RA ID: CR0003


Change Request 
for the update of ISO 20022 financial repository items
A. Origin of the request:
A.1 Submitter: EBA Clearing 

A.2 Contact Person:
	John Broxis
	David Renault

	Tel: +33 1 53 57 87 28
	Tel: +33 1 53 67 07 19

	Mail: j.broxis@abe-eba.eu
	Mail: d.renault@abe-eba.eu


 A.3 Sponsors: EBA Clearing submits the change request on behalf of EBA-STEP2 banking community.
B. Related messages:
All ISO 20022 messages    

C. Description of the change request:
Change the whitespace setting on Max<NN>Text simple types to "collapse" and add the pattern "\S+.*" to prevent having whitespace only text elements. 
The whitespaces can enable elements without content to be valid or cause a validation error if the formatting of the document extends the whitespaces above the given length restriction with valid content.
If an element would have only whitespace it has to be omitted and that would be only possible with optional fields.
D. Purpose of the change:

Banks sometimes generate ISO 20022 messages where a mandatory field is present but contains nothing but ‘white space’ in a text field.

In the following example the message is effectively sent with no Debtor Name:
<Dbtr>

<Nm> </Nm> 

This is a weak spot in the definition of all Max<NN>Text simple types in the ISO 20022 standards which are derived from the base type ‘String’ and therefore have the whitespace setting "preserve" and includes the number of whitespaces in the length restriction. Therefore the whitespaces can enable elements without content to be valid or cause a validation error if the formatting of the document extends the whitespaces above the given length restriction with valid content.

Our recommendation to solve both issues mentioned above is to change the whitespace setting on Max<NN>Text simple types to "collapse" and add the pattern "\S+.*" to prevent having whitespace only text elements. 

If an element would have only whitespace it has to be omitted and that would be only possible with optional fields.

For instance: 

                <xs:simpleType name="Max70Text">

                        <xs:restriction base="xs:string">

                                    <xs:minLength value="1"/>

                                    <xs:maxLength value="70"/>

                                    <xs:whiteSpace value="collapse"/>

                                    <xs:pattern value="\S+.*"></xs:pattern>

                        </xs:restriction>

            </xs:simpleType>
All users will benefit from this enhanced message validation.
E. Urgency of the request:

The change request is expected for the next possible ISO 20022 maintenance cycle. 
F. Business examples:
In the following example, a message is effectively sent with no Debtor Name:
<Dbtr>

<Nm> </Nm> 

G. Comments from CSH and disposition of comments by submitter

Comment: Please explain to which extent the proposed solution will actually solve the problem taking into account that senders could fill mandatory text fields with whichever other dummy characters (e.g., “-“ or “unknown”) 

Disposition of comment:

The business impact of the problem is large – a payment received with no Beneficiary name cannot be processed in many jurisdictions and to process it would be in breach of AML rules. Equally no bank deliberately chooses to send such messages, but where many channels are used to initiate payments from proprietary format files, to ISO 20022 PAIN message to web front ends (both at the bank and at the corporate side) there are many opportunities for poor software at the data capture end to allow a user to enter a space to ‘work around’ a problem of data entry by hitting the space bar and then finding that the message he has generated is compliant against the validation behind the screen.

Although this is poor operational practice, it obviously happens, but due to accident and poor training rather than a deliberate attempt to enter ‘false’ information, commit fraud, or evade AML / KYC controls. Have you never ‘tricked’ a web page that won’t let you click ‘confirm’ until you have entered some field that is meaningless for you? 

Comment: Please explain in which cases (messages/fields) there is an issue and the importance of the issue for the receivers. In particular, is this case of invalidity occurring often compared to all the other cases of invalidity of a mandatory text field? Will the proposal fix a big proportion of the cases where the receiver has to go back to the sender - or reject the message – because the mandatory text field is invalid?

Disposition of comment:

A space or null character is particularly annoying for receiving banks as many of their systems can hold a random string of letters (e.g. “zzzz”) but not a space “ “.

Older systems are not designed to deal with mandatory fields, where the fields exists but the content does not.

Furthermore, many systems are correctly designed to forbid the sending of Return messages with missing mandatory fields, so assuming a bank can receive, store and recognise the illegal problem, the application sending the return may forbid it.

Finally, I would say that the burden is on the schema to be correct not the bank to justify the change. There is no reason why a field that the model and rules define as mandatory, can then contain non-significant content. Is there? I don’t believe this is a high priority change, and the next release will be fine, but also I don’t know of any reason not to make this change.

H. CSH recommendation:

	Consider
	
	Timing

	
	- Next yearly cycle: 2009/2010
(the change will be considered for implementation in the yearly maintenance cycle which starts in 2009 and completes with the publication of new message versions in the spring of 2010)
	
	Priority: 

high 

medium 

low

	
	- At the occasion of the next maintenance of the messages
(the change will be considered for implementation, but does not justify maintenance of the messages in its own right – will be pending until more critical change requests are received for the messages)
	X

	
	- Urgent unscheduled
(the change justifies an urgent implementation outside of the normal yearly cycle)
	
	

	
	- Other timing: 
	


Comments:

This CR would, if accepted, not be implemented as globally mandatory and urgent in the next release, but gradually be implemented when messages undergo maintenance. Request the RA to contact submitter of CR0003 and obtain more information such as concrete examples, size of the problem, concentration (i.e. occur in some or all of the mandatory fields, all messages or specific, etc.) and justification if this will eliminate the problem, while, if white spaces are forbidden, there are other possibilities of adding dummy content. In addition, the use of the suggested pattern “collapse” is not supported in 20022 XML, but the pattern “(\s*)\S(.*)” could be used instead.
	Reject
	


Reason for rejection:
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