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Q1: To what extent do you consider that the government’s objective that UK 
payments networks operate for the benefit of end users has been met?  

Our members commented that to some extent this has been achieved, but there is still some way to 
go. Until such time as the new payments architecture is in place it will not be fully achieved. The 
regulation and control on surcharges by non-bank methods, for example, has precluded an important 
potential source of unnecessary charges. 

The ability for an end user to make a payment has been made easier, but there is still work that needs 
to be done. For example for a business user at the moment, there is no means to receive a remittance 
advice with a payment, you have to currently rely on the payer attaching it to an e mail or sending it 
through the post.  

A notable example of the operation having success is the speed and support the networks have 
provided users in the current pandemic. Change is also constant, and so objectives may need to be 
flexible. Open Banking and its coordination through the industry will progress and benefit users – the 
objectives need to move along with that progression. 

Q2. What do you think industry, regulators and government should do in 
order to further ensure that UK payments networks operate for the benefit of 
end users? 

All three should work together and collaborate at all times. It is important that the lines of 
communication with end users are consistent to understand changing needs, and Government 
should ensure that any objectives laid out in a formal regulatory framework are understood fully by 
all parties in the chain. As much transparency as possible should be maintained.  

Our members commented that retaining payment network control and administration with banks 
isn’t a problem; they have the expertise and infrastructure to manage these more efficiently. 
However, the regulators/government need powers to impose stronger sanctions, including denial of 
access, to those banks and payment providers proven to have infringed regulations. 

Q3: To what extent do you consider the government’s objective for a UK 
payments industry that promotes and develops new and existing payments 
networks has been met?  

A good start has been made considering the methodology has to interface from new to old 
technology. However the challenge will be to keep up with innovation and customer demands in a 
timely way.  This has to be an ongoing process as customers needs today could be very different to 
their needs tomorrow. The benefits of the system should be clear, and education around this is of 
key importance. 

The government’s role is to ensure regulation and policing of the new systems is maintained, for the 
protection of the consumer.  

 



 

Q4: What do you think industry, regulators and government should do in 
order to further promote and develop new and existing payments networks?  

Our members commented that it is key to keep appraised with regards to new trends and 
innovations so that the systems can be enhanced to take this into account. Collaboration with 
developers will assist, and their engagement early in the process of enhancement is important.  

Investment in systems will ensure they are kept at the top of their game and current, and that they 
comply with legal requirements. This is of particular importance with regards to any changes coming 
post Brexit transition. 
 
Q5: To what extent do you consider the government’s objective to facilitate 
competition by permitting open access to participants or potential 
participants on reasonable commercial terms has been met?  
 
Our members commented that they believe this has had some success; the proliferation of new 
payment methods and providers such as IPay is driven more by consumer demand than through 
government intervention in the market. In addition, the adoption of new payment methods is 
dependent upon user confidence (both the payer and payee) in the calibre of the payment provider.  

Government can open access to providers but ultimately the adoption of new payment providers will 
be driven by consumer demand regardless of whether access is available or not. The process needs to 
remain open and fair, with balanced risks being taken. 

Q6: Are there further barriers preventing open access to participants or 
potential participants on reasonable commercial terms?  

The main barriers/hurdles relate less to access and more to potential/likely acquisition by the 
current providers (banks) of new payment providers and/or their technology, thereby retaining the 
status quo. As new providers gain market share, banks, etc. will see their acquisition as a cheaper 
alternative to providing competitive services, or seeking to block market-entry by new providers. 
 
Consumer trust should be considered, and not create a further barrier to progression.  

Q7: What do you think industry, regulators and government should do in 
order to remove these barriers?  

There is little that the government can do to mitigate the observation raised above. Powers of the 
MMC can ensure that no single party has a dominant position but the traditional payment providers 
will seek to retain a cartel market share either through acquisition, developing competitive offers or, 
less frequently, blocking access.  
 
With regards to regulation and policing, this should not pose a barrier – effective controls keep 
standards high. 
 
Consumer trust needs to be earnt and maintained throughout. It is key not to make the process 
complicated or burdensome on the end user. 



 

Q8: To what extent do you consider the government’s objective for UK 
payment systems that are stable, reliable and efficient has been met?  

Our members believe that in context of the changes approved since 2009, the objective has broadly 
been met. However, this needs to be widened as there have been a number of high profile failures 
of Banking systems involving individual Banks. This should be brought onto scope.   

Q9: What do you think industry, regulators and government should do in 
order to further ensure UK payment systems that are stable, reliable and 
efficient?  

Members commented that those payment providers approved since 2009 have demonstrated the 
degree of infrastructure and technology required to satisfactorily process payments on a large scale 
without attenuation in service. The government needs to maintain these standards for new entrants 
and not fall into a trap of allowing deterioration in the quality of service providers simply to promote 
increased competition. 

A further comment was made that monitoring to individual Banks systems could be extended, which 
if they fail, has an impact on customers making and receiving payments. 

Q10: What is the impact of not having comprehensive scheme rules to deal 
with how participants should collectively act to resolve disputes and assign 
liability when a Faster Payment goes wrong?  

Our members feel that the main risk is risk of loss of confidence in the system by users and/or 
providers resulting in reduced utilisation. Incorrect claims could also be made.  
 
Any such system/process relies upon a critical mass for adoption by the wider market and the 
government needs to ensure that scheme rules are clearly defined and applied at the outset. Once 
confidence in the system is prejudiced, it will be difficult to generate re-adoption by those users 
affected.  

Q11: Are additional scheme rules needed to ensure opportunities for 
person-to-business payments over the system can effectively compete with 
major card schemes? If so, how could scheme rules achieve this?  

Rules for person-to-business systems/processes will become necessary only as and when such 
processes achieve a wider adoption by the market. This results in something of a “Catch-22” 
scenario for the government; if schemes wither because of distrust by users the government might 
need to implement further scheme rules to ensure consumer confidence is restored.  
 
If the schemes simply fail through inherent faults in their implementation such as poor marketing 
etc., the government should resist involvement unless/until their adoption reaches a critical mass 
where they impact a percentage of the population. 

 



 

Q12: Why are payments with a longer clearing cycle still used and what are 
the barriers to moving these payments to a platform with faster clearing, e.g. 
Faster Payments?  

Many markets have less requirement for faster payment cycles and will therefore be reluctant to 
move from tried and trusted payment processes to those less familiar. The change should be 
demand-led; if sellers have no requirement for faster payment, let them continue to operate as-is. 

Q13: What is required to enable Payments Initiation Services to take off in 
the UK in a way which is safe and secure for the consumer?  

Our members commented that consumer confidence and protection is imperative for PIS to 
succeed. This is predicated upon not only a robust protection framework administered by the PSR 
but adequate communication of the regulations in place to the wider market to ensure that 
consumers have both the knowledge of and confidence in their protection. The protections are only 
pertinent if they’re understood by consumers. 

Q14: How does the advent of Payment Initiation Services through Open 
Banking interact with your answer as to whether additional rules are needed 
as part of Faster Payments?  

The same principle applies; rules are required when there is a market of sufficient size to require 
regulation and protection. However, the growth of that market can be dependent upon users 
confidence in the rules governing their protection, so there needs to be a publicly-understood 
framework at the outset for the PIS to grow.  

Q15: Will Open Banking deliver (and go beyond) the developments in 
account-to-account payments seen internationally? What are the lessons 
from international experiences that should be adopted in the UK, and what 
are the costs and benefits of doing so?  

Banking and Payments administration is now a global process as banking groups increase their global 
reach. As such, it’s inevitable that Open banking will assimilate some of the learnings and features of 
similar initiatives abroad. We should clearly seek to learn from international initiatives and where 
pitfalls were encountered in their development and implementation.  
 
Q16: Do you agree with the trends in new service providers and payments 
chains identified?  
 
Overall, yes. If there is sufficient demand for a new process or service, the trend will continue. 

 

 



 

Q17: What further trends do you expect to see in payments chains in the 
next ten years?  

With the enhanced technology available to customers, especially younger adults, there is now an 
expectation of developments in payment processes, such that payments can be made via cell phone, 
etc as a matter of consequence.  

It is likely that more will be required including remittances available and automatic marking off of 
invoices paid in the payees systems, and there will be further digitalisation. 

Q18: What opportunities and/or risks do these trends in new service 
providers and payments chains pose?  

Our members commented that unless mainstream banks react promptly to the new demand, new 
entrants to the market will provide the service required, possibly bypassing current regulatory 
control. Many of the new entrants may be outside the traditional “financial” arena in 
communications or technology industries and will be resistant to the increased regulatory control 
inherent in the U.K. Financial industry. There are also risks involving accountability when things go 
wrong. 

Opportunities could include development of bespoke systems, and better integration of systems. 

Q19: What do you think industry, regulators and government should do in 
order to realise these opportunities and/or address these risks?  

Government needs to take a lead in encouraging non-financial payments process providers to enter 
the market and to develop controls. These will occur regardless, so a proactive response can only 
manage the change rather than leaving government and regulators constantly in a catch-up position. 

Clear rules on what is allowed should be set, and a process of approval to ensure what ever is 
developed is robust is also important. 

Q20: Do you think any changes are needed to payments regulation to ensure 
it keeps pace with the changing technological landscape?  

Changes to regulation will doubtless be necessary but these can be successful only if developed and 
introduced in consultation with new entrants via consensus. Any developments should be under 
constant review. 

Q21: What further trends do you expect to see in cross-border payments in 
the next 10 years?  

Our members commented that the entry of global non-banking payment processors into the market 
will standardise the process of cross-border payments. New entrants will be agnostic as to historic 
local payment processes, and will seek to globalise and standardise processes to generate efficiency 
cost benefits. This will include solutions to FX issues and possible abandonment of foreign exchange 
charges.  



 

More cross border payments are likely to occur with greater levels of information required.  We 
should imagine our own requirements, and expect others will at least have these requirements and 
possibly more. 

Q22: What do you think industry, regulators and government should do in 
order to improve the functioning, speed and cost of cross-border payments 
for consumers taking into account the G20 work?  

Government capability to regulate the process is constrained by our geographical reach; the new 
payment process providers will be global and, if they find one country’s regulatory regime 
restrictive, will possibly move their business to locations outside U.K. jurisdiction.  
 
Government therefore needs to engage with the new providers early on and encourage 
development of infrastructure and controls with them to make U.K. a location of choice rather than 
simply by default. 
 
It is important to make sure all systems are compatible, and that data and funds transfer easily 
between them.    

Q23: Are there other opportunities and risks not captured by the questions 
elsewhere that you wish to highlight? If so, what do you believe the role is 
for government, regulators, and industry in responding to them?  

No comment. 


