFI system, this is the creditor party for standard transfers, since it is the creditor party who takes the financial risk of crediting its customer immediately, while there may be a delay in its being reimbursed by the debtor party through the settlement process. In foreign exchange transfers, however, both parties act as creditor and debtor.
AnA cryptographic lock provides a way for a participant to satisfy itself that the action it being asked to execute is an action to which it had previously agreed.
The process for generating and using a cryptographic lock has two stages. In the first stage, the party who is generating the lock signs the content of the terms which are being agreed to using a private key. This value is referred to in an IPFI system as the fulfilment. In the second stage, the same party passes the result of the first signing operation (the fulfilment) through a public one-way hash. This results in a second signature, which an IPFI system refers to as a condition. These values have the following properties:
· Anyone who knows the fulfilment can generate the same condition.
· No-one who knows the condition can generate the fulfilment.
· The possessor of the private key which was used to generate the fulfilment can verify the terms of the payment.
· A possessor of the public key which corresponds to the private key which was used to generate the fulfilment can verify that the fulfilment was generated by the owner of the private key that corresponds to the public key that they hold, and that it was generated over the agreed terms of the payment.
Purpose: 
To confirm the authenticity of the terms which govern a request for action.
Message requirements:
The cryptographic lock must include:
· A signature
The cryptographic lock may include:
· A validity period.
· The terms governing the action to which the cryptographic lock refers.
· A reference to the payment terms which are being locked: in this case, a unique identifier associated with those terms.
Idempotency information
In order to reduce transaction failure rates and reconciliation requirements to a minimum, a STIPIPFI system applies an idempotency test to each message it receives. This ensures that, if a duplicate request with the same idempotency identifier is received, the action implied by the message is not performed.
Purpose: 
To prevent the same message being acted on more than once.
Message requirements:
The cryptographic lockA message which requires a response must include:
· A globally unique identifier.

Error messages
A STIPIPFI system uses a single form of error message for all use cases. The original message to which the error message is a response is defined by:
1. Defining the HTTP request as a PUT against the endpoint of the original message.
2. Appending the identifier used in the original message request to the HTTP request which contains the error information.
Purpose: 
To inform interested parties (including, but not limited to, the original sender of the message) that a message has failed, and to give reasons for the failure.
Message requirements:
The error message must include:
· A numeric code identifying the type of error.
· A description of the error.

Requests for information
A STIPIPFI system has a standard form for requesting information of different types. This form has two types. In the first, a participant in a STIPIPFI system asks for information about an identifier. In the second, a participant asks for information about a request. In both cases, the request is made by including the identifier in the HTTP query. If the request is for an identifier, the requester also needs to include the type of the identifier for which information is being requested, since a STIPIPFI system allows identifiers to be non-unique if they are of different types.. 
Message requirements:
The information message must include:
· A globally unique code identifying the information that is being requested.
Message Definitions from FSPDFSP IOP
All of the messages defined in FSPDFSP IOP, are proposed for inclusion in the new business area and message set. 

	Return Party Information

	

	Create Participant Information
Delete Participant Information
Return Participant Information

	Create Bulk Participant Information
Return Bulk Participant Information


	Perform Transaction Request Information
Return Transaction Request Information

	

	Calculate Quote
Return Quote Information

	Calculate Bulk Quote
Return Bulk Quote Information


	Perform Authorization
Return Authorization Result

	

	Perform Transfer
Commit Notification
Return Transfer Information

	Perform Bulk Transfer
Return Bulk Transfer Information


	Return Transaction Information

	

	Return Error Information
	




1. Return Party Information
Inform the client which FSPDFSP will service requests for the requested identifier, together with additional information about the entity which is identified by the identifier. 
2. Lookup Participant Information
Find out which FSPDFSP will service requests for the requested identifier.
3. Create Participant Information
Create information on the server regarding the DFSPDDFSP which will service requests relating to the provided identifier.
4. Delete Participant Information
Delete information on the server regarding the provided identifier.
5. Return Participant Information
Inform the client of a successful result of the lookup, creation, or deletion of the FSPDFSP information related to one or more identifiers. 
6. Create Bulk Participant Information
Used to create information on the server regarding the provided list of identifiers. This request should be used for bulk creation of FSPDFSP information for more than one entity. 
7. Return Bulk Participant Information
Used to inform the client of the result of the creation of the provided list of identifiers.
8. Return Bulk Participant Information Error
Used to inform the client about errors encountered during FSPDFSP information creation on the server.
9. Transaction Request Information
Provides information about a transaction which the sender is requesting another FSPDFSP to approve and initiate.
10. Return Transaction Request Information
Information about a previously requested or created transaction request. 
11. Calculate Quote
Request the creation of a transfer agreement by the recipient FSPDFSP for a funds transfer whose details are given in the message.
12. Request the creation of a transfer agreement by the recipient FSPDFSP for multiple funds transfer credits against a single debit. The details of the proposed transfers are given in the message 
13. Perform Authorization
Request the Payer to enter the applicable credentials in the Payee FSPDFSP system.
14. Perform Transfer
Request the execution of a previously agreed funds transfer.
15. Commit Transfer
Used to confirm the status of a previously issued transfer execution request.
16. Perform Bulk Transfer
Request the execution of a previously agreed bulk transfer.
17. Bulk Transfer Information Status
Used to confirm the status of a previously issued bulk transfer execution request.
18. Return Transaction Information
Used to inform the client of the status of a funds transfer. 
19. Return Error Information
A generic message used to inform interested parties if a request has failed..


Message Definitions from Third Party
Of the messages defined in Third Party, all are proposed for inclusion in the new business area and message set.

	Return Service Information

	Return Account Information


	Perform Consent Request 
Update Consent Request Token
Return Consent Request 

	Perform Consent 
Delete Consent 
Return Consent Validation
Return Consent Information


	Perform Third Party Request for Transaction 
Return Third Party Request for Transaction 

	Perform Third Party Request for Execution
Return Third Party Request for Execution


	Perform Third Party Request for Verification
Return Third Party Request for Verification
	





20. Return Account Information
Inform the requester of the result of a request for accounts information.
21. Perform Consent Request 
Used to request a DFSPDDFSP to grant access to one or more accounts owned by a customer of the DFSPDDFSP for the PISPTPP who sends the request.
22. Update Consent Request Token
After the user completes an out-of-band authorization with the DFSPDDFSP, the PISPTPP will receive a token which they can use to prove to the DFSPDDFSP that the user trusts this PISPTPP.
23. Return Consent Request 
A DFSPDDFSP (1) informs the PISPTPP that the consent Request has been accepted, and (2) communicates to the PISPTPP which authorization channel it should use to authenticate their user.
24. Perform Consent 
Used by DFSPDDFSP to request the creation of a consent for interactions between a PISPTPP and the DFSPDDFSP who owns the account which a PISP’sTPP’s customer wants to allow the PISPTPP access.
25. Delete Consent 
Request the revocation of a previously agreed consent.
26. Return Consent Validation
Either: to inform the PISPTPP that the consent.credential is valid and the account linking process completed successfully; or to inform the PISPTPP or the DFSPDDFSP that the Consent has been revoked.
27. Return Service Information
Used to inform the client of a request to find out the names of the participants in a scheme which provide the specified type of service.
28. Perform Third Party Request for Transaction
Used to request the creation of a transaction request on the server for the transfer described in the request. 
29. Return Third Party Request for Transaction 
The status of a previously created Third Party Transaction request.
30. Perform Third Party Request for Execution
Used to request the execution of a previously issued initiation request, and to provide authorisation information as requested by the customer’s account holding institution.
31. Return Third Party Request for Execution
Used to report on the status of a request for execution.
32. Perform Third Party Request for Verification
Used to forward a response from a PISPTPP to a DFSP’sDDFSP’s challenge, asking a trusted third party to verify the correctness of the response. This allows STIPIPFI systems to provide central services for authorisation verification, so that smaller participants are not disadvantaged.
33. Return Third Party Request for Verification
Used to report on the status of a request for verification.


Proposed Standards Evaluation Group
It is proposed that the Payments SEG should be assigned the evaluation of the candidate ISO 20022 messages. We also welcome feedback from the Cards and Foreign Exchange SEGs.
Use of the ISO 20022 Business Application Header
Use of the BAH shall be considered.
Schema Syntax and Message Encoding
· We request the RA generate schema specified in XML Schema 1.0 syntax,
for message instances which use XML encoding.
· We request the RA generate schema specified in ASN.1 syntax,
if the Registration Authority has already implemented the ASN.1 syntax generation,
so that we may test cross compatibility of the JSON Encoding Rules (JER) 
with our generated schema syntax.
· For message instances which use JSON encoding,
we propose to generate alternative syntaxes SHACL and JSON Schema, and «demonstrate the compliance of these messages in the alternative syntax with the ISO 20022 message models approved by the SEG. Upon such demonstration, the resulting messages will be considered as “ISO 20022 compliant using a domain specific syntax”. »

Purpose of the new development:
Need for Alternative Syntax
JSON is a widely used and supported encoding for communication with web services. There is strong need and support for JSON encoding in the financial services industry and more widely amongst web developers. There are several syntaxes for specifying JSON encoding: JSON Schema, , SHACL and ASN.1 with JER.
Improved Communication with Industry Benefits 
The protocol defines a way of managing the transfer of funds between financial institutions. Messages are exchanged between participants in an interoperation scheme, and may be facilitated by a central switch. The characteristics required of this scheme are as follows:
1. It should be capable of operating effectively in areas where network communication is slow and/or unreliable.
a. It should be capable of operating securely and efficiently across the public internet.
i. Messages should be readable only by authorised participants.
ii. Messages should contain non-repudiation signatures.
b. Responses to messages should be asynchronous. Participants should not be required to maintain a connection longer than strictly necessary.
c. [bookmark: _Hlk89855272]Messages associated with the transfer of funds should contain expiry times.
2. It should be capable of operating effectively in areas where the financial infrastructure is weak.
a. It should not require customers to have access to physical financial infrastructure (such as bank branches or ATMs) to interact with the system.
b. Where customers interact with the system using personal electronic devices, the system should not require the use of devices above minimum specification. 
3. It should be capable of processing large numbers of low-value transfers at minimum cost.
a. It should be capable of Straight Through Processing of transfers, without manual intervention either in the clearing process or in the settlement process.
b. A transfer should always have a deterministic outcome which is visible to all participants.
i. Messages associated with the transfer of funds should contain expiry times.
ii. A central arbitration service should be responsible for expiring transfers where required, and all participants should recognise the finality of the central service’s determination.
c. It should remove, or at the very least minimise, the chances of disputes about transfers and automate their resolution where feasible.
4. It should be capable of supporting interactions between account-holding institutions of very different sizes and types.
a. It should be possible to route a payment to a beneficiary without the debtor party needing to know which participant institution owns the beneficiary’s account.
b. It should be possible to route a payment to a beneficiary without the debtor party needing to know how the beneficiary’s participant institution identifies the beneficiary’s account.
5. It should support immediate clearance of transferred funds to the beneficiary’s account and deferred settlement of the funds to the beneficiary FI’s account.
6. A debtor participant should always be able to confirm that they are happy with the total amount (including any fees) that will be debited from their account on successful completion of a transfer.
[bookmark: _Ref98764673]Identifying a beneficiary
This protocol  is designed to facilitate interoperation between very different types of financial institutions. It cannot therefore assume that all the participant institutions in a scheme will identify accounts in the same way. Nor can it assume that the customer who wants to transfer funds to a beneficiary will know how the beneficiary’s FI identifies the account; nor even that the customer knows which institution holds the beneficiary’s account.
Since this is the case, it uses an identifier system to allow a sender to identify the beneficiary of a funds transfer. The salient points of the identifier system as implemented in the protocol are as follows.
1. The scheme works entirely on identifiers. There is no requirement at any point in a transfer for any party other than the beneficiary’s account holding institution to know the account to which the funds will be credited.
2. An identifier has a type and a value
3. The protocol supports a defined number of identifier types. These could be simply defined using an ISO 20022 external code set.
a. Individual schemes can define which identifier types they propose to support.
4. An identifier value has the following characteristics
a. It should be something that the sender knows about the beneficiary: for instance, their phone number or their email address.
b. It should be sufficiently unique in the scheme to identify the beneficiary. Sufficient uniqueness can be illustrated using the following example: in a scheme which is implemented in a single national jurisdiction, a national ID card number will be unique. In a scheme which is implemented across multiple national jurisdictions, however, there may be national ID numbers which are duplicated in different jurisdictions; and in this context, uniqueness will require the addition of, for instance, a country code to the national Id number. This requirement will, of course, require that the sender knows which jurisdiction issued the beneficiary’s National ID card.
5. The identification of the financial institution which holds the beneficiary’s account is performed by the scheme. As a consequence, participants in the scheme require facilities to allow them to inform the scheme that a particular identifier type/value combination relates to an account that they hold.
a. This includes the ability to request that an identifier type/value combination be deleted.
b. Schemes need to be able to specify ancillary information relating to an identifier type. For instance, in cases where an identifier type does not relate directly to an account (such as an email address or an alias,) a scheme may require the account holding institution to register the account to which the identifier value refers, to prevent evasion of AML regulations by using multiple identifier values which all point to the same account.
Straight through processing
In order to achieve its objective of providing a reliable payments system at the lowest possible per-transfer operational cost, the protocol needs to support straight-through processing (STP). The objective of this is to provide a structure which will remove, or keep to an absolute minimum, instances where an individual payment needs to be reviewed to resolve a dispute about whether it was properly made or not. The protocol requires a number of features to support STP. These are described in more detail below.
Non-repudiation signatures
The protocol requires that all messages should be accompanied with non-repudiation signatures. These enable the recipient of the message to use their knowledge of the sender’s public key to confirm a) that the message really was sent by the purported sender; and b) that the relevant content of the message has not been altered from the content in which the sender originally defined it.
Liquidity cover
The scheme requires the FI who manages the beneficiary’s account in a transfer (the creditor FI in the transfer) to clear the funds to the beneficiary’s account immediately on completion of the transfer. In schemes which implement deferred net settlement, this implies that the creditor FI will have irrevocably cleared the funds to the beneficiary’s account before the funds have been settled by the debtor FI.
To mitigate the risk that disputes will arise in relation to the settlement process, and hence that creditor FIs may be left out of pocket for a period; and to ensure that small FIs can safely take part in the process of interoperable funds transfer, theThe scheme insists that debtor FIs should have been credited by the scheme with sufficient funds to guarantee that their settlement obligations in respect of each transfer can be met.
The protocol therefore requires a means of recording that the amount of liquidity cover associated with a participant FI has changed. Changes may be increases or decreases. In addition, the protocol allows participants to specify that only a proportion of their available liquidity cover should be available to support transfer activity. This feature means that, in schemes where participants may not be able to get access to settlement bank accounts 24/7, or where participants are long-term net creditors (the remittance model,) liquidity cover which is not required immediately can be protected against fraudulent runs.
It should also be noted that the liquidity cover recorded by a scheme is not intended to reflect the contents of one or more settlement accounts.
Two-phase transfers
The protocol splits the process of a transfer into two phases. In the first phase, the terms of the transfer are agreed between the parties and the agreed terms are cryptographically locked. The locking process is described in more detail below. In the second phase, the transfer itself is executed.
This two-phase approach has the following advantages for STP. First, the terms of the transfer are fully agreed between the parties before either party has to make any commitment to move funds. All rule checking, whether by the scheme or by individual parties, can be undertaken before the transfer of funds is executed. On the other hand, the protocol retains the possibility that a transfer may be rejected at the point of execution (for instance, if insufficient liquidity cover is available to the debtor FI, or if the beneficiary’s account has breached a limit on balance or activity.)
Second, the process of the transfer itself means that the debtor FI will be asked to provide liquidity cover before it knows whether the transfer will succeed or not. When a transfer request is executed, the scheme reserves the amount of the transfer against the debtor FI’s liquidity cover, to prevent the possibility that a single amount of liquidity cover could be used to support multiple transfers. Minimising the activity associated with a transfer means that the period of uncertainty for the debtor FI in respect of the funds associated with a transfer is reduced to a minimum.
Crypto locks for transfers
In most funds transfer schemes, the originator of a funds transfer request can set the terms of the request. The recipient of the request can reject the terms, but it does not typically have a message-based way of altering them. The protocol’s requirements for STP mean that the creditor FI needs to be able to set the terms of the transfer, since it will be asked to clear the funds to the beneficiary’s account before receiving settled funds from the debtor FI.
The protocol therefore needs a way for the creditor FI to be confident that, having set the terms of the transfer, the transfer it is being asked to execute is in fact the transfer it agreed to.
Request to pay
The protocol does not provide facilities for other parties to withdraw funds from an account at an FI which belongs to a scheme, unless the customer whose account it is gives permission at the point of withdrawal. Since this is the case, the protocol needs a way for a participant to ask another participant for permission to ask a customer to authorise a transfer from their account. The protocol does not at present require participants to support separate negotiations about payment times and plans, as some other schemes do; but it does need to support messages which allow a participant to request a specific payment. The participant need not be an FI; The protocol supports third party payment initiators, as described below.
Payment Initiation Service Providers (PISPTPP)
The protocol supports third party payment initiators, who are not financial institutions but who may be empowered to initiate financial transfers subject to certain controls. They are not financial actors in a scheme, and do not participate in settlements. The protocol needs to provide the following facilities to support PISPsTPPs.
Request to pay
As described above, a PISPTPP needs to be able to request that an FI which holds a customer’s account should transfer funds from that account to another account reachable via the scheme.
Account linking
Because the protocol needs to be deployable in environments where a sophisticated market in financial services does not yet exist, it cannot rely on the presence of a third party service which manages the process by which PISPsTPPs can apply to have access to a customer’s account, and allows the FI which owns the account to satisfy itself that the request for access is approved by the owner of the account. Accordingly, the protocol needs to be able to provide the following services:
1. A PISPTPP should be able to request a list of the participants in a scheme which are prepared to allow PISPsTPPs to act on behalf of their account holders.
2. A PISPTPP should be able to request a specified FI to return a list of the accounts which a customer of the FI holds with the FI and to which the customer is prepared to allow third-party access. The accounts returned should be able to be represented by aliases.
3. A PISPTPP should be able to request access to one or more accounts at a given FI, and should be able to specify one or more verification methods which the FI may use to satisfy itself that its customer assents to the proposed arrangement. Examples of verification methods are One Time Pin or customer login to the FI’s system using a webpart.
4. A PISPTPP should be able to return to an FI a verification code obtained as a consequence of the previous step.
5. An FI should be able to propose to a PISPTPP a list of accounts to which it proposes to give the PISPTPP access, together with types of access for each account and specialized identification values which the PISPTPP can use as part of the request to pay process.
6. A PISPTPP should be able to accept the proposed access, and give the FI a means of verifying that an authorization request issued by the FI has been assented to by the account owner: for instance by entering an OTP sent by the FI on the PISP’sTPP’s application, or authenticating themselves in the PISP’sTPP’s application by a fingerprint.
Request for authorisation
Compliant schemes do not allow funds to be moved from a customer’s account unless the customer has approved the transfer at the point of execution. There are, however, circumstances in which a participant FI may not be able to obtain this authorisation from its own end-user interactions. For instance, the customer may be at an ATM, or may be using a PISP’sTPP’s application. Each  FI therefore needs to be able to delegate authorisation for a transfer to another participant in the scheme: for instance, another FI or a PISPTPP.
Comparing Message requirements with existing messages
Defining a party
An IPFI system needs a way of identifying the party whose account will be debited or credited as a consequence of the execution of a payment. This identification needs to be independent of institution type. As described in the business requirements in section 6.5.1 above, it is important to be able to identify the creditor or debtor for a payment by identifiers rather than identification.
There are messages in the existing Reference Data business area in the ISO 20022 message set which allow the creation, discovery and identification of a party by identifiers (reda.014 for creation, reda.015 for query and reda.017 for response.) The identifiers are known in the reda schema as Market Specific Attributes, and they are simple key/value pairs. However, although identifiers can be set up using reda.014 and are returned as part of the party information by reda.017, reda.015 does not support direct query by identifier. 
In any case, the requirements for identifier use in an IPFI system are not restricted to the discovery process. As stated above, an identifier is a token which is presented to a participant DFSP. It is the responsibility of the receiving DFSP, and not of the sender of the message, to decide which account should be credited or debited in relation to a particular identifier. So a data construct such as GenericAccountIdentification1 could contain the information required (the Proprietary (Prtry) field contains the identifier type and the Identification (Id) field contains the identifier value, assuming that a 34-character field is sufficient); but this runs the risk of institutionalising a misinterpretation of what the structure represents.
[bookmark: _Ref99443323]Setting the terms of a transfer
A message is required in an IPFI system to establish the terms on which a payment will be executed. Once the terms are agreed, they are cryptographically locked and an expiry date is set by the creditor party. They must subsequently be executed exactly as defined. This section maps the required content of the payment terms request message onto the current content of the pain.001.001.11 message. It contains sections covering the following categories:
· Data items which are required by IPFI but for which no equivalent items exist in the pain.001.001.11 message.
· Data items which are mandatory according to the definition of the pain.001.001.11 message but for which there are no requirements in the IPFI process.
· Data items which are available in the definition of the pain.001.001.11 message but whose semantic context differs between the two definitions.
· Data items whose structure needs to modified to accommodate the requirements of IPFI

Items required by IPFI but absent from pain.001.001.11
The following items are used by IPFI, but do not occur in pain.001.001.11:

	Item
	Reason

	transactionId
	This is a UUID which is used to identify all the messages relating to a specific financial transaction.

	transactionRequestId
	All payments in an IPFI system are made between Financial Institutions who are participants in the settlement process. However, transactions may be initiated by participants who are not FIs may initiate transfers subject to certain conditions: for instance, TPPs. The parties to a transfer are not required to know which party made the initial transfer request: that is a matter between the TPP and the FI who is acting on their behalf. But they are required to know that a transfer was initiated by a third party.
An IPFI implements this requirement by using a UUID which is generated by the initiator of the transfer request. This enables all the activities relating to a specific transaction request to be tied together.
This means that the structures used in pain.001.001.11 are not appropriate for our purposes.

	amountType
	When the terms of a transfer are proposed, the debtor party is allowed to specify whether the amount quoted is the amount which the debtor wishes to send, or the amount which the beneficiary should receive. In the first case, any fees will be deducted from the amount that the beneficiary will receive; in the second case, they will be added by the creditor DFSP to the amount that the debtor DFSP must send when it sets the terms of the transfer.

	fees
	The debtor DFSP may specify any fees which it proposes to levy in relation to the transfer.

	transactionType
	The IPFI system requires transaction types to be specified, as described in Section 1.1 above

	expiry
	The time at which the request should be regarded as expired if it has not yet completed.


Items required by pain.001.001.11 but not used by IPFI 
The following items are required by pain.001.001.11 but are not used by IPFI:

	Item
	Reason

	Group Header (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.GrpHdr)
	IPFI requests do not use any of the fields in this structure.

	Payment method (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.PmtMtd)
	This is always a transfer in IPFI

	Requested execution date (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.ReqdExctnDt)
	IPFI is an instant payments system

	Credit transaction identifier (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.CdtTrfTxInf.PmtId)
	Not used by IPFI for single transfers.



Items with different meanings in IPFI and pain.001.001.11
The following items have different contexts in IPFI and pain.001.001.11:

	Item
	Reason

	Debtor (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.Dbtr)
	This is a required field. IPFI does not use it, though it might be used as an optional structure for KYC information where a scheme requires this.

	Debtor Account (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.DbtrAcct)
	IPFI uses identifiers to refer to the parties to a transfer.



Items which require modification in pain.001.001.11
The following items require modification in pain.001.001.11:

	Item
	Reason

	Payment information ID (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.PmtInfId)
	This is a UUID for IPFI. It needs to be 36 characters long.


It should be noted that the pacs.008.001.09 message is not appropriate for this purpose. The MDR  for this message clearly states that the “message is the inter-bank movement of an amount from a party bank account (the debtor account) to a beneficiary party (the creditor).” The purpose of this message in the IPFI system is, however, to define the terms of the payment and not to execute the payment itself.
Locking the terms of a transfer
A message is required in an IPFI system to approve and lock the terms on which a payment will be executed. It is issued by the creditor party; the terms it contains are cryptographically locked and an expiry date is set by the creditor party. The payment must subsequently be executed exactly as defined. This message does not appear to have a direct analogue in the existing message set. This section maps the required content of the terms approval message onto the current content of the pain.001.001.11 message. It contains sections covering the following categories:
· Data items which are required by IPFI but for which no equivalent items exist in the pain.001.001.11 message.
· Data items which are mandatory according to the definition of the pain.001.001.11 message but for which there are no requirements in the IPFI process.
· Data items which are available in the definition of the pain.001.001.11 message but whose semantic context differs between the two definitions.
· Data items whose structure needs to modified to accommodate the requirements of IPFI

Items required by IPFI but absent from pain.001.001.11
The following items are used by IPFI, but do not occur in pain.001.001.11:

	Item
	Reason

	transactionId
	This is a UUID which is used to identify all the messages relating to a specific financial transaction.

	amountType
	When the terms of a transfer are proposed, the creditor party is allowed to specify whether the amount quoted is the amount which the creditor DFSP wishes the debtor DFSP to send, or the amount which the beneficiary should receive. In the first case, any fees will be deducted from the amount that the beneficiary will receive; in the second case, they will be added by the creditor DFSP to the amount that the debtor DFSP must send when it sets the terms of the transfer.

	fees
	The creditor DFSP may specify any fees which it proposes to levy in relation to the transfer.

	commission
	The creditor DFSP may specify any subvention which it proposes to offer to the debtor DFSP in respect of the transfer.

	transactionType
	The IPFI system requires transaction types to be specified, as described in Section 1.1 above

	expiration
	The date and time after which the creditor DFSP will not accept payment execution requests in respect of the transfer terms.

	condition
	A cryptographic lock on the terms of the transfer. This is obtained by signing the terms of the transfer using a private key belonging to the creditor DFSP, then passing the signature through a public one-way hash and encoding the result.


Items required by pain.001.001.11 but not used by IPFI 
The following items are required by pain.001.001.11 but are not used by IPFI:

	Item
	Reason

	Group Header (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.GrpHdr)
	IPFI requests do not use any of the fields in this structure.

	Payment method (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.PmtMtd)
	This is always a transfer in IPFI

	Requested execution date (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.ReqdExctnDt)
	IPFI is an instant payments system

	Credit transaction identifier (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.CdtTrfTxInf.PmtId)
	Not used by IPFI for single transfers.



Items with different meanings in IPFI and pain.001.001.11
The following items have different contexts in IPFI and pain.001.001.11:

	Item
	Reason

	Debtor (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.Dbtr)
	This is a required field. IPFI does not use it, though it might be used as an optional structure for KYC information where a scheme requires this.

	Debtor Account (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.DbtrAcct)
	IPFI uses identifiers to refer to the parties to a transfer.

	Creditor (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.CdtTrfTxInf.Cdtr)
	IPFI does not use it, though it might be used as an optional structure for KYC information where a scheme requires this.

	Debtor Account (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.DbtrAcct)
	IPFI uses identifiers to refer to the parties to a transfer.



Items which require modification in pain.001.001.11
The following items require modification in pain.001.001.11:

	Item
	Reason

	Payment information ID (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.PmtInfId)
	This is a UUID for IPFI. It needs to be 36 characters long.



[bookmark: _Ref99707642]Executing a payment
When the terms of  a payment have been agreed between the parties, the debtor party may request that the payment is executed. The obvious analogue to this message in the existing ISO 20022 message set is the message pacs.008.001.10, which “is used to move funds from a debtor account to a creditor”. There are, however, differences in the requirements for an IPFI scheme from the structures given in the definition of pacs.008.001.10. These are assessed in more detail below. This section maps the required content of the payment terms request message onto the current content of the pacs.008.001.10 message. It contains sections covering the following categories:
· Data items which are required by IPFI but for which no equivalent items exist in the pacs.008.001.10 message.
· Data items which are mandatory according to the definition of the pacs.008.001.10 message but for which there are no requirements in the IPFI process.
· Data items which are available in the definition of the pacs.008.001.10 message but whose semantic context differs between the two definitions.
· Data items whose structure needs to modified to accommodate the requirements of IPFI

Items required by IPFI but absent from pacs.008.001.10
The following items are used by IPFI, but do not occur in pacs.008.001.10:

	Item
	Reason

	transferId
	This is a UUID which is used to identify a particular transfer execution request. If a transfer execution request fails, it can be retried with a different transfer Id, without requiring the parties to agree on the terms again.

	transactionId
	This is a UUID which is used to identify all the messages relating to a specific financial transaction.

	condition
	The IPFI system requires a request for a transfer to be executed to be accompanied by the cryptographic lock that was attached to the terms of the transfer by the payee DFSP when the terms were agreed.

	expiry
	The time at which the request should be regarded as expired if it has not yet completed.


Items required by pacs.008.001.10 but not used by IPFI 
The following items are required by pacs.008.001.10 but are not used by IPFI:

	Item
	Reason

	Group Header (FIToFICstmrCdtTrf.GrpHdr)
	IPFI requests do not use any of the fields in this structure. In particular, the settlement definitions given in the pacs.008.001.10 definition are managed by the IPFI scheme, and not by the individual participants to a transfer.



Items with different meanings in IPFI and pacs.008.001.10
The following items have different contexts in IPFI and pacs.008.001.10:

	Item
	Reason

	Debtor (FIToFICstmrCdtTrf.CdtTrfTxInf.Dbtr)
	This is a required field. IPFI does not use it, though it might be used as an optional structure for KYC information where a scheme requires this.

	Debtor Account (FIToFICstmrCdtTrf.CdtTrfTxInf.DbtrAcct)
	IPFI uses identifiers to refer to the parties to a transfer.



Items which require modification in pacs.008.001.10
The following items require modification in pacs.008.001.10:

	Item
	Reason

	Payment information ID (CstmrCdtTrfInitn.PmtInf.PmtInfId)
	This is a UUID for IPFI. It needs to be 36 characters long.


[bookmark: _Ref99707471]Requesting a payment
IPFI systems do not support direct debit mandates. They insist that an account holder should give explicit confirmation immediately before funds are debited from their accounts. However, they do support functionality which allows a creditor party to request payment of a specified amount. The information passed in this request is essentially a subset of the information passed when a transfer is requested (see Section 7.2 above.)
Delegated authorisation
There are cases in which the FI responsible for an account will want to delegate authorisation for a transaction to another party: for instance, if a customer wants to withdraw cash from an ATM, the customer’s FI will want the operator of the ATM to obtain an OTP from the customer and return it for verification to the FI.
It should be noted that this is a different use case from the TPP authorisation use case. In the TPP authorisation use case, the TPP is undertaking the authorisation process itself, and is returning to the FI proof that the customer has indeed authorised the transfer of funds. In this use case, the Fi that owns the account is undertaking the authorisation, but using materials provided by the party to which authorisation was delegated.
There are existing message sets which cover this scenario: in particular, the card issuing message cain.001.001.002, which is intended to cover authorisations from a card holder at an acquirer to support a purchase. The following observations, however, need to be made:
1. The message definition is insufficiently generalised. It assumes that the customer will identify themselves with a PAN. In IPFI systems there is no reason to assume that this is the case; but the fact that this is a mandatory field makes it difficult to get round.
2. There is no requirement for the recipient of an IPFI delegated authorisation message to know anything about the account in respect of which the authorisation is required; indeed, from the security perspective this should be avoided. The IPFI form of delegated authorisation is a form of two-factor organisation where the recipient of the message needs only to accept the value entered by the customer and return it to the message originator.
3. The message definition has a mandatory merchant category code. This reflects the message’s origin in a semantic context far removed from that of the requirements of the IPFI message.
4. The message definition has mandatory information concerning the transaction which is not appropriate for the requirements of an IPFI authorisation message. Neither the transaction type nor the transaction ID, both of which are mandatory, are required for an IPFI authorisation message.
Requesting and executing a currency conversion
There is a message set dedicated to foreign exchange, the foreign exchange trade (fxtr) set. However, the purpose of this message set, as stated in the MDR, is to cover “the post-trade processing in the foreign exchange trade domain together with cash management and administration messages to support the associated netting, payments processing and notification of system events.”
An IPFI system needs to be able to support currency conversions rather than foreign exchange trades: that is, where an FI requests and receives a currency conversion from a specialized provider of currency exchange services, as described in Section 6.3 above. This process is, for an IPFI system, essentially analogous to a funds transfer, in which the DFSP and the FXP exchange funds. Optionally, the success of the conversion may be tied to the success of a related funds transfer (payment versus payment.)
This process is analogous to a funds transfer, in which the DFSP and the FXP exchange funds. This is different from the existing currency conversion messages in ISO 20022, which do not support the agreement of terms in advance of the execution of the trade.
The messages in the foreign exchange trade set relate to instructions to a settlement organization to settle foreign exchange trades. This is not at all the same thing as the execution of conversions which is required by an IPFI system.
Third party provider services: registration
The business requirements for the registration of a relationship between a TPP and a DFSP in relation to a particular customer’s account(s) is given in Section 3.2.3.1 above. We are not aware of any existing ISO 20022 message set which provides the functionality required. In particular, the messages in an IPFI system need to be capable of generating and confirming information which will be used later by the DFSP to verify the bona fides of the TPP’s request to undertake a particular payment, as described in that section.
There is an analogy here between the IPFI requirements and the set of ISO 20022 messages which make up the RTP suite in the Reference Data (reda) catalogue (reda.066-reda.073). However, our view is that the analogy is rather apparent than real, for the following reasons.
First, it appears that the reda messages are designed to register a pre-existing contract between the debtor and the creditor parties. The IPFI requirement is for a message set which defines the terms of the contract.
Second, the contract definition contained in the reda messages is almost entirely without structure. While it would be possible to use the reda content to hold the content of an IPFI agreement, it is important for an IPFI system that there is a clearly defined structure which allows participants to understand the components and requirements of the agreement in the message, and not independently of it. A possible analogy here is the definition of the parties to a payment request: it would be simple to allow an unstructured field whose content could be defined in a Market Practice Document; but structure is important for interoperability between parties who may not share the same Market Practice Document.
Third, the reda structure explicitly governs a contractual relationship between a credit party and a debit party. The requirement here is for a contractual relationship between a debit party and a party who is not a financial party to any payment that might be executed as a consequence of the agreement.
The underlying IPFI design here is for a message set which will support the TPP and the DFSP in the establishment of a bilateral peer-to-peer relationship of trust in relation to a particular customer’s account(s). The IPFI system is not designed to rely on the presence of an RTP directory which provides a central repository of mandates. The underlying reda design, as far as we can understand it, is for a means of setting up and validating direct debit mandates which can be executed by a creditor against a debtor without requiring the explicit consent of the debtor party at the time of transfer.
Third party provider services: execution
Requesting and executing a payment via a Third Party Provider is analogous to the process of requesting a payment, as discussed in Section 7.5 above. The arguments made in that section are also relevant here.
In addition, the TPP request for payment needs to include the ability to require authorization from the customer, who in this scenario is interacting with the TPP, not the DFSP. So the arguments that are made in Sections 7.2 and 7.4 above are also relevant here.
Further to that, the IPFI business requirement is for the confirmation of terms returned to the HTTP to contain directions on how to provide customer authorization to proceed with the transfer, and for the request for payment execution to contain the customer authorization evidence in the agreed form. We do not believe that any of the existing messages contain data structures which meet these requirements. 




Community of users and benefits:
MojaloopIPFI exists to provide a simple and low-cost way for people and institutions in developing economies to obtain access to the facilities for exchanging funds between financial institutions which the rich and members of developed economies take for granted. The categories of users who will benefit from the implementations are:
1. People and enterprises who currently hold their accounts with institutions other than traditional banks.
2. People, enterprises and financial institutions who need to exchange funds with people or enterprises whose accounts are with institutions of different types
3. People and enterprises who live in jurisdictions where account-holding institutions, of whatever kind, do not interoperate with each other
4. Enterprises who need to initiate funds transfers between accounts, but who do not operate in a jurisdiction where there is an extensive financial infrastructure to manage their relationships with account-holding institutions.
5. People and enterprises who would benefit from the ability to use funds transfers instead of cash to manage their financial affairs, but who are too poor to pay the overheads associated with traditional bank transfers.
6. Small financial institutions who need to interact with other financial institutions in their jurisdiction with minimum effort and cost.

Several payment market infrastructures implementing the current MojaloopIPFI protocols, would like to consider implementing the future ISO 20022 version. Close alignment of the proposed ISO 20022 messages with the existing MojaloopIPFI protocols will make it simpler for participants in existing MojaloopIPFI schemes to make the transition to a system which implements ISO 20022-based versions of the messages they already use.
MojaloopIPFI technologies are being used to connect Mobile Money systems with Micro-Finance Initiatives; to provide a payment system connecting all the FSPsDFSPs  in a given jurisdiction; and are in the early stages of supporting the incorporation of PISPsTPPs in a national payment system.
Volumes are expected to be in the order of millions of payments per year in each payment network, in the early stages of adoption in late 2022.
Current members of the MojaloopIPFI foundation are listed at https://mojaloopIPFI.io/foundation/members/ .

Timing and development:
We would like to complete registration of the messages for the protocol in mid- 2022,
to enable FSPsDFSPs to use the registered versions in 2022H2.
Several payment market infrastructures are implementing the current MojaloopIPFI protocol, and would like to consider implementing the future ISO 20022 version of the protocol in late 2022.
The submitting organisation plans to have the new candidate ISO 20022 business and message models developed and ready for submission to the RA in 2022Q22022Q1.
The submitting organisation has involved, will continue to involve, and invites broader participation in the development of this protocol and related repository items from:
industry groups, user representatives, vendor representatives, service providers, regulatory bodies, and market infrastructures.
We are not aware of any other standards initiatives addressing the same requirements.

Commitments of the submitting organisation:
We, the submitting organisation, confirm that we can and will:
· undertake the development of the candidate ISO 20022 business and message models that it will submit to the RA for compliance review and evaluation. The submission must be compliant with the ISO 20022 Master Rules and include a draft Part 1 of the Message Definition Report (MDR) compliant with the template for MDR part 1 provided by the RA, the ISO 20022 Message Transport Mode (MTM) that the submitting organization recommends to consider with the submitted message set, and, optionally, examples of valid and invalid instances of each candidate message. The submission may also include a Message User Guide (MUG) to complement the MDR and describe in further details how to use the different possibilities/options of the proposed candidate messages; 
· address any queries related to the description of the models and messages as published by the RA on the ISO 20022 website.
We confirm that we will promptly inform the RA about any changes or more accurate information about the number of candidate messages and the timing of their submission to the RA. 
We confirm we intend to organize testing of the candidate messages once they have been reviewed and qualified by the RA and before their submission to the SEG(s) for approval. We expected to complete testing and re-submit to the RA for SEG(s) approval in first half of 2022. We confirm that we will promptly inform the RA about any changes or more accurate information about the timing of this re-submission to the RA. 
We confirm we are committed to undertake the future message maintenance. 
We confirm our knowledge and acceptance of the ISO 20022 Intellectual Property Rights policy for contributing organisations, as follows.
“Organizations that contribute information to be incorporated into the ISO 20022 Repository shall keep any Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) they have on this information. A contributing organization warrants that it has sufficient rights on the contributed information to have it published in the ISO 20022 Repository through the ISO 20022 Registration Authority in accordance with the rules set in ISO 20022. To ascertain a widespread, public and uniform use of the ISO 20022 Repository information, the contributing organization grants third parties a non-exclusive, royalty-free licence to use the published information”. 
Contact persons:
· Michael Richards, michael.richards@modusbox.com, UK +44 7785360009
· Jason Polis, jason@iso20022.plus, UK +44 7801720218

Contact persons:
Michael Richards, michael.richards@modusbox.com, UK +44 7785360009
Jason Polis, jason@iso20022.plus, UK +44 7801720218
Comments from the RMG members and relevant SEG(s) or SubSEG(s) and disposition of comments by the submitting organisation:
This section will include the comments received from RMG members and the SEG(s) or SubSEG(s), if any, and the response given to each of these comments by the submitting organisation. 



Appendix J New Message Functionality compared with new Flavour.
Each Message Definition can be modelled as a having new Message Functionality.
Some could be a new Flavour of, and/or a change to, registered Message Functionality.
This section presents a map-and-gap, a map of fields from new messages to the closest matching fields in existing message, and proposes changes where there are gaps.
The changes columns specifies either the required adjustments to existing messages, 
or a  where the existing messages match requirements.
Summary of Closest matches

	
Lookup Party Information
Return Party Information / Error

Lookup Party Information
Return Party Information / Error

Lookup Party Information
Return Party Information / Error
	None of these quite match.
acmt.023 IdentificationVerificationRequest
acmt.024 IdentificationVerificationReport
These are about verification rather than lookup.
camt.003 GetAccount 
camt.004 ReturnAccount
These are about accounts rather than parties.
reda.015 Party Query
reda.017 Party Report
These are about participants rather than parties.

	Lookup Participant Information
Create Participant Information
Delete Participant Information
Return Participant Information / Error


Create Participant Information

	reda.015 Party Query
reda.014 Party Creation Request
reda.031 Party Deletion Request
reda.017 Party Report
These are about participants rather than associating a party with a participant.
reda.056 Standing Settlement Instruction
Similar function but different scope and pattern.

	Perform Transaction Request Information
Return Transaction Request Information / Error
 Retrieve Transaction Request
	pain.013 Creditor Payment Activation Request
pain.014 Creditor Payment Activation Request Status Report
Similar function, requires content changes.

	Calculate (Bulk) Quote
Return (Bulk) Quote Information / Error
 Retrieve (Bulk) Quote Information
	pain.001 Customer Credit Transfer Initiation
pain.002 Customer Payment Status Report
Different function, requires content changes

	 Perform Authorization
 Return Authorization Result
	No match across registered messages.

	Retrieve Transfer Information
Perform Transfer
Return Transfer Information / Error
	pacs.028 FI To FI Payment Status Request
pacs.008 FI To FI Customer Credit Transfer
pacs.002 FI To FI Payment Status Report	
Similar function, requires content changes,
and depends on Quotes.

	Retrieve Transaction Information
Return Transaction Information / Error
	pacs.028 FI To FI Payment Status Request
pacs.002 FI To FI Payment Status Report	
Similar function, requires content changes.




Party and Participant
Party and Participant messages enable the routing of payment to a Payee's FSP.
Party
Party messages are used for finding out information regarding a Party in a Peer FSP.

Change/Verify Account Identification
The response verifies the party/account information provided in the request. 
Neither the business process nor the content of the messages are a good match.
acmt.023 IdentificationVerificationRequest - The message is sent before sending a transaction message to verify party and/or account identification information.
acmt.024 IdentificationVerificationReport - The message confirms whether or not the presented party and/or account identification information is correct.

	Lookup Party Information
	acmt.023 IdentificationVerificationRequest
	

	
	Assgnmt
	make optional

	Type
	Vrfctn/PtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	ID
	Vrfctn/PtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	SubId
	Vrfctn/PtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer



	Return Party Information
	acmt.024 IdentificationVerificationReport
	

	
	Assgnmt
	make optional

	
	Document/IdVrfctnRpt/Rpt/OrgnlId
	make optional

	
	Document/IdVrfctnRpt/Rpt/Vrfctn
	make optional

	party
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	Rpt/OrgnlPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	add

	. . partyIdentifier
	Rpt/OrgnlPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	Rpt/OrgnlPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	add

	. . fspId
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId /Agt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	make longer

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId /Pty/MerchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Nm
	constrain

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId /Agt/FinInstnId/NmComplex
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId /Pty/Id/PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	Rpt/UpdtdPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional




	Return Party Information Error
	acmt.024 IdentificationVerificationReport
	

	
	Assgnmt
	make optional

	partyIdType
	Rpt/OrgnlPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	add

	partyIdentifier
	Rpt/OrgnlPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	partySubIdOrType
	Rpt/OrgnlPtyAndAcctId/Pty/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	add

	errorInformation
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose

	. errorCode
	
	

	. errorDescription
	
	

	. extensionList
	
	





Cash Management
These are semantically for account information, but match most of the fields required.
The proposed protocol does not share account information.


	Lookup Party Information
	camt.003 GetAccount 

	

	
	MsgHdr
	make optional

	Type
	AcctQryDef/AcctCrit/NewCrit/SchCrit /AcctOwnr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	ID
	AcctQryDef/AcctCrit/NewCrit/SchCrit /AcctOwnr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	SubId
	AcctQryDef/AcctCrit/NewCrit/SchCrit /AcctOwnr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer



	Return Party Information
	camt.004.001.09 ReturnAccountV09
	

	
	MsgHdr
	make optional

	
	RptOrErr
	make sequence

	
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctId
	make optional

	party
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . partyIdentifier
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	. . fspId
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Svcr/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchant ClassificationCode
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/ClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Nm
	

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional






	Return Party Information Error
	camt.004.001.09 ReturnAccountV09
	

	partyIdType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	add

	partyIdentifier
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	partySubIdOrType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	add

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	RptOrErr/OprlErr/Err/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	RptOrErr/OprlErr/Desc
	

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose




TARGET2-Securities (T2S)
Although T2S has party query & report messages, this appears to be about participants in a securities settlement scheme, rather than about end users of those participants. 

	Lookup Party Information
	reda.015.001.01 PartyQueryV01
	

	Type
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	

	ID
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	SubId
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional



	Return Party Information
	reda.017.001.01 PartyReportV01
	

	party
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer

	. . partyIdentifier
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional

	. . fspId
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt / fspId
	add

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt/PtyOrErr /SysPty/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt/PtyOrErr /SysPty/Nm/Nm
	constrain

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt/PtyOrErr /SysPty/ complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt/PtyOrErr /SysPty/ dateOfBirth
	add



	Return Party Information Error
	reda.017.001.01 PartyReportV01
	

	partyIdType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	add

	partyIdentifier
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	partySubIdOrType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	add

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	RptOrErr/OprlErr/Err/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	RptOrErr/OprlErr/Desc
	

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose




Participant
Participant messages are primarily used for determining in which FSP a counterparty in a financial transaction is located. Depending on the scheme, the services should be supported, at a minimum, by either the individual FSPs or a common service.
If a common service (for example, an ALS) is supported in the scheme, participant messages can also be used by the FSPs for adding and deleting information in that system.

	Lookup Participant Information
Create Participant Information
Delete Participant Information
Return Participant Information
Return Participant Information Error

	Create Bulk Participant Information
Return Bulk Participant Information
Return Bulk Participant Information Error



Lookup Participant Information is used to find out in which FSP the requested Party, defined by {Type}, {ID} and optionally {SubId}, is located.
Delete Participant Information is used to delete information on the server regarding the provided identity, defined by {Type} and {ID}, and optionally {SubId}.
Return Participant Information is used to inform the client of a successful result of the lookup, creation, or deletion of the FSP information related to the Party. 
Return Bulk Participant Information is used to inform the client of the result of the creation of the provided list of identities.

Create Participant Information is used to create information on the server regarding the provided identity, defined by {Type}, {ID}, and optionally {SubId}.



TARGET2-Securities (T2S)
Although T2S has party query & report messages, this appears to be about participants in a securities settlement scheme, rather than associating end users with those participants. 
Responsible Party could be used to mean the FSP participant which serves the Party.
Create Bulk Participant Information could be implemented as for Create Participant Information, by permitting multiple Parties in a single message.

	Lookup Participant Information
	reda.015.001.01 PartyQueryV01
	

	Type
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer 

	ID
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	SubId
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyQry/SchCrit/PtyId/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional



	Delete Participant Information
	reda.031.001.01
PartyDeletionRequestV01
	

	
	PtyDeltnReq/SysPtyId/RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	

	Type
	PtyDeltnReq/SysPtyId/Id /Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer 

	ID
	PtyDeltnReq/SysPtyId/Id /Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	SubId
	PtyDeltnReq/SysPtyId/Id /PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyDeltnReq/SysPtyId/Id /PrtryId/Issr
	make optional




	Return Participant Information
	reda.017.001.01 PartyReportV01
	

	party
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer

	. . partyIdentifier
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	fspId
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Id
	

	
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional



	Return Bulk Participant Information
	reda.017.001.01 PartyReportV01
	

	currency
	PtyRpt/ currency
	add

	partyList
	
	

	. partyId
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer

	. . partyIdentifier
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional

	. . fspId
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Id
	

	
	PtyRpt/RptOrErr/PtyRpt /PtyId/RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	



	Return Participant Information Error
	reda.017.001.01 PartyReportV01
	

	partyIdType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	add

	partyIdentifier
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	make longer

	partySubIdOrType
	RptOrErr/AcctRpt/AcctOrErr/Acct /Ownr/Id/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	add

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	RptOrErr/OprlErr/Err/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	RptOrErr/OprlErr/Desc
	

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose



	Create Participant Information
	reda.014.001.01
PartyCreationRequestV01
	

	currency
	PtyCreReq / currency
	add

	
	
	

	partyId
	
	

	. partyIdType
	PtyCreReq/Pty/PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer

	. partyIdentifier
	PtyCreReq/Pty/PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	. partySubIdOrType
	PtyCreReq/Pty/PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	PtyCreReq/Pty/PtyId/Id/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional

	fspId
	PtyCreReq/Pty/PtyId /RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Id
	

	
	PtyCreReq/Pty/PtyId /RspnsblPtyId/Id/PrtryId/Issr
	make optional

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	




Standing Settlement Instructions (SSI)
Maintaining the association of a Party to a Participant FSP has some similarity with SSI, as they both specify which kind of payments (and securities) should be sent to which creditor's agent (Payee FSP). 
The SSI flow doesn't provide a message for Lookup Participant Information. Instead:
« The party that requires the SSI information (SSI Executing Party) requests to receive it from the SSI Instructing Party. This request is not covered by an ISO 20022 message»
Each message is for a single instruction - There is no bulk SSI.

	Return Participant Information
	reda.056.001.01 StandingSettlementInstruction 
	

	party
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	StgSttlmInstr/SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer

	. . partyIdentifier
	StgSttlmInstr/SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	StgSttlmInstr/SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	
	
	

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	fspId
	StgSttlmInstr/SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ CdtrAgt/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	

	currency 
(only on bulk)
	StgSttlmInstr/SttlmCcy
	



	Create Participant Information
	reda.056.001.01 StandingSettlementInstruction 
	

	party
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	make longer

	. . partyIdentifier
	SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	make longer

	. . partySubIdOrType
	SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	fspId
	SttlmDtls/CshPtiesDtls/ CdtrAgt/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	

	currency 
	SttlmCcy
	




	Delete Participant Information
	reda.057.001.01
StandingSettlementInstructionDeletionV01
	

	
	MsgRefId
	make optional

	
	AcctId
	make optional

	partyIdType
	CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	add

	partyIdentifier
	CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	add

	partySubIdOrType
	CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SubId
	add


	Delete Bulk Participant Information
	reda.057.001.01
StandingSettlementInstructionDeletionV01
	

	requestId
	MsgRefId
	make longer

	
	AcctId
	make optional

	partyList
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	CshPtiesDtls
	add and make multiple

	. . partyIdType
	CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SchmeNm
	add

	. . partyIdentifier
	CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	add

	. . partySubIdOrType
	CshPtiesDtls/ Cdtr/PtyId/PrtryId/SubId
	add

	. . fspId
	CshPtiesDtls/ CdtrAgt/PtyId/PrtryId/Id
	add

	currency 
	SttlmDtls/SttlmCcy
	


 


Transaction Request
A Transaction request enables a Payee to request a Payer to transfer electronic funds to the Payee. The Payer can either approve or reject the request from the Payee. The decision by the Payer could be made programmatically if:
· The Payee is trusted (that is, the Payer has pre-approved the Payee in the Payer FSP), or
· An authorization value - that is, a one-time password (OTP) is correctly validated.
Alternatively, the Payer could make the decision manually.

	Retrieve Transaction Request
Perform Transaction Request Information
Return Transaction Request Information
Return Transaction Request Information Error
	


Request To Pay (RTP) Service
The Request to Pay Service has “servicing messages”, which enable:
· Payees (creditors) to register in the RTP eco-system (enrolment messages)
· Payers (debtors) to activate the RTP service with a given Payee (creditor)  (activation messages). 
It does not specify the actual request to pay, so is not relevant to this group.



Creditor Payment Activation Request
The CreditorPaymentActivationRequest message is used to request the initiation of a payment (single or file) from the debtor to the intitiating party of the request.
The CreditorPaymentActivationRequestStatusReport message is used to give positive or negative response to the sender of the request (either single or file). 
Messages to request information is not defined.

	Perform Transaction Request Information
	pain.013.001.09 CreditorPaymentActivationRequestV09 
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	
	PmtInf
	constrain to 1

	transactionRequestId
	PmtInf/PmtInfId
	lengthen to 36

	payee
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/
	constrain to 1

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . partyIdentifier
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . fspId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/CdtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Nm
	

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/ complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional

	payer
	PmtInf/Dbtr
	

	. partyIdInfo
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id
	

	. . partyIdType
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . partyIdentifier
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . fspId
	PmtInf/DbtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Nm
	

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId /DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId /DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId /DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional

	. . extensionList
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/SplmtryData
	

	amount
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/Amt/InstdAmt
	

	transactionType
	
	

	. scenario
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/SvcLvl
	recode

	. subScenario
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/LclInstrm
	recode

	. initiator
	initiator
	add

	. initiatorType
	initiatorType
	add

	. refundInfo
	
	

	. . originalTransactionId
	originalTransactionId
	add

	. . refundReason
	refundReason
	add

	. balanceOfPayments
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/CtgyPurp/Prtry
	add/recode

	note
	note
	add

	geoCode
	geoCode
	add

	authenticationType
	authenticationType
	add

	expiration
	PmtInf/XpryDt/DtTm
	

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	
	PmtInf/PmtMtd
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/ReqdExctnDtTm
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/PmtId
	make optional



	Return Transaction Request Information
	pain.014.001.09 Creditor Payment Activation Request Status ReportV09 
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts
	make optional

	
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts
	constrain to 1

	transactionRequestId
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/OrgnlPmtInfId
	lengthen to 36

	
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts
	constrain to 1

	transactionId
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts/AcctSvcrRef
	lengthen to 36

	transactionRequestState
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/PmtInfSts
	constrain to subset

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	





	Return Transaction Request Information Error
	pain.014.001.09 CreditorPaymentActivationRequestStatusReportV09 
	

	transactionRequestId
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts/OrgnlInstrId
	make longer

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose





Quote
These really have to be new messages as they have a new function.
Closest match is payment initiation, though that's between customer and bank.
Payments Initiation
Messages to request this information are not yet defined in the ISO 20022 repository.

	Calculate Quote
	pain.001.001.11 CustomerCreditTransferInitiationV11
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	quoteId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/InstrId
	lengthen to 36

	transactionId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/EndToEndId
	lengthen to 36

	transactionRequestId
	
	

	payee
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr
	

	. partyIdInfo
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
	

	. . partyIdType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . partyIdentifier
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . fspId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/ CdtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . extensionList
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Nm
	

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/ complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr /Id/PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional

	payer
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . partyIdentifier
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . fspId
	PmtInf/DbtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Nm
	

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional

	amountType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Amt/ type
	add

	amount
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Amt/InstdAmt
	

	fees
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/ ChrgsAmt
	add

	transactionType
	
	

	. scenario
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/SvcLvl
	recode

	. subScenario
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/LclInstrm
	recode

	. initiator
	PmtInf/initiator
	add

	. initiatorType
	PmtInf/initiatorType
	add

	. refundInfo
	
	

	. . originalTransactionId
	PmtInf/originalTransactionId
	add

	. . refundReason
	PmtInf/refundReason
	add

	. balanceOfPayments
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/CtgyPurp/Prtry
	add/recode

	geoCode
	geoCode
	add

	note
	PmtInf/note
	add

	expiration
	PmtInf/XpryDt/DtTm
	

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	
	PmtInf/PmtMtd
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/ReqdExctnDtTm
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/PmtId
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/ReqdExctnDt
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/DbtrAcct
	make optional





	Return Quote Information
	pain.002.001.12 CustomerPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts
	make optional

	
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts
	restrict to 1

	quoteId
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/OrgnlPmtInfId
	lengthen to 36

	transferAmount
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts /OrgnlTxRef/Amt/InstdAmt
	

	payeeReceiveAmount
	
	add

	payeeFspFee
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts /ChrgsInf[type="Fee"]/Amt
	Make Agt optional and add type to  qualify.

	payeeFspCommission
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts /ChrgsInf[type="Commission"]/Amt
	Make Agt optional and add type to  qualify.

	expiration
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/expiration
	add

	geoCode
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/geoCode
	add

	ilpPacket
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/ilpPacket
	add

	condition
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/condition
	add

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	



	Return Quote Information Error
	pain.002.001.12 CustomerPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	quoteId
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose




Bulk Quote
These really have to be new messages as they have a new function.
Closest match is payment initiation, though that's between customer and bank.
Payments Initiation
Messages to request this information are not yet defined in the ISO 20022 repository.

	Calculate Bulk Quote
	pain.001.001.11 CustomerCreditTransferInitiationV11
	

	bulkQuoteId
	GrpHdr/MsgId
	lengthen to 36

	
	GrpHdr/ CreDtTm NbOfTxs InitgPty
	make optional

	GeoCode
	GrpHdr/ GeoCode
	add

	expiration
	GrpHdr /XpryDt/DtTm
	add

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	payer
	
	

	. partyIdInfo
	
	

	. . partyIdType
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . partyIdentifier
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . partySubIdOrType
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id/PrvtId/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . fspId
	PmtInf/DbtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	. merchantClassificationCode
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. name
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Nm
	

	. personalInfo
	
	

	. . complexName
	PmtInf/Dbtr/ complexName
	add

	. . dateOfBirth
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/Dbtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional

	
	
	

	individualQuotes
	
	

	. quoteId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/InstrId
	lengthen to 36

	. transactionId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/EndToEndId
	lengthen to 36

	. transactionRequestId
	
	

	. payee
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr
	

	. . partyIdInfo
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
	

	. . . partyIdType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/SchmeNm
	

	. . . partyIdentifier
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . . partySubIdOrType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id
/{OrgId|PrvtId}/Othr/Id
	lengthen to 128

	. . . fspId
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/ CdtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	. . . extensionList
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/SplmtryData
	

	. . merchantClassificationCode
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/ merchantClassificationCode
	add

	. . name
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Nm
	

	. . personalInfo
	
	

	. . . complexName
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/ complexName
	add

	. . . dateOfBirth
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/BirthDt
	

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr /Id/PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CityOfBirth
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr/Id /PrvtId/DtAndPlcOfBirth/CtryOfBirth
	make optional

	. amountType
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Amt/ type
	add

	. amount
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/Amt/InstdAmt
	

	. fees
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTxInf/ ChrgsAmt
	add

	. transactionType
	
	

	. . scenario
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/SvcLvl
	recode

	. . subScenario
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/LclInstrm
	recode

	. . initiator
	PmtInf/initiator
	add

	. . initiatorType
	PmtInf/initiatorType
	add

	. . refundInfo
	
	

	. . . originalTransactionId
	PmtInf/originalTransactionId
	add

	. . . refundReason
	PmtInf/refundReason
	add

	. . balanceOfPayments
	PmtInf/PmtTpInf/CtgyPurp/Prtry
	add/recode

	. note
	PmtInf/note
	add

	
	PmtInf/PmtMtd
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/ReqdExctnDtTm
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/CdtTrfTx/PmtId
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/ReqdExctnDt
	make optional

	
	PmtInf/DbtrAcct
	make optional





	Return Bulk Quote Information
	pain.002.001.12 CustomerPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts/OrgnlMsgNmId
	make optional

	bulkQuoteId
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts/OrgnlMsgId
	lengthen to 36

	individualQuoteResults
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts
	

	. quoteId
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36

	. payeeReceiveAmount
	
	add

	. payeeFspFee
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts /ChrgsInf[type="Fee"]/Amt
	Make Agt optional and add type to  qualify.

	. payeeFspCommission
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/TxInfAndSts /ChrgsInf[type="Commission"]/Amt
	Make Agt optional and add type to  qualify.

	. ilpPacket
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/ilpPacket
	add

	. condition
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/condition
	add

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	



	Return Bulk Quote Information Error
	pain.002.001.12 CustomerPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	bulkQuoteId
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts/OrgnlMsgId
	lengthen to 36

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	OrgnlPmtInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose





Authorization
No matches. So new messages required.
Perform Authorization
Return Authorization Result



Transfer
These have a similar function to the payments and clearing pacs 008 and 002, 
because they instruct/confirm transfer as detailed in a previously requested quote,
but a minimal flavour as they have less data, as it was previously provide in the quote.
Perform Transfer pacs.008.001.10 FIToFICustomerCreditTransferV10	
Return Transfer Information  pacs.002.001.12 FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12	
· Commit Notification ? also pacs.002 ?
· Payment modification

	Perform Transfer
	pacs.008.001.10
FIToFICustomerCreditTransferV10
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	
	CdtTrfTxInf
	make optional

	transactionId
	CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/EndToEndId
	lengthen to 36

	transferId
	CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/InstrId
	lengthen to 36

	payeeFsp
	CdtTrfTxInf/CdtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	payerFsp
	CdtTrfTxInf/DbtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	

	amount
	CdtTrfTxInf/IntrBkSttlmAmt
	

	ilpPacket
	ilpPacket
	add

	condition
	condition
	add

	expiration
	expiration
	add

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	
	CdtTrfTxInf/ChrgBr
	make optional

	
	CdtTrfTxInf/Dbtr
	make optional

	
	CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr
	make optional








	Return Transfer Information
	pacs.002.001.12
FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transferId
	TxInfAndSts/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36

	fulfilment
	TxInfAndSts/fulfilment
	add

	completedTimestamp
	TxInfAndSts/AccptncDtTm
	

	transferState
	TxInfAndSts/TxSts
	constrain

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	



	Return Transfer Information Error
	pacs.002.001.12
FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transferId
	TxInfAndSts/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose



	Retrieve Transfer Information
	pacs.028.001.05
FIToFIPaymentStatusRequestV05
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transferId
	TxInf/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36




Bulk Transfer
These have a similar function to the payments and clearing pacs 008 and 002, 
because they instruct/confirm transfer as detailed in a previously requested quote,
but a minimal flavour as they have less data, as it was previously provide in the quote.
Perform Transfer pacs.008.001.10 FIToFICustomerCreditTransferV10	
Return Transfer Information  pacs.002.001.12 FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12	
· Commit Notification ? also pacs.002 ?
· Payment modification

	Perform Bulk Transfer
	pacs.008.001.10
FIToFICustomerCreditTransferV10
	

	bulkTransferId
	GrpHdr/MsgId
	lengthen to 36

	
	GrpHdr/ CreDtTm NbOfTxs SttlmInf
	make optional

	bulkQuoteId
	
	

	payeeFsp
	CdtTrfTxInf/CdtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	promote

	payerFsp
	CdtTrfTxInf/DbtrAgt/FinInstnId/Othr/Id
	promote

	expiration
	expiration
	add

	individualTransfers
	CdtTrfTxInf
	

	. transferId
	CdtTrfTxInf/PmtId/InstrId
	lengthen to 36

	. transferAmount
	CdtTrfTxInf/IntrBkSttlmAmt
	

	. ilpPacket
	CdtTrfTxInf/ilpPacket
	add

	. condition
	CdtTrfTxInf/condition
	add

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	
	CdtTrfTxInf/ChrgBr
	make optional

	
	CdtTrfTxInf/Dbtr
	make optional

	
	CdtTrfTxInf/Cdtr
	make optional








	Return Bulk Transfer Information
	pacs.002.001.12
FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	bulkTransferId
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts/OrgnlMsgId
	lengthen to 36

	bulkTransferState
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts/GrpSts
	recode

	completedTimestamp
	TxInfAndSts/AccptncDtTm
	

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	

	individualTransferResults
	
	

	. transferId
	TxInfAndSts/OrgnlEndToEndId
	lengthen to 36

	. fulfilment
	TxInfAndSts/fulfilment
	add

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose

	. errorInformation
	
	

	. . errorCode
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. . errorDescription
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. . extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose



	Return Transfer Information Error
	pacs.002.001.12
FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	bulkTransferId
	OrgnlGrpInfAndSts/OrgnlMsgId
	lengthen to 36

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose



	Retrieve Bulk Transfer Information
	pacs.028.001.05
FIToFIPaymentStatusRequestV05
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transferId
	Document/FIToFIPmtStsReq/TxInf/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36





Transaction Information

	Retrieve Transaction Information
	pacs.028.001.05
FIToFIPaymentStatusRequestV05
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transactionId
	TxInf/OrgnlEndToEndId
	lengthen to 36



	Return Transaction Information
	pacs.002.001.12
FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transactionId
	TxInf/OrgnlEndToEndId
	lengthen to 36

	completedTimestamp
	TxInfAndSts/AccptncDtTm
	

	transactionState
	TxInfAndSts/TxSts
	

	code
	code
	add

	extensionList
	SplmtryData
	




	Return Transaction Information Error
	pacs.002.001.12
FIToFIPaymentStatusReportV12
	

	
	GrpHdr
	make optional

	transferId
	TxInfAndSts/OrgnlInstrId
	lengthen to 36

	errorInformation
	
	

	. errorCode
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/Rsn/Prtry
	

	. errorDescription
	TxInfAndSts/StsRsnInf/AddtlInf
	make longer

	. extensionList
	SplmtryData
	add / enclose





Summary of map & gap
Finding a Participant FSP for a Party shouldn't require knowledge of their account. Verification Identification, Target2-Securities - Party Reference Data, Cash Management and Standing Settlement Instructions are poor matches.
Transaction Request is functionally similar to Creditor Payment Activation Request, which is missing a means to retrieve the request, and requires significant content changes.
Quotes and Authorization are dissimilar to all existing transmissions. Payments Initiation was considered as it precedes Payments Clearing, but is functionally between customer and FI.
Transfer is functionally similar to parts of Payments Clearing and Settlement, but has little content as it relies on information provided in the preceding Quotes phase. Transaction simply reports status.
	Lookup Party Information
Return Party Information / Error

Lookup Party Information
Return Party Information / Error

Lookup Party Information
Return Party Information / Error
	acmt.023 IdentificationVerificationRequest
acmt.024 IdentificationVerificationReport
These are about verification rather than lookup.
camt.003 GetAccount 
camt.004 ReturnAccount
These are about accounts rather than parties.
reda.015 Party Query
reda.017 Party Report
These are about participants rather than parties.

	Lookup Participant Information
Create Participant Information
Delete Participant Information
Return Participant Information / Error


Create Participant Information

	reda.015 Party Query
reda.014 Party Creation Request
reda.031 Party Deletion Request
reda.017 Party Report
These are about participants rather than associating a party with a participant.
reda.056 Standing Settlement Instruction
Similar function but different scope and pattern.

	Perform Transaction Request Information
Return Transaction Request Information / Error
 Retrieve Transaction Request
	pain.013 Creditor Payment Activation Request
pain.014 Creditor Payment Activation Request Status Report
Similar function, requires content changes.

	Calculate (Bulk) Quote
Return (Bulk) Quote Information / Error
 Retrieve (Bulk) Quote Information
	pain.001 Customer Credit Transfer Initiation
pain.002 Customer Payment Status Report
Different function, requires content changes

	 Perform Authorization
 Return Authorization Result
	No match across registered messages.

	Retrieve (Bulk) Transfer Information
Perform (Bulk) Transfer
Return (Bulk) Transfer Information / Error
	pacs.028 FI To FI Payment Status Request
pacs.008 FI To FI Customer Credit Transfer
pacs.002 FI To FI Payment Status Report	
Similar function, requires content changes,
and depends on Quotes.

	Retrieve Transaction Information
Return Transaction Information / Error
	pacs.028 FI To FI Payment Status Request
pacs.002 FI To FI Payment Status Report	
Similar function, requires content changes.



Recommendation
It is recommended that this protocol is treated as a new development, because its business functionality is unmatched by any of registered business roles, processes, areas, components, message definitions and components in the ISO 20022 Registration Authority's repository.
US:
The US does not believe this BJ should be approved at this time. There are several factors that drive this position.
1. There appears to be only one sponsor for this work. This is somewhat a failing in the ISO 20022 processes, it does not require socialization and support before a BJ can be put forward, and BJs are typically put forward by one party. In addition to objecting to this BJ at this time, Without co-sponsors we do not know if the community will show up in requisite numbers to ensure a solid review before messages are approved and published.
2. The BJ introduces many changes to existing messages and the rationale behind these changes is not well articulated. These changes will alter messages that are used by many organizations. Care must be taken to introduce new requirements to an established marketplace.
3. Questions have been raised about the need for new messages, and extensive changes to existing messages for needs that many in the community feel are already accommodated.
4. There are elements in the BJ that have not heretofore been subject to entry into the ISO20022 Repository. It is unclear if, or how these should be made part of ISO20022
Disposition of comments 
1. Stage 1. "The submitting organization introduces a business justification" of the Development of new ISO 20022 message definitions introduces the Business Justification to Registration Management Group members to expand the existing socialization and support.

a. There are several sponsors for this work through one Submitting Organisation. Mojaloop is a foundation with sponsors including: Monetary Authority of Singapore, Google, Ripple, Rockefeller Foundation, Coil, Modusbox, and the Bill & Melinda Gates foundation. Members - Mojaloop

b. The Submitting Organisation has been socializing its protocol specifications through community events. Events - Mojaloop.

2. The Business Justification outlines the business requirements for new message exchange patterns that are not satisfied by existing registered Business Transactions.
a. Initial feedback from the Registration Authority and RMG leadership requested detailed analysis of how existing registered messages could be used as an alternative to new messages. The updated Business Justifcation now includes rationales for changes. 

3. The Evaluation Team shall decide whether to register new messages, modify registered messages, or register new flavours of registered messages.
a. We recommend the development of new messages, because of the different purpose, parties, process, content and message exchange patterns. 

4. It is usual for new developments to add business and message elements to the repository. 
a. The Submitting Organisation will collaborate with the Evaluation Team on the specific changes to the repository. 



Switzerland:
Submitter of comments: Rainer Vogelgesang (head of Swiss RMG delegation)
Date: 22 March 2022
The Swiss Association for SWIFT and Financial Standards (SASFS) is the representative organisation for financial standardisation in the financial centre of Switzerland and Liechtenstein. 
The SASFS welcomes the initiative of Mojaloop Foundation to employ the ISO 20022 standard in order to register the existing business processes and related messages of Mojaloop Foundation as ISO 20022 message sets. 
We have appreciated the Q&A session on 3 March 2022 which helped us better understand the intended business processes, use cases as well as actors concerned and the roles they play. 

In view of the business justification and the proposed reverse-engineering effort, we would like to make the following comments:

1. Clarification of requested new development

The BJ comprises a comprehensive set of business processes and messages that are intended to be made available in an ISO 20022-compatible form. 

Whenever possible, the SO should endeavour to classify the messages in scope of the reverse-engineering into the following categories:
a. message functions that can be realised through existing ISO 20022 messages in their current form
b. message functions that can be realised through existing ISO 20022 messages which require amendments that can be achieved through the maintenance process
c. message functions that can be specified through market practice guidelines based on current ISO 20022 messages or on still-to-be-maintained ISO 20022 messages
d. message functions that are sufficiently unique and unprecedented and that justify a new message development in their own right

2. Need for explicit message variants or flavours

In case of message functions that can be realised through market practice guidelines, the SO is requested to indicate whether it intends to request, through the BJ, a separate message variant or flavour (e.g. indicated by ‘002’ in the message definition identifier) based on an underlying existing global ISO 20022 message (i.e. indicated by ‘001’ in the message definition identifier).

3. Need for use case specific business area and use case specific message set versus MUG for specification of multiple use cases

In case of message functions that can be realised through existing or amended messages, the SO is encouraged to consider providing, whenever convenient and applicable, a message usage guide (MUG) to complement the Message Definition Report (MDR). It is expected that, through such MUG, the different use cases for those messages can be clearly delineated in the pertinent MUG.

It is expected that, through providing a MUG, it can be avoided that a new business area and a new message set are required for a specific use case that can already be realised through existing messages. 

The SO is also requested to indicate for each message, which the BJ proposes to be employed to fulfil the purpose of the BJ’s use case, the corresponding existing message set to which the proposed message is to be assigned. Should, contrary to all expectations, a new messages set be required to accommodate proposed messages that cannot be assigned to existing message sets, the SO should provide a justification for doing so. 

4. Identification of financial institutions and banking relationships

The BJ refers to innovative approaches for identifying relationships to financial institutions as an alternative to, for instance, a standardised IBAN account number. Previously BJ 121 ‘Proxy for Banking Account Numbers’ was approved by the RMG. The SO should indicate to which degree there is some overlap with this previous BJ and to what extent the intended components of BJ 121 could be re-used for the purposes of BJ 201. 

5. Selection of competent ISO 20022 registration bodies to be engaged in the evaluation
As some aspects of the BJ refer to ATMs, POS and forex processes, the Cards SEG and FX SEG should also be invited to participate in the evaluation of the draft message definitions.
As the BJ makes reference to technical aspects such as APIs as well as ASN.1 and JSON as physical syntaxes, the TSG should also be invited to participate in the evaluation of the draft message definitions.
6. Messages to be used with domain-specific, alternative syntaxes
The SO has indicated that it wishes to use some of the message models to generate messages in an alternative syntax (other than the ISO 20022 XML or ASN.1 syntax) instead of or in addition to the messages generated by the RA in an ISO 20022 syntax.
The SO should therefore indicate whether it will provide the transformation rules in order to demonstrate the compliance of these messages in the alternative syntax with the ISO 20022 message models approved by the competent ISO 20022 registration bodies. 
7. Clarification of use of BAH
The SO has indicated that it shall consider the use of the BAH.
The SO should furthermore clarify whether it intends to model the required messages for the use with the BAH and whether, therefore, it does not intend to duplicate any BAH elements in the ISO 20022 messages proper. 
We look forward to the responses of the SO to the points raised above and remain available for further considerations in relation to this work item.
ECB:
• The ECB already participates in the operation of an instant payment service (Target Instant Payment Settlement - TIPS) and does that using the already existing ISO 20022 message sets on a “straight through” basis.
• The current ISO 20022 message sets are found “fit for purpose” by a large community of users operating and participating in payment systems all over the world. 
• Therefore, it falls to Mojaloop Foundation to explain in the Business Justification (BJ) which additional functionalities and use cases are not already covered by the existing message sets. 
• No further information supporting the BJ emerged during the Q&A session organised by the Registration Authority (RA) for the RMG on the 03/03/2022 as well during the discussion at the ISO 20022 SEG Payments meeting on the 07/03/2022.
• Based on a high-level analysis, the ECB concludes that the current BJ risks to create redundancies and overlaps with the existing ISO 20022 message sets and therefore advises the Mojaloop foundation to reformulate its BJ to highlight only the use cases and functionalities the current ISO 20022 message sets cannot already cater for.
Disposition of comments 
1. Clarification of requested new development
We request the registration of new message definitions because
«d. message functions that are sufficiently unique and unprecedented and that justify a new message development in their own right».
Analysis performed as per ISO 20022-4:2013 Reverse Engineering shows that the Business Processes, Business Transactions and Message Definitions are sufficiently different to existing ones, that new message functions are required.

2. Need for explicit message variants or flavours
We do not request "a separate message variant or flavour".

3. Need for use case specific business area and use case specific message set versus MUG for specification of multiple use cases
The required functions are not provided by existing registered messages.

4. Identification of financial institutions and banking relationships
We will reuse registered identification elements when developing the model,
which takes place in Stage "4. The submitting organization develops the candidate ISO 20022 message definitions" of Development of new ISO 20022 message definitions.

Regarding «BJ 121 ‘Proxy for Banking Account Numbers’ was approved by the RMG». Neither the "toke" nor "prxy" Business Areas have been registered.
The Registration Authority has "not received any model from the submitting organization for the ISO 20022 Proxy for Banking Account Numbers candidate messages, hence the repository is not updated with this development."
We have reached out to the listed contact persons.

5. Selection of competent ISO 20022 registration bodies to be engaged in the evaluation
The Business Justification now additionally includes TSG, Cards and FX SEGs.

6. Messages to be used with domain-specific, alternative syntaxes
Transformation rules for alternative syntaxes will be provided. It is expected that these will be agreed with the Registration Authority and the Technical Support Group.
7. Clarification of use of BAH
We shall consider the of the BAH as part of the development of the model.
At this stage, we do not want to rule out use of the BAH.



Mastercard:
Our feedback is that those changes are not recommended, for the following reasons:

a) Use cases already covered 
The described use cases are to a great extent already covered by existing Account-to-Account or Card solutions. Therefore, the existing users will not benefit of those changes. The not covered part seems to be of limited relevance (NB: for the “traditional” consumers whom we deal with).

b) High cost of implementation
The requested changes would require big adjustments in existing systems for all the parties in the ecosystem. Given that the cost of such changes might outweigh any benefit, the risk is that all existing schemes might decide to never upgrade to newer ISO messages versions.

c) Global interoperability compromised
The changes, both in terms of format and of processes, are to such a degree that might compromise standardization and make harder to pursue interoperability among different systems which are based on schemes with different versions of ISO messages.

d) Concerns regarding AML, frauds, KYC
Little is explained about the impact of the changes in these areas. Anyway, the slimming down of the message content, the exclusive use of identifiers (as alias, mobile number etc…), the incentive to the use of cash, despite the low value (or rather because of that) would suggest to carefully consider the repercussions in the areas of AML, frauds, KYC.

e) Insufficient explanation as to why particular changes are required
Changes such as extending the length of key fields will have a big impact but there is no business justification provided as to why this type of change is required.

f)  Lack of overall clarity and coherency
This lack makes it difficult to judge the business justification for the changes at a detailed level – linking back to a) use cases already covered it is not clear what the benefits of this level of change would bring vs the existing standards.
Disposition of comments 
a) Use cases already covered
The purpose of the Business Justification is to expand financial inclusion to those without Mastercards or accounts with wealthy financial institutions.
The use cases already covered by existing Account-to-Account or Card solutions, only service existing users such as Mastercard and wealthy financial institutions. 
The protocol includes business processes for use cases to enable broader financial inclusion.

b) High cost of implementation
Our proposal is to register new features for use by new participants and new systems.
The analysis in the appendix showed changes if existing messages were to be reused.
We recommend against making big adjustments in existing systems for all the parties in the ecosystem.

c) Global interoperability compromised
Our proposal is to register new formats and processes for use by new participants.
We recommend against making changes to existing formats and processes.

d) Concerns regarding AML, frauds, KYC
Sections have been added to explain the impact of proposals in these areas.

e) Insufficient explanation as to why particular changes are required
Rationales have been added to explain the requirement and differences with existing registered messages. We recommend new messages rather then changing existing messages.

f) Lack of overall clarity and coherency
The updated Business Justification improves the clarity and coherency by addressing the specific points received as comments, in particular to ensure that the benefits of financial inclusion are expanded to parties that are not already using existing standards.



Payments SEG:
The Payments SEG discussed about the business justification at the monthly meeting on March 7th, 2022. Main comments are:

· the SO should provide an updated business justification based on the comments collected at the Q&A session;
· several identified processes could fit into existing ISO 20022 message definitions (payments, cards);
· several processes are linked to Cards message definitions (involvement of the Cards SEG).

Disposition of comments 
1) the SO should provide an updated business justification based on the comments collected at the Q&A session;
a) This is the Updated business justification based on Disposition of comments from Q&A session, and other written feedback.
2) several identified processes could fit into existing ISO 20022 message definitions (payments, cards);
a) We provided an analysis of the message definitions against requirements. It shows that there would be significant changes to existing message definitions. Although we found some payments message that have similar, but different, functionality, we did not find any card messages nor processes that match our requirements. We recommend registering new messages, rather than modifying existing registered messages, because both the functions and content are different.

3) several processes are linked to Cards message definitions (involvement of the Cards SEG). 
a) We did not find any card messages nor processes that match our requirements.
Please advise which Cards message definitions can be used without cards.



Disposition of comments from Q&A session
Mike Tagai
1) Purpose of this call is not to approve or reject the Business Justification, but rather to familiarise RMG members with the BJ, in order to assist in providing comments. Comments may include matters such as whether there is any overlap of business cases.
a. We thank the RMG members for their time and constructive comments.

2) RMG leadership had a look with RA prior to this session. Everything that is proposed in the Business Justification would not be able to be delivered within the current remit and expertise. If current SEGs are challenged in securing resources to afford development, they are always allowed to reach out to the wider market to invite participation outside of current resources such as in the way Evaluation Teams are formed today. And we will ask the submitter to provide resources in case the expertise exists in their space, otherwise the BJ will remain a good idea without any path to realising it.
a. We thank members of the SEGs for reaching out to their contacts who may interests in extending financial inclusion, to invite their participation.

3) It could be the case that the BJ in its original form may not be realisable, so that it is trimmed to the stuff that we can do. We're doing that in the securities domain.
We ask for patience from submitter.
a. We have resubmitted the BJ with improvements in clarity, coherence,
and rationales to make it more realisable.
b. We understand it may take some time to on board wider participation to expand the capabilities of an Evaluation Team.
Christophie?
1) Would there be a request for a new business area, and alternative syntax - JSON ?
a. Yes, both.
Sean Mouton
1) What's missing from the registered messages ?
The BJ gives a lot of content, but don’t see the need for new messages.
Needs to understand what's new.
a. The BJ has been updated to include rationales and lengths for the differences between requirements and existing registered messages. The previous version includes an appendix detailing each difference with the most similar messages.
b. For example, registered messages don't include cryptographic locks,
which are based on the InterLedger Protocol. This enables the exchange of most data before the agreement is made.
c. All of our message use UUIDs, which are like the UETR.

2) Some Central Banks prescribe the sets of information that need to be in the messages. 16 requirements related to individuals. That part makes the message a bit clunkier than just the payment data. It's the regs that make it heavy. You can put payment data into 180 characters. 
a. We agree. Information required for regulatory compliance is made available in separate messages related to the transfer. Identity is distinct from identifiers such as proxies for banks accounts or personally identifiable information. For example, a coffee house in Kenya will allow you to pay via numeric code. I don't need to know where the store of value is, I just put it into the M-PESA system which routes it to correct account.

3) I might like to add some requirements.
a. We welcome your additional requirements and broader participation.
b. Next steps would be to create an Evaluation Team. We can make it easier for a standards evaluation group to consider alternatives
Mark Tiggas
1) Who has the quality and time to evaluate to the Mojaloop foundation ?
I don't know how to gather the right experts with the relevant experience.
Evaluation takes time. I don't know who has a business need.
People in Pay SEG may have an interest, but the companies may not.
Challenge to get people with an interest in the area.
a. We have already started reaching out to established financial institutions which have an interest in extending financial inclusion to the underserved. We'll invite them to join the relevant RMG groups including the Evaluation Team.

2) Historically the approval of a BJ means you get the messages.
One has to take a great deal of care at BJ stage.
a. An example of one that hasn't is BJ121 "Proxy for Banking Account Numbers".

3) A better mechanism might be for the RMG to discuss this with a wider group of people. In the guide of evaluating messages, to bring in other interested parties.

4) The pain.001 message originally had 36 characters - so that it could hold a UUID.
The one face to face meeting argued for 35 because it impacted their systems.
a. We require UUIDs, which are widely used and supported.

Anthony Ralphs
1) Should it go through Pay SEG, and how we deal with Proxies on a bank accounts ?
a. Yes. The Pay SEG is invited to include members on the Evaluation Team.
We have also reached out to the contact persons on BJ121 "Proxy for Banking Account Numbers", as per the Swiss comment 4.

2) My feeling is the whole handling of proxies does not take into account a mobile / email address is the primary identifier in some markets. I would like to see this reviewed so that we move beyond just a bank account identifier to something more scalable.
a. We agree entirely.
3) How do we future proof standards ?
a. Pilot future proofing with this one.
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