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SEPA B2B DIRECT DEBIT SCHEME RULEBOOK
CHANGE REQUEST
CONSULTATION DOCUMENT

The public consultation on possible modifications to be introduced into the November
2012 SEPA Business-to-Business Direct Debit (SDD B2B) Rulebook release starts on 23
May 2011.

This Change Request details suggestions for changes submitted by customer
representatives, banking communities and by EPC Working and Support Groups.

The SDD B2B Change Request 2011 offers the recommendations of the EPC SEPA
Payment Schemes Working Group (SPS WG), where appropriate, on the way forward with
regard to individual suggestions.

This version 1.1 of the document contains some minor corrections (indicated with tracked
changes) compared to version 1.0 which was originally published on 23 May 2011.

An overview of these recommendations is provided on page 14.
This Change Request is supplemented by a response template (EPC120-11).

The following general background information is made available for further information:

e Extract SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules (section 3: development and
evolution)

e The SEPA Scheme Change Management (EPC Newsletter, Issue 10, April 2011)
e Timeline for Rulebook release in 2012 (EPC379-11)

The European Payments Council ("EPC"), acting through its SEPA Payment
Schemes Working Group ("SPS WG") invites comments on this Change Request.

Comments should reach the SPS WG by 20 August 2011.

Comments may be sent by electronic submission to:
info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu.

Alternatively, please send comments in writing to:

The European Payments Council Secretariat
Ave de Tervueren 12
B1040 Brussels

Conseil Européen des Paiements AISBL— Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels
Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N© 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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Copies of this Change Request are available to download from the EPC website —
WWW.epc-cep.eu
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0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
0.1 The evolution of the SEPA Schemes

Driving forward innovation in payments the European Payments Council (EPC)
encourages all players acting in the payments market to actively contribute to the evolution
of the SEPA Schemes®. The change management process governing the development of
the SEPA Credit Transfer Scheme (SCT) and the SEPA Direct Debit Schemes (SDD) is
set out in the SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules annexed to the SCT and the SDD
Rulebooks.

The EPC change management process provides all stakeholders with a unique opportunity
to shape the future of euro payments: banks offering SEPA services and their customers
are called upon to take part in the public debate on the changes to be incorporated into the
Rulebooks.

Further information on the change management process and the Rulebook release cycle is
made available together with this change request:

e Extract SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules (section 3: development and
evolution)
e The SEPA Scheme Change Management (EPC Newsletter, Issue 10, April 2011)

e Timeline for Rulebook release in 2012 (EPC379-11)
0.2 Public consultation of the change request

The public consultation on possible modifications to be introduced into the 2012 SEPA
B2B Direct Debit Rulebook release starts on 23 May 2011. This change request details
suggestions for changes submitted by customer representatives, by EPC Working and
Support Groups and by the EPC Scheme Management Committee (SMC).

The SDD B2B Change Request 2011 offers the recommendations of the EPC SEPA
Payment Schemes Working Group (SPS WG), where appropriate, on the way forward with
regard to individual such suggestions.

An overview of these recommendations is provided on page 14.

All stakeholders are invited to forward their comments on the recommended changes
pertaining to the 2012 SDD B2B Rulebook release by 20 August 2011. A template
facilitating the response process is made available together with this change request.

! The EPC is the banking industry’s decision-making and coordination body in relation to payments. The
SEPA Credit Transfer Scheme and SEPA Direct Debit Schemes developed by the EPC define interbank rules
and standards that have to be observed when executing SEPA payment transactions. SEPA is the area where
citizens, companies and other economic actors can make and receive payments in euro, within Europe,
whether between or within national boundaries under the same basic conditions, rights and obligations,
regardless of their location. SEPA covers the 27 EU member states plus Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway,
Switzerland and Monaco.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 5
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0.3 Evaluating suggestions for change: the principles

The suggestions for changes to the SDD B2B Rulebook have been evaluated by the SPS
WG in light of the following criteria defined in the SEPA Scheme Management Internal
Rules (the Internal Rules):

the change presents a case for wide SEPA market-acceptance;

the change is underpinned by a cost-benefit analysis;

the change is aligned with the strategic objectives of the EPC; and
the change is feasible to implement.

The EPC is mindful that the SEPA Schemes must meet the requirements of a broad range
of stakeholders. Therefore, the scheme rules must allow for the development of
competitive and custom-tailored SEPA payment products. At the same time, a majority of
users including consumers should not have to bear the complexities and costs associated
with the addition of specific features if such features are required exclusively by a
particular customer segment. The EPC recommendations for the evolution of the SDD
B2B Scheme therefore seek to balance requests to include several highly specific features
into the standard Scheme on the one hand and the resulting impact on the stakeholder
community as a whole on the other.

0.4 Next steps

Taking into account comments received during this consultation, the SPS WG will
completes a Change Proposal for submission to the EPC Plenary in September 2011
together with the updated Rulebook version 6.0. The SEPA B2B Direct Debit Scheme
Rulebook version 6.0 will take effect in November 2012.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 6
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1 ABOUT THE EPC AND THE SEPA B2B DIRECT DEBIT SCHEME

The EPC is the decision-making and co-ordination body of the European banking industry
in relation to payments whose declared purpose is to support and promote the creation of
the Single Euro Payments Area ("SEPA"). SEPA is the area in which citizens, companies
and other economic actors will be able to make and receive payments in euros within
Europe, whether between or within national boundaries under the same basic conditions,
rights and obligations, regardless of their location.

The SDD B2B Scheme establishes a set of rules, practices and standards for direct debits
in euro in SEPA. It thereby provides the basis for a direct debit product which will
provide customers with a straightforward instrument possessing the necessary reliability,
predictable execution time and reach.

Features of the SDD B2B Scheme include:

o SEPA-wide reachability — any customer can be reached

¢ Fully automatable direct debits based on the use of open standards and the best
practices of straight through processing without manual intervention

e The Scheme is separated from the processing infrastructure

o Rules ensure that responsibility for risk management is allocated to where the risk
lies and liability falls where the fault lies.

The publication of the SDD B2B Scheme Rulebook (the "Rulebook™) was an important
milestone in the creation of SEPA since it served as the basis for the development and
implementation of products and services for making direct debits under the SDD B2B
Scheme. This Change Request relates to changes to this Rulebook.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 7
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2 INTRODUCTION TO CHANGE REQUEST PROCESS

2.1 Change Request

This Change Request is submitted by the SPS WG in accordance the procedures set out in
the SEPA Internal Rules in respect of changes to the Rulebook.

2.2 Structure of the Change Request

Section 3 of this Change Request sets out a summary of the change management process in
respect of Major Changes to the Rulebook.

Section 4 summarises the change management process in respect of Minor Changes to the
Rulebook.

Sections 5 and 6 describe the changes to Rulebook which are proposed in this Change
Request.

These changes fall into two categories:

e Section 5 — covers innovative suggestions for change to technical operations in
Sections 3 and 4 of the Rulebook and other significant non-technical changes which
fall within the definition of Major Changes

e Section 6 - proposes changes to correct typing errors and provide additional
clarification to the Rulebook. These changes consist of Minor Changes to the
Rulebook and Major Changes which are uncontroversial in nature and do not affect
technical operations. These changes are identified as such in the table of changes set
out in section 6

Annex 1 — contains the original change requests relating to section 5

2.3 Defined terms

Capitalised terms which are not defined in this Change Request have ascribed to them the
same meanings as in the Internal Rules.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 8
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3 CHANGE MANAGEMENT PROCESS IN RESPECT OF MAJOR CHANGES
3.1 Consideration of Suggestions

In accordance with chapter 3.1.4 of the Internal Rules, a number of Suggestions in respect
of changes to the SEPA Direct Debit Rulebooks have been submitted for consideration to
the SPS WG. Seventeen of these were for the B2B SDD Scheme.

Following consideration of these Suggestions as required under chapter 3.1.6 of the
Internal Rules, the SPS WG has determined: (a) that the changes set out in section 5 meet
the criteria for acceptance into the change management process; and (b) that the changes
set out in section 6 constitute Minor Changes invoking the procedures set out in Chapter
3.3 of the Internal Rules or uncontroversial Major Changes.

Section 5 contains three Suggestions accepted by the SPS WG as a proposed change, five
which are rejected, two which are rejected as being out of scope of the EPC, one
suggestion which is not feasible to implement in the absence of a global standard and five
suggestions which were not taken forward in previous scheme change management cycles
but were however re-introduced into the 2011 cycle. These suggestions represent the needs
of specific interest groups. The SPS WG seeks guidance from all stakeholders whether
these also reflect their needs. The SPS WG is not obliged under the Internal Rules to
include rejected Suggestions in this Change Request but in the interests of transparency
these have been included in section 5, together with the SPS WG's reasons for rejection.
Respondents are invited also to comment on these Suggestions if they so wish.

The SPS WG recommends to Participants the proposed changes in section 5 below.
3.2 Change Request

The SPS WG is responsible for preparation and development of a Change Request in
respect of the Major Changes referred to in section 3.1 above, and guiding the changes
through the change management process.

The SPS WG has therefore formulated this Change Request under chapter 3.2 of the
Internal Rules. In accordance with chapter 3.2, this Change Request analyses the Major
Changes which have been proposed, and attaches at Annex 1 the original Suggestions.

3.3 Cost-benefit analysis and business case for the Change Request

The SPS WG is required under chapter 3.2.1 of the Internal Rules to conduct research and
carry out a cost-benefit analysis on the Suggestions accepted, including developing a
business case for making a Change Request.

The SPS WG has examined the costs and benefits arising from the Suggestions raised in
this Change Request. In carrying out its examination of costs and benefits of the proposed
changes, the SPS WG has concluded that a formal monetary cost-benefit analysis in
accordance with Appendix 1 to the Internal Rules is not appropriate since each of the
proposed changes meets at least one of the following criteria:

o the change has been mandated by a change in law;

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 9
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o the change implements policies decided by prior approved EPC Resolutions;

e the change meets a demand from Participants and Scheme users for improvement to
technical aspects of the Rulebook; or

o the change is to add clarification or explanation or to amend typing errors in the
Rulebook.

The SPS WG has accordingly concluded that the requirements of chapter 4.1.2 of Annex 1
of the Internal Rules have been met.

The business case for each proposed change is set out in the introductory paragraphs to
each set of changes in sections 5 and 6 below.

3.4 Consultation on the Change Request

The SPS WG is required under chapter 3.2.3 of the Internal Rules to consult Participants,
through all banking communities, on this Change Request. Banking communities are
asked to consult all of their members who are involved in the SEPA B2B Direct Debit
Scheme in order to ensure that the views of the payment services constituency are
considered in the consultation process. The SPS WG encourages the banking communities
to consult as wide a range of stakeholders as possible, including Participants, end users and
service suppliers. Each banking community should notify the SPS WG of the outcome of
any such consultation by 20 August 2011.

3.5 Form of response from each banking community

Each banking community is responsible for reporting to the SPS WG the responses of its
members by the close of the consultation period. The report should include any comments
from its members plus the degree of support for the changes in a format which enables the
SPS WG to calculate whether or not the Change Request has been approved. Under the
Internal Rules, the Change Request shall be deemed to be approved by SEPA Participants
if it is supported by those Scheme Participants who carry out at least 2/3rds of the volume
of SEPA payment transactions in SEPA as a whole. It is therefore vital that the results for
and against the changes provided by the banking communities are communicated in terms
of the volume of SEPA payment transactions in Euros. For example, the results for one
banking community may be that members representing Euro X of SEPA payment
transactions voted in favour of the changes and members representing Euro Y of SEPA
payment transactions voted against the changes®.

2 In the short to medium term after SDD launch which took place in November 2009, there will be no
reliable statistics on SEPA traffic volumes available. Therefore the EPC Plenary passed a Resolution in June
2008 stating that: ‘Each banking community is free to organise the consultation on a change request as it sees
fit, and is asked to report back to EPC the percentage (by volume) support in the community. Where each
community reports back with a percentage higher than 66.7, the related change request is approved. Where
each community reports back with a percentage less than 66.7, the related change request is rejected.’

‘It is proposed that EPC adopts, as an interim measure, the Plenary seat allocation (as defined in the EPC
Charter) as weight for each SEPA community in combining the results of a community consultation on any
proposed change requests in the period March 2008 to end 2010 if the unweighted result is not unanimous.’

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 10
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Each of the different changes (as proposed in sections 5 and 6 below) should be voted on
individually, with a separate result reported for each class. If members decide to reject one
of the recommended changes the response should include reasons for the objection. If
members agree in principle with a change but have comments on the detail of a
recommendation, the SPS WG would encourage that a positive vote is recorded but
comments on specific issues are included.

It is also appropriate to consult stakeholder forums on the Change Request to ensure that
end-users and suppliers have an opportunity to present their views. In order to capture a
range of stakeholder opinions, stakeholder forums will be held at both national and
European level. The SPS WG will ensure that stakeholders are consulted at European
level. National banking communities are asked to engage local stakeholder forums as
appropriate.

3.6 Feedback from consultation

The SPS WG shall collect and analyse the comments from Participants, end users and
suppliers and prepare a feedback report on the consultation. The report will be available to
all groups on the EPC website.

3.7 SPS WG next steps

If a Change Request is not approved by Participants it shall generally not be taken forward
by the SPS WG. However, the SPS WG may, after due and proper consideration, raise
issues arising from the consultation for discussion at the EPC Plenary in accordance with
the EPC Charter.

If the SPS WG decides to proceed with any of the changes following consultation, it shall
prepare a Change Proposal. The Change Proposal shall take into account comments
received during the consultation process and set out details of the proposed changes,
together with a costs-benefits analysis. The SPS WG will submit to the EPC Plenary the
Change Proposal, together with a Change Proposal Submission Document (which certifies
that each stage of the change management process has been properly completed). The
EPC Plenary shall determine whether or not to accept the Change Proposal.

The EPC Plenary's decision, together with the Change Proposal and the Change Proposal
Submission Document, will be published on the EPC website.

Approved changes will be incorporated into version 6.0 of the Rulebook with the intention
that they become effective in November 2012.

3.8 SPS WG recommendation

For the reasons given in this Change Request the SPS WG commends to all interest groups
the changes proposed herein and, without prejudice to its due consideration of any
comments received on these proposals, recommends the changes and invites each interest
group to support them.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 11
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3.9 Timing for responses

Comments on this Change Request must reach the SPS WG by 20 August 2011.

3.10 Further information

The above is a summary of the change management process. If you would like further
information please refer to the Internal Rules or contact the EPC Secretariat.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1
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4 CHANGE MANAGEMENT PROCESS IN RESPECT OF MINOR CHANGES

4.1 Publication of List of Minor Changes

The SPS WG has identified certain Minor Changes which they consider necessary for the
Rulebook. The SPS WG is required under the Internal Rules to publish a List of Minor
Changes on the EPC website and to ensure that the List may be viewed by all groups. This
obligation shall be met by the publication of this Change Request, and in particular the
provisions of section 6 of this Change Request noting certain changes as 'minor".

4.2 Comments on the Minor Changes

Any person may submit comments on the List of Minor Changes through the EPC website
to the SPS WG. The SPS WG shall permit comments to be sent to it for a period of 90
Calendar Days starting from the date of the publication of the List of Minor Changes on
the EPC website. However, the SPS WG is free to extend this period if appropriate.

4.3 Submission of the List of Minor Changes to the EPC Plenary

The List of Minor Changes shall be submitted to the EPC Plenary for determination. The
EPC Plenary shall determine whether or not to accept the changes proposed in the List of
Minor Changes by resolution.

4.4 Publication of changes

A List of Minor Changes that has been considered at the EPC Plenary shall be published
on the EPC website together with the decision of the Plenary on those proposals. It is
intended that such Minor Changes take effect in November 2012 alongside any Major
Changes approved in accordance with the procedure explained in section 2 of this Change
Request.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 13
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5 INNOVATIVE CHANGES TO TECHNICAL OPERATIONS IN SECTIONS 3
AND 4 OF THE RULEBOOK

5.1 Introduction

A number of suggestions for change were received for the Direct Debit Schemes and these
were reviewed by the SPS WG. Nine of these are for innovative changes applicable to the
B2B SDD Scheme. These were reviewed by the SPS WG and proposals for each of them
in respect of the categories listed below are included in this document:

a) Already provided for in the Scheme
¢ No action is necessary for EPC
b) The suggestion for change should be incorporated into the Scheme

e The suggestion for change becomes part of the scheme and the Rulebook is
amended accordingly

¢) The suggestion for change should be included in the scheme as an optional feature

e The new feature is optional and the RB will be amended accordingly
e Each Scheme Participant may decide to offer the feature to its customers, or not.

d) The suggestion for change is not considered fit for SEPA wide use and could be handled
as an AOS by interested communities

e The proposed new feature is not included in the Rulebook nor in the Implementation
Guidelines

e The development of AOS is out of scope of the EPC. However, EPC does publish
declared AOS arrangements on its website for information

o EPC may consider the inclusion of AOS arrangements, if supported by a sufficient
number of communities, in a future version of the Scheme.

e) The suggestion for change cannot be part of the existing Scheme

e Itistechnically impossible or
e Itis not feasible (explained on a case by case basis) or
e Itisout of scope of EPC

f) The suggestion for change may be considered for the development of a new scheme

e It contains major changes which cannot be integrated in an existing scheme
e To develop these suggestions further would need:

= atop down analysis of the benefits for customers

= an analysis of the additional costs involved

= the confirmation of a level of support by market players in the development
phase

= sufficient engagement by market players to use such a scheme

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 14
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g) The SPS WG reserves its position on this suggestion and seeks input from all stakeholders on
whether these suggestions reflect the needs of the broad payment community

This category applies to suggestions for changes which were not taken forward in previous
scheme change management cycles and were however re-introduced into the 2011 scheme
change management cycle by specific interest groups.

The SPS WG recognises that by re-introducing suggestions for changes previously not
supported, specific interest groups emphasise that these suggestions are of particular
importance to their constituency.

With regard to such suggestions, the SPS WG calls on all stakeholders participating in this
public consultation to specify whether these suggestions for changes to the Schemes also
reflect the requirements of their particular constituency.

The SPS WG seeks guidance from all stakeholders to identify whether these specific
suggestions for changes to the Schemes reflect the needs of the broad majority of all
market participants on both the demand and supply sides.

Summary of Suggestions for Change

Ref. Topic Contributor Proposed Way Forward

5.2 Amendment of section 2.8 on | LSG Rejected (option e)
erroneous use of the Scheme

5.3 Information on original Bank Association | Rejected as out of scope of
transaction for Exception of Slovenia the EPC (option e)
handling

5.4 Ensuring the possibility to Bank Association | Rejected as out of scope of
choose a different CSM for of Slovenia the EPC (option e)
Exception handling

55 Creditor Identifier case and Febelfin Accepted (option b)
space insensitive

5.6 UMR space insensitive Febelfin Rejected (option e)

5.7 UMR non-alphanumeric Febelfin Rejected (option e)
character insensitive

5.8 UMR leading zeros insensitive | Febelfin Rejected (option e)

5.9 Modification of the timeframe | French Banking Accepted (option b) with
of Reversals community slight modification

5.10 | Marking of collections ZKA Rejected (option e)

5.11 | Use of Unique Entity Identifier | EACT In the absence of a standard

this cannot (yet) be
implemented (option e)

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 15
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Ref. Topic Contributor Proposed Way Forward
5.12 | Remittance Information to be EACT Subject to feedback from

mandatory

stakeholder consultation
(option g)

5.13 | Debtor identification code to EACT Subject to feedback from
be mandatory in DS-03 stakeholder consultation
(option g)
5.14 | Adoption of 1ISO20022 EACT Subject to feedback from
mandate stakeholder consultation
(option g)
5.15 | Validity check on Creditor EACT Subject to feedback from
Identifier stakeholder consultation
(option g)
5.16 | New reason for rejection EACT Accepted (option b)
5.17 | Extended remittance EACT Recommended to be

information

developed as an AOS
(option d)

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1
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5.2 Amendment of section 2.8 on erroneous use of the Scheme

This suggestion was made by the EPC Legal Support Group.

The SPS WG recommends not accepting the suggestion as it has been drafted but instead
clarifying the wording in the related Process Steps in the SDD B2B Rulebook.

5.2.1 Description

The suggestion is to amend section 2.8 of the Rulebook in order to give the rights linked to
the SDD B2B Scheme also when the Debtor has signed a mandate under another Scheme
in error.

5.2.2 EPC Analysis

It is not deemed necessary to make the suggested changes to the Rulebook. However, the
SPS WG recommends making wording clarifications in the related Process Steps of the
SDD B2B Rulebook as regards to checks that Debtor Banks must perform in order to
ensure that the Debtor is not a consumer.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, the SPS WG recommends instead making

case for wide SEPA market wording clarification .in the related Process Steps in
acceptance? the B2B Rulebook.

Is the change underpinned Not applicable.

by a cost-benefit analysis?

Is the change aligned with Not applicable.
the strategic objectives of

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Not applicable.
implement?

5.2.3 SPS Decision and Rationale

The SPS WG recommends rejecting the request as it was drafted, but proposes to make
wording changes to the SDD B2B Rulebook as outlined above.

5.24 Rulebook Impact

The impact on the SDD B2B Rulebook is minor.
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5.3 Information on original transaction for Exception Handling

This suggestion was made by the Bank Association of Slovenia.

The SPS WG recommends that the request be rejected as being out of scope of the EPC.

5.3.1 Description

The proposal is to add provisions in the Rulebook to state that when an R-transaction is
processed through another CSM than the original transaction, the Debtor Bank sending the
R-transaction should send all the necessary information on the original transaction to the
CSM, in order to allow the correct processing of the R-transaction. Provided information
should in the next step of this process be validated and confirmed by the Creditor Bank
which would at the same time also mean the confirmation of an agreement between the
two participants.

5.3.2 EPC Analysis

This request is out of scope of the Rulebooks and subject to agreements between
Participants as infrastructure is separated from the Schemes.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, the suggestion is out of scope of the EPC.
case for wide SEPA market

acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis has been provided by the
by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party.

Is the change aligned with Not applicable.
the strategic objectives of
the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No.
implement?

5.3.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends that this request be rejected as being out of scope of the
Scheme.

5.34 Rulebook impact

Not applicable.
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5.4 Ensuring the possibility to choose a different CSM for exception handling
This suggestion was made by the Bank Association of Slovenia.

The SPS WG recommends that this request be rejected as being out of scope of the EPC.

5.4.1 Description

The suggestion is to include provisions in the Rulebook to state that CSM’s should not
hinder or try to negatively influence a Scheme Participant’s ability to choose a different
CSM for the execution of R-transaction.

5.4.2 EPC Analysis

This change request is out of scope of the Rulebooks. This is a matter of the Scheme
Participants as infrastructure is separated from the Schemes.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, the suggestion is out of scope of the EPC.
case for wide SEPA market

acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis has been supplied by the
by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party.

Is the change aligned with Not applicable.
the strategic objectives of
the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No.
implement?

5.4.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends that this request be rejected as being out of scope of the
Scheme.

5.4.4 Rulebook impact
Not applicable.

5.5 Creditor Identifier case and space insensitive
This suggestion was made by Febelfin, Belgium.

The SPS WG recommends that the request be accepted.
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5.5.1 Description

The suggestion is to make the Creditor Identifier case and space insensitive in order to
avoid rejects at the Debtor Bank level.

55.2 EPC Analysis

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a Yes, as this change will would mean easier mapping
case for wide SEPA market of Creditor Identifiers throughout SEPA and would
acceptance? give a general guideline on verification.

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was provided by the

by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party. .

Is the change aligned with Yes.

the strategic objectives of

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Yes; no large impact on implementation is expected.
implement?

5.5.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends that the request be accepted and the necessary changes to the
Scheme be made.

55.4 Rulebook impact

Only the Implementation Guidelines are impacted.
5.6 UMR space insensitive

This suggestion was made by Febelfin, Belgium.

The SPS WG recommends that this request be rejected.

5.6.1 Description

The suggestion is to make the Unique Mandate Reference space insensitive in order to
ease the checking of the UMR and to avoid rejects.

5.6.2 EPC Analysis

Spaces are permitted in the Unique Mandate Reference and are considered as characters.
Therefore a space insensitive UMR would define a different UMR.
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According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as spaces are allowed in the UMR.

case for wide SEPA market

acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the
by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party.

Is the change aligned with No.
the strategic objectives of
the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No.
implement?

5.6.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends that this request be rejected.

5.6.4 Rulebook impact
Not applicable.

5.7 UMR non-alphanumeric character insensitive
This suggestion was made by Febelfin, Belgium.

The SPS WG recommends that the request be rejected.

5.7.1 Description

The suggestion is to make the checking on AT-01 Unique Mandate Reference non-
alphanumeric character insensitive in order to ease the checking and avoid rejects.

5.7.2 EPC Analysis

Non-alphanumeric characters are already accepted in the Latin characters in the
Implementation Guidelines. Therefore, making the UMR non-alphanumeric character
insensitive is not possible.

According to the Implementation Guidelines, banks and their customers must be able to
support the Latin character set commonly used in international communication, as follows:

abcdefghijklmnopqgrstuvwxyz
ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQRSTUVWXYZ
0123456789
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According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as non-alphanumeric characters are allowed in the

case for wide SEPA market Latin character set defined in the Implementation

acceptance? Guidelines, therefore it is not possible to make the
checking on the UMR non-alphanumeric character
insensitive..

Is the change underpinned No cost-analysis was supplied by the submitting party.

by a cost-benefit analysis?

Is the change aligned with No.
the strategic objectives of
the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No.
implement?

5.7.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends not making the change to the Rulebook.

5.74 Rulebook impact
Not applicable.
5.8 UMR leading zeros insensitive
This suggestion was made by Febelfin, Belgium.

The SPS WG recommends that this request be rejected.

5.8.1 Description

The suggestion is to make the checking on AT-01 Unique Mandate Reference leading
zeros insensitive in order to ease the checking and to avoid rejects.

5.8.2 EPC Analysis
Zero is already an accepted character in the Latin character set defined in the

Implementation Guidelines. Therefore, it is not possible to make the checking on the UMR
leading zeros insensitive.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 22



@
-::_ .. European
g*‘ 25" Payments Council

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as zeros are allowed in the Latin character set
case for wide SEPA market defined in the Implementation Guidelines, therefore it
acceptance? Is not possible to make the checking on the UMR

leading zeros insensitive.

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis has been provided by the
by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party.

Is the change aligned with No.

the strategic objectives of

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No.

implement?

5.8.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends not making the proposed change to the Rulebook.

5.8.4 Rulebook impact
Not applicable.
5.9 Moaodification of the timeframe of Reversals
This suggestion was made by the French Banking community.

The SPS WG recommends accepting the proposal.

5.9.1 Description
The suggestion is to modify the timeframe for the Reversal procedure as follows:
e The procedure should be started from the settlement date

e The timeframe should be extended from 2 to 7 Inter-Bank Business Days

5.9.2 EPC Analysis

It is accepted to extend the period for Reversals up to 5 (instead of 7) Inter-Bank Business
days, starting from the settlement date. The principle that the Debtor Banks do not have to

carry out any checks on Reversals received shall be maintained in the Rulebook.
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According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a Yes, this would facilitate the processing of Reversals
case for wide SEPA market in all SEPA communities.

acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No, the request aims at facilitating the acceptance and

by a cost-benefit analysis? the implementation of SEPA Direct Debit.

Is the change aligned with Yes.

the strategic objectives of

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Yes, the impact on implementation is limited as at

implement? bank level only parameter settings will have to be
changed.

5.9.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends accepting the suggestion (extension to 5 Inter-Bank Business
Days).

5.9.4 Rulebook impact
The impact on the Rulebook is limited.
5.10 Marking of collections
This suggestion was made by Zentraler Kreditausschuss(ZKA), Germany.

SPS WG recommends that the request be rejected.

5.10.1 Description

The proposal is to amend the rules on marking of the sequence type of Collections as
follows: when a rejected Collection is a first of a recurrent series of direct debits, the
Collection must be either

e represented as a first of a recurrent series of direct debits respecting the longer time-
line for these Collections, when represented after correction by the Creditor or the

Creditor Bank

e or represented as a recurrent Collection respecting [only B2B SDD: the shorter time-
line for these Collections], when the Collection was technically correct and the

reason for the reject is caused by the Debtor or the Debtor Bank.
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5.10.2 EPC Analysis

The SPS WG recommends rejecting the request but instead bringing the SDD B2B
Rulebook in line with the SDD Core Rulebook as the rules for marking rejected collections
are missing from the SDD B2B Rulebook.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, the suggestion did not receive sufficient support
case for wide SEPA market within the communities represented in the SPS WG.
acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the
by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party.

Is the change aligned with No.
the strategic objectives of
the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No.
implement?

5.10.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends that the request be rejected.

5.10.4 Rulebook impact
Not applicable.
5.11 Use of Unique Entity Identifier

This suggestion was made by EACT.

5.11.1 Description

The suggestion is to adopt a Unique Entity Identifier for corporate payers and payees in all
the three Rulebooks.

5.11.2 EPC Analysis

Currently there is no global standard for this. Finding a global entity identifier is not in the
scope of the EPC, but the EPC is aware of an ongoing supranational initiative for defining
a legal entity identifier and will participate in this work. Once a solution exists, the EPC
shall reconsider this issue.
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According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as no standard currently exists for this; i.e. there

case for wide SEPA market seems to be no general need for this feature among the

acceptance? majority of stakeholders in the payments market.

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the

by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party.

Is the change aligned with Yes, the EPC is in favour of using widely accepted

the strategic objectives of and widely applicable standards.

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to No, in the absence of a standard defining a global

implement? entity identifier it is not feasible to implement this
request.

5.11.3 SPS Decision and Rationale

This request cannot be acted upon at present. Should a standard become available, EPC will
reconsider its position.

5.11.4 Rulebook Impact
No impact on the Rulebook.
5.12 Remittance Information to be mandatory

This suggestion was made by EACT.

5.12.1 Description

The suggestion is to make AT-22 (the remittance information sent by the Creditor to the
Debtor) mandatory in DS-03. Currently the remittance information is optional.

5.12.2 EPC Analysis

It is the decision of the Creditor whether to fill in the remittance information and this
principle should be maintained. If the remittance information is filled in DS-03, the
information is automatically transported in DS-04.

As this request is specific to the needs of businesses, the SPS WG would also like to point
out that the EPC intends to commission an independent survey on the needs of businesses
for SEPA Credit Transfer in order to have a definite analysis on these needs. In some cases
these needs might also be applicable to SDD.
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According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, the SPS WG considers that Creditors should not
case for wide SEPA market be forced to fill in the remittance information field. .
acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the

by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party. .

Is the change aligned with The change reflects the needs stated by a specific

the strategic objectives of interest group.

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Subject to feedback from stakeholders not
implement? representing businesses during the public consultation

whether they require this change.

5.12.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The EACT introduced this suggestion into previous scheme change management cycles.
This suggestion for change was not taken forward in previous scheme change management
cycles. The SPS WG recognises that by re-introducing this suggestion for change into the
2011 scheme change management cycle, the EACT emphasises that this suggestion is of
particular importance to their constituency.

The SPS WG calls on all stakeholders participating in this public consultation to specify
whether this suggestion for change to the Scheme also reflects the requirements of their
particular constituency.

5.12.4 Rulebook impact

If accepted, this request would have an impact on the Rulebook and Implementation
Guidelines.

5.13 Debtor identification code to be mandatory in DS-03

This suggestion was made by EACT.

5.13.1 Description

The suggestion is to make AT-27 Debtor identification code mandatory in DS-03.
Currently this data element is optional in DS-03.

5.13.2 EPC Analysis

The need for such an identifier does not apply to all types of direct debits and therefore this
field should be kept optional.

EPC104-11 B2B SDD Change Request 2011 v1.1 27



@
'::,,. European
g*?,‘;" Payments Council

As this request is specific to the needs of businesses, the SPS WG would also like to point
out that the EPC intends to commission an independent survey on the needs of businesses
for SEPA Credit Transfer in order to have a definite analysis on these needs. In some cases
these needs might also be applicable to SDD.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as in the view of the SPS WG this request pertains

case for wide SEPA market only to the needs of some businesses and not to those

acceptance? of the wider user community. .

Is the change underpinned No cost- benefit analysis was supplied by the

by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party. .

Is the change aligned with The change reflects the needs stated by a specific

the strategic objectives of interest group.

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Subject to feedback from stakeholders not

implement? representing businesses during the public consultation
whether they require this change.

5.13.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The EACT introduced this suggestion into previous scheme change management cycles.
This suggestion for change was not taken forward in previous scheme change management
cycles. The SPS WG recognises that by re-introducing this suggestion for change into the
2011 scheme change management cycle, the EACT emphasises that this suggestion is of
particular importance to their constituency.

The SPS WG calls on all stakeholders participating in this public consultation to specify
whether this suggestion for change to the Scheme also reflects the requirements of their
particular constituency.

5.13.4 Rulebook impact

If accepted, this request would have impacts on the Rulebook and / or the Implementation
Guidelines.

5.14 Adoption of ISO 20022 mandate

This suggestion was made by EACT.

5.14.1 Description

The suggestion is that the EPC adopts the 1SO20022 mandates which would include some
data elements currently not included in the Mandate in order to comply with the
forthcoming SEPA end-date Regulation.
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5.14.2 EPC analysis

The eight-week no-questions-asked refund right of the SDD B2B Scheme protects the
Debtor against collection of unexpected or disputed amounts.

The SPS WG intends to carefully review the impact of the expected forthcoming European
Union (EU) Regulation establishing technical requirements for euro credit transfer and
direct debits proposed by the European Commission in December 2010 on the Scheme
Rulebooks following the adoption of this Regulation.

As this request is specific to the needs of businesses, the SPS WG would also like to point
out that the EPC intends to commission an independent survey on the needs of businesses
for SEPA Credit Transfer in order to have a definite analysis on these needs. In some cases
these needs might also be applicable to SDD.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as the Scheme already protects Debtors against
case for wide SEPA market collection of unexpected or disputed amounts.
acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the

by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party. .

Is the change aligned with The change reflects the needs stated by a specific

the strategic objectives of interest group.

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Subject to feedback from stakeholders not
implement? representing businesses during the public consultation

whether they require this change.

5.14.3 SPS Decision and rationale
The SPS WG calls on all stakeholders participating in this public consultation to specify

whether this suggestion for change to the Scheme also reflects the requirements of their
particular constituency.

5.14.4 Rulebook impact

If accepted, this request would have an impact on the Rulebook and / or the
Implementation Guidelines.

5.15 Validity check on Creditor Identifier

The suggestion was made by EACT.
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5.15.1 Description

The suggestion is to introduce a mandatory checking on the validity of the Creditor
Identifier (CID) in the Rulebook.

5.15.2 EPC Analysis

There are 2 levels in the checking of a CID:

1- Check if the CID belongs to a particular Creditor. Such checking is subject to the
agreements between the Creditor and the Creditor Bank and cannot be made
mandatory in the Rulebook.

2- .Check if the CID is technically correct (check digit) is part of a standard IT
plausibility check and does not need to be made mandatory in the Rulebook

It should be noted that banks have ‘Know Your Customer’ (KYC) processes in place
which they respect and adding an obligation in the Rulebook would not bring any added
value.

As this request is specific to the needs of businesses, the SPS WG would also like to point
out that the EPC intends to commission an independent survey on the needs of businesses
for SEPA Credit Transfer in order to have a definite analysis on these needs. In some cases
these needs might also be applicable to SDD.

According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have been
evaluated:

Does the change present a No, as adding this obligation in the Rulebook would

case for wide SEPA market bring no added value. These checks are already done

acceptance? in accordance with each banks” KYC processes. .

Is the change underpinned No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the

by a cost-benefit analysis? submitting party. .

Is the change aligned with The change reflects the needs stated by a specific

the strategic objectives of interest group. .

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Subject to feedback from stakeholders not

implement? representing businesses during the public consultation
whether they require this change.

5.15.3 SPS Decision and rationale
The SPS WG calls on all stakeholders participating in this public consultation to specify

whether this suggestion for change to the Scheme also reflects the requirements of their
particular constituency.
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5.15.4 Rulebook impact

If accepted, this request would have an impact on the Rulebook and / or Implementation
Guidelines.

5.16 New reason for rejection
This suggestion was made by the EACT.

The SPS WG recommends accepting this request and making the necessary changes to the
Rulebook.

5.16.1 Description

The suggestion is to add a new Reject reason “Debtor is net-a consumer” as this is
currently missing from the Rulebook.

5.16.2 EPC Analysis
This suggestion is welcomed by the SPS WG.

According to section 3.1.6 of the SMIRs, the following criteria have been evaluated:

Does the change present a Yes.
case for wide SEPA market
acceptance?

Is the change underpinned No.

by a cost-benefit analysis?

Is the change aligned with Yes.
the strategic objectives of

the EPC?

Is the change feasible to Yes.
implement?

5.16.3 SPS Decision and rationale

The SPS WG recommends adopting this new Reject reason and making the necessary
changes in the Rulebook.

5.16.4 Rulebook impact
The request will have a minor impact on the Rulebook section 4.8.51 (AT-R3).
5.17 Extended remittance information

This suggestion was submitted by EACT.
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The SPS WG recommends that this would be better developed as an AOS.

5.17.1 Description

The suggestion is to adopt the Finnish AOS on extended remittance information as the
standard remittance information in the SCT Rulebook.

5.17.2 EPC Analysis

The SPS WG considers that for a large majority of credit transfers, a remittance field of

140 characters is more than sufficient. For the purposes of automatic reconciliation done
by businesses, other solutions exist, such as the use of structured creditor reference.

As this request is specific to the needs of businesses, the SPS WG would also like to point
out that the EPC intends to commission an independent survey on the needs of businesses
for SEPA Credit Transfer in order to have a definite analysis on these needs. In some cases
these needs might also be applicable to SDD.

The SPS WG recommends that the AOS be adopted by interested communities rather than
adopting the AOS as the standard remittance information on the SCT Rulebook.

EPC Analysis According to section 3.1.6 of the Internal Rules, the following criteria have

been evaluated:

Does the change present a
case for wide SEPA market
acceptance?

No, this suggestion does not represent the needs for
the vast majority of credit transfers; therefore it would
be more appropriate to provide for the specific needs
of certain businesses on the basis of an AOS.

Is the change underpinned
by a cost-benefit analysis?

No cost-benefit analysis was supplied by the
submitting party.

Is the change aligned with
the strategic objectives of
the EPC?

This change is aligned with the interests expressed by
the EACT.

Is the change feasible to
implement?

Mandatory application of such an extension is likely
to have a significant impact on technical infrastructure
of both banks and end users.

5.17.3 SPS Decision and Rationale

It is recommended that interested communities adopt the AOS.

5.17.4 Rulebook impact

Not applicable.
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6 CHANGESTO THE RULEBOOK FOR CLARIFICATION, UPDATING AND
CORRECTION OF ERRORS

6.1 Introduction

This section sets out proposed changes which, although they are uncontroversial in nature,
constitute either Major Changes (since they propose changes to Section 5 of the Rulebook
and are therefore deemed to be 'major’ changes under section 3.1.6 of the Internal rules) or
Minor Changes to the Rulebook. As explained in sections 2 and 3 above, both classes of
change require a certain level of consultation.

The SPS WG recommends acceptance of these proposed changes since they are for the
following purposes:

¢ Improved wording which is for explanation or for clarification

e  Other updating amendments (for example amendment of statements referring to
documents which have been superseded).

The proposed changes are summarised out below:

6.2 Proposed changes

Section of
the Description of the Change
Rulebook

Reason for Type of
change Change

All Amend the term “Customer” in all | Clarification Minor
sections of the Rulebook. A
“Customer” is a non-bank
customer and a “customer” can be
a bank acting as a customer. As
these two terms are not used in a
consistent manner throughout the
Rulebook, it is proposed to change
from “Customer” to “customer”
where needed.

#4.6.1, PT- | The Process Step to be re-named Amendment Minor
01.02 "The signing of a Mandate
electronically”, since a process for
"issuing™ Mandates electronically
has not been incorporated into the
Rulebooks.

Legal text (from the heading of
#4.7.2, DS- the mandate) on authorisation and
01 refund right should be added in
clear text in DS-01

Clarification Minor
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Rulebook g g
4474 AT-12 (BIC of the Creditor Bank)
DSO3 and AT-17 (type of mandate) are Correction Minor
missing and should be added
Should be replaced with language Major' (as
) . affecting
#5.4, identical at bullet 2 of the same Correction Chanter 5
bullets 2/3 | section of the SCT/B2B Scheme of th%
Rulebooks (as modified in 2010) Rulebook)
#5.9.1 of Due to the fact that the Debtor Correction Major (as
the e- Bank has no indemnity from the affecting
Mandate Creditor bank in the B2B Scheme, chapter 5 of
Annex the # 5.9.1 of the e-Mandate is not the
necessary. This will align the paper Rulebook)
Mandate and the e-Mandate at the
same level of indemnity in the B2B
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ANNEX 1 - ORIGINAL CHANGE REQUESTS
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Draft: 7 May 2010

CC Draft Change Suggestion Template for L SG sponsored changesto Rulebooks.

Template

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:
Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document and
version
number:

Date:

For
information:

EPC Legal Support Group

EPC

SEPA Credit Transfer Scheme, Core Direct Dehit Scheme; and Business to
Business Direct Dehit Scheme

Thistemplate is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document * SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?documen
ts id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu



http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�

~ European ) EPC187-10-01

" Payments Council

-. -.
® %sgc0e .‘..
®op0®

0O GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):
Description of the suggestion:
Amendment to section 2.8 of the Core and B2B Direct Debit Scheme Rulebooks

Since there is more than one Direct Debit Scheme, it is possible that a Debtor Bank might process
aMandate erroneously believing it to relate to a Scheme in which the Bank participates, but which
in fact was not the intention of the Creditor. This could arise, for example, where the Creditor has
used a Mandate belonging to one Scheme but really intended the Debtor to have signed up to a
different Scheme (e.g. the Creditor sends the Debtor a B2B Scheme Mandate, but the Creditor's
intention is that the Debtor makes payments under the Core Scheme).

It is also possible that an error could occur causing a Mandate to be signed by the Debtor which
relates to a Scheme to which the relevant Debtor Bank has not adhered and is therefore not bound
by the Rulebook to which the Mandate relates, even though this was not apparent to the Debtor
Bank when processing Collections. Each of the Direct Debit Rulebooks needs to clearly set out
what the position isif this occurs.

The LSG suggests that the following three principles should apply to these cases on the basis that
any issues arising should be addressed on the Creditor side as they would be arising as a result of
Creditor error:

@ The Debtor should be in no worse position than that granted by the Scheme to which the
Mandate, which he signed, relates. For example, if the Debtor has signed a Core Scheme Mandate
when the Creditor had intended him to be a Debtor under the B2B Scheme, the Debtor will be able
to invoke the rights attributed to him by virtue of the Core Scheme.

(b If the Debtor Bank is required under the Scheme to which the Mandate relates to give a
Refund to the Debtor, the Creditor Bank must repay the Debtor Bank in respect of that Refund and
related Refund compensation.

(©) A Debtor who is a consumer will not be bound by the rules of the B2B Scheme even if he
may erroneously have signed a B2B Mandate. Since it is prohibited for consumersto be Debtors
under the B2B Scheme, any Debtor who is a consumer but has signed a B2B Mandate shall be able
to invoke the rights attributed to him under the Core Scheme.

This proposed change is intended to clarify the situation on the occurrence of the error scenarios
described above. It will have no impact on the interbank space, message standards or section 5 of
the Scheme Rulebooks.

ersion of the SDD Core and SDD

<

D Attached to th|s template isa marked up
B2B Rulebooks showing the changes suggested.

EPC187-10-01 - LSG Amends to 2.8 SDD Core and B2B
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1 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

|sthe suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

|'sthe suggestion underpinned by a cost-
benefit analysis?

Doesthe change fit in the strategic
objectives for SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of
the change resulting from the acceptance of
the suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-01 - LSG Amends to 2.8 SDD Core and B2B
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CC Draft Change Suggestion Template for LSG sponsored changesto Rulebooks.

Template for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

Name of EPC Legal Support Group
contributor:

Organisation: EPC

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and Core Direct Debit Scheme; Business to Business Direct Debit Scheme
document

and version

number:

Date:

For Thistemplate is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to

information:  submit a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemesin
accordance with the rules set out in the document ‘ SEPA Scheme
Management Internal Rules’ available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?docu
ments _id=155

EPC AISBL — Avenue de Tervueren 12 - B - 1040 Brussels - Tel.: +32 27333533 Fax: +322 7364988
www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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O GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: November 2011

Description of the suggestion:

Amendment to Indemnity Provisionsin the Core and B2B Direct Debit Rulebooks

The LSG has identified certain discrepancies and errorsin the provisions of each of Direct
Debit Rulebooks dealing with the indemnity granted to the Debtor Bank by the Creditor Bank
in respect of amounts paid to the Debtor by the Debtor Bank by way of Refund.

In the Core Scheme Rulebook there is a no-questions-asked Refund entitlement. In order to
ensure that the Debtor Bank is not out of pocket, there is an indemnity right under the
Rulebook, which means that the Debtor Bank does not have to prove that the Creditor Bank
has committed a breach of the Rulebook in order to recover a Refund payment. (An
"indemnity"” is appropriate in cases where there has not been a breach of the Rulebook by the
Creditor Bank, but it is necessary to reimburse the Debtor Bank in respect of Refunds paid by
the Debtor Bank.) The same applies in the context of Returns.

Core Direct Dehit Scheme Rulebook

The first of these discrepancies is found in the Core Scheme Rulebook. Under section 5.9.1
of this Rulebook the indemnity applies to Refunds paid by the Debtor Bank under PT-04.16
(i.e. "no-questions-asked" Refunds claimed within eight weeks). The indemnity does not
apply to Refunds payable under PT-04.24 (Refunds claimed after the eight week limit in
respect of unauthorised transactions). Thisis notwithstanding the fact that the Debtor Bank is
authorised under PT-04.24 to claim the amount of the Refund for unauthorised transactions
from the Creditor Bank.

It is therefore proposed that the indemnity in section 5.9.1 of the Rulebook is extended to
include any amount paid by the Debtor Bank to the Debtor by way of Refund and Refund
compensation under PT-04.24 (ie, in respect of unauthorised payment transactions). A mark-
up of the relevant Rule illustrating this suggestion is attached.

The LSG also proposes an amendment to PT-04.16 and PT-04.24 in the context of e-
Mandates. The amendments are designed to restrict the amount the Debtor Bank can claim
from a Creditor Bank in respect of Refunds, in cases where the Debtor Bank has not properly
carried out the checks required under PT-07.04. The LSG suggeststhat the e-Mandates
Annex (Annex V1) be supplemented by including modified versions of process steps PT-
04.16 and PT-04.24. Again, the attached mark-up shows the proposed changes.

Furthermore, the indemnity provisions relating to e-Mandates should reflecting the principles
set out above, including the qualification that the indemnity will not apply to the extent that

EPC187-10-02 LSG Amends to 5.9.1
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the Debtor Bank has failed to carry out the checks it is required to make under PT-07.04.
Again, the attached mark-up shows the proposed changes.

In addition, the references in PT-04.16 and PT 04.24 to Refund compensation should be
modified to reflect the fact that, in a case of an unauthorised payment transaction, the Debtor
may have been deprived of funds for longer than the eight-week period specified. The
attached extract from the Core Scheme Rulebook illustrates this proposal.

Finally, the LSG suggests that a cross reference is made in PT-04.24 to Annex V1 of the Core
Scheme Rulebook which comprises instructions for the refund procedure for unauthorised
transactions, and that atypographical error is addressed in sub-section 4 of PT-04.24. These
suggestions are shown in the attached mark-up of PT-04.24.

Businessto Business Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook

The LSG has identified a discrepancy in the e-Mandate rules in the B2B Scheme Rulebook.
Section 5.9.1 of the e-Mandate rules currently mirrors the equivalent section in the Core
Scheme Rulebook provisions regarding e-Mandates — contemplating that the Debtor has
Refund rights under the B2B Scheme, which is not the case.

Unauthorised payment transactions may give a B2B Debtor the right to receive arefund
under the Payment Services Directive. However, the B2B Scheme Rulebook contains no
provisions equivalent to PT-04.20 to PT-04.27 or Annex V1 of the Core Scheme Rulebook.
This is because the Debtor Bank under the B2B Scheme is obliged to carry out checks under
Section 4.2 of the B2B Scheme Rulebook, and it is intended that such checks would enable
the Debtor Bank to manage the risk of unauthorised payment transactions. On that basis it is
not necessary for the Debtor Bank to be given aright of indemnity in respect of any refunds
paid to B2B Debtor Customers which arise out of unauthorised payment transactions.

In the B2B Scheme Rulebook there is no Refund entitlement, so the indemnity right is
restricted to the context of Returns.

Where an e-Mandate is used there is no basis for an argument that the Debtor Bank should
have a greater right to recover Refund payments than where a paper Mandate is used — if
anything, the Debtor Bank's duties are greater (see PT-07.04) where an e-Mandate is used.

However, the B2B Scheme Rulebook e-Mandate Annex (Annex V1) currently does give the
Debtor Bank an indemnity entitlement against the Creditor Bank in the case of Refunds, even
though the B2B Scheme Rulebook does not make provision for any Refund to be paid.

The LSG therefore proposes amending the erroneous references to Refunds in section 5.9.1
of the eeMandate rules in the B2B Scheme Rulebook. The e-Mandate version of section 5.9.1
should be deleted and the reference to "e-Mandates' at the beginning of section 5.9 of the

EPC187-10-02 LSG Amends to 5.9.1



e _ European
%5 Payments Council

paper based Mandate rules should be deleted. This amendment is shown in the mark-up of the
B2B Scheme Rulebook attached.

Wherever possible, please indicate:

I mpact on the Scheme in general
I mpact on the interbank space

. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and
other standards)

I mpact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing
Rulebook element)

EPC187-10-02 LSG Amends to 5.9.1
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1 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions
with sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

|sthe suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

|'sthe suggestion underpinned by a cost-
benefit analysis?

Doesthe change fit in the strategic
objectives for SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of
the change resulting from the acceptance of
the suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-02 LSG Amends to 5.9.1
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Template

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

Marjeta Stanovnik, member of the WG SPS

The Bank Association of Slovenia

Subi¢eva 2, 1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia

Marjan Flis, e-mail: marjan.flis@bsi.si

SEPA Project/2010-05-13

SEPA Business-to-Business Direct Dehit Scheme.
EPC222-07 version 2.0 (effective November 2010)

SEPA Core Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook.
EPC016-06 version 4.0 (effective November 2010)

SEPA Fixed Amount Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook.
EPCO003-10 Version 0.4 (effective November 2010)

13 May 2010

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?documen
ts id=155

Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Conseil Européen des Paiements AISBL— Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels
Tel: +32 2 733 3533 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu



http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�

L]

es:  European

s Payments Council
..'.l o

1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: November 2011
Description of the suggestion:

Proposed change targets exception handling process as mandated by chapter 4.4 of all currently
available direct debit rulebooks (effective and proposed). More precisely it addresses the available
option of using a different CSM for clearing and settlement of Rejects, Returns (and Refunds)
resulting from previously settled Collections. This option is described in the following paragraph:

"Rejects and Returns (and Refunds) of Collections must be cleared and settled via the CSM used
for the Clearing and Settlement of the initial Collection, unless otherwise agreed between
Participants. A process for Reject and Return must be offered by any CSM which is to offer
services relating to the (B2B/Core/Fixed Amount) Scheme."

Although the option of using a different CSM as described above is reasonable in certain business
cases it also has some undesired consequences given the completely free execution process.

e CSM chosen for clearing and settlement in currently never has insufficient information for
performing a certain level of semantic validation (existence of previous matching
transaction). A CSM plays an important role in the processes of assuring full automation
(straight through processing) without manual intervention. In connection to this role a CSM
performs syntactic validation and within its capabilities also some degree of semantic
validation. Since it is difficult to expect a total elimination of errors (and the following
exception handling) in the business process, it is important that these errors are caught as
early as possible. Currently however a line of defence that a CSM could offer is already
broken — CSM could not conclude that the transaction in question is a result of an
agreement and not an error.

e Risk mitigation strategy selected by participants in a given CSM can be jeopardized by
deliberate misuse of described option. In a less harmful scenario a different CSM could be
used without consent (and in violation of the paragraph cited above) which could result in
processing difficulties. In a more harmful scenario an unfounded claim could be targeted
towards a certain CSM participant. Combination of this claim and "no-questions-asked"
exception policy could result in a financial loss. Despite the fact that a participant would be
responsible for its actions in both of the cases, implementation of an adequate safety
mechanism on a technical level would prevent both scenarios from ever occurring.

As way of addressing the two aspects listed above we propose the following change to the
schemeas:

CSM should in every case of an R-transaction have sufficient basis to validate whether the
transaction in question is a result of a legitimate and successfully executed debit collection. It
should therefore be required of every participant of a certain CSM to provide that CSM with
information regarding the original transaction (debit collection) executed via a different CSM.
Provided information should in the next step of the process be validated and confirmed by the
opposite party (referred participant) which would at the same time also mean the confirmation of
an agreement between the two participants. Every part of this confirmation involving the two
participants and the CSM should be automatic. Only after positive confirmation should that R-
transaction be processed by a CSM.

EPC187-10-03 Slovenial 2/Error! Unknown document property name.
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The suggested change impacts the scheme by adding additional confirmation process to the ones
covered in chapter 4 of the rulebooks.

Impact of proposed change on the interbank space is mostly determined by the volume of
transactions that would be targeted by transfer of R-transaction processing between CSMs. In the
case of minimal volume related to such transfers, impact on interbank space would also be
minimal.

Impact on the message standards depends on selected implementation — it could either mean an
introduction of new messages or reuse/expansion of use of existing ones. The end result should in
either case be a processing and execution of R-transactions (in different CSM than original
transaction) only after appropriate confirmation.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-03 Slovenial 3/Error! Unknown document property name.
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2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes

The implementation of suggested change would result in
a higher level of protection for every scheme participant.

I's the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit No
analysis?
Does the changefit in the strategic objectives for Yes

SEPA?

The change promotes higher efficiency by providing
protection from certain exceptions (errors) that may|
appear in the process and would require non-standard
solutions.

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes

A possible way of implementation is described above.

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes

Suggestion promotes interoperability by standardizing
and formalizing a business process. When a participant
makes a decision to change a CSM that it is currently,
using, it would have assurance that another CSM would
offer the service in the same way.

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes

Scheme already defines availability of the option referred
to by the given suggestion. The content of this suggestion
is a supplement to that in the way of more explicit
definition of the phases and the preconditions of the
process involved.

EPC187-10-03 Slovenial

4/Error! Unknown document property name.
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Template

for proposing a suggestion for a changein a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address;

Contact
details;

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

infor mation:

Marjeta Stanovnik, member of the WG SPS

The Bank Association of Slovenia

Subiéeva 2, 1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia

Marjan Flis, e-mail: marjan.flis@bsi.si

SEPA Project/2010-05-13

SEPA Business-to-Business Direct Debit Scheme.
EPC222-07 version 2.0 (effective November 2010)

SEPA Core Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook.
EPC016-06 version 4.0 (effective November 2010)

SEPA Fixed Amount Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook.
EPC003-10 Version 0.4 (effective November 2010)

13 May 2010

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a

suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the

rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’

available on the EPC Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents
id=155

Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Conseil Européen des Paiements AISBL— Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels
Tel: +32 2 733 3533 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: November 2011
Description of the suggestion:

Proposed change targets exception handling process as mandated by chapter 4.4 of all currently
available direct debit rulebooks (effective and proposed). More precisely it addresses the available
option of using a different CSM for clearing and settlement of Rejects, Returns (and Refunds)
resulting from previously settled Collections. This option is described in the following paragraph:

"Rejects and Returns (and Refunds) of Collections must be cleared and settled via the CSM used
for the Clearing and Settlement of the initial Collection, unless otherwise agreed between
Participants. A process for Regect and Return must be offered by any CSM which is to offer
services relating to the (B2B/Core/Fixed Amount) Scheme.”

The paragraph mentions the possibility of the participants in the scheme that are using a certain
CSM to use a different CSM for the execution of R-transitions if they so agree. There are different
valid business cases for that including participant's choice to transfer its entire volume of
transactions to another CSM (when corresponding participant is also reachable via that CSM) for
economic reasons (e.g. unsuitable CSM's pricing policy). At the same time the paragraph imposes
a requirement for all CSMs to offer the same key methods of exception handling, so that the
process can in spite a different CSM still continue in accordance with the scheme.

As an additional way of assuring the possibility to choose a different CSM for the execution of R-
transactions we propose an addition to the paragraph cited above that would take the following into
account:

CSM should not hinder or try to negatively influence the participant's ability to choose a different
CSM for the execution of R-transactions. That includes CSM's actions, which would implicitly
result in a participant being bound to using services of that CSM as well as explicit demands
resulting from a legally binding agreement.

Such actions and/or demands could among others include the obligation imposed on a participant
to the scheme to be reachable via certain CSM for a longer period of time than that mandated by
the scheme.

Another example of such demand could be a shift of liability from an indirect participant to a
direct participant of a certain CSM. A direct CSM participant being held liable for indirect
participant's actions would most likely introduce appropriate risk mitigation mechanisms, which
would implicitly also result in an indirect CSM participant being unable to choose a different CSM
for the processing of R-transactions.

The suggested change impacts the scheme by adding additional measures to assure a participant's
freedom of choice. It also indirectly offers a greater consistency with the following statement,
expressed as a feature of the scheme "The rules will ensure that responsibility for risk management
will be allocated to where the risk lies and that liability falls where the fault lies" in the case of
direct-indirect participant relation. The risk in this case lies with the creditor and the liability as
mandated by the scheme lies with the bank of the creditor not with the direct participant of CSM
offering the bank of the creditor indirect participation in that CSM.

The proposed change has no impact on the message standards.

EPC187-10-04 Slovenia2 2/Error! Unknown document property name.
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Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-04 Slovenia2 3/Error! Unknown document property name.
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2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes

The implementation of suggested change would result in
a greater freedom of choice from a scheme participant
point of view. It would at the same time enable better
conditions for fair competition between different CSMs.

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit No
analysis?
Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for Yes

SEPA?

The change promotes competition between CSMs by
providing measures of preventing a CSM to impose
obstacles that would in turn hinder a participant's ability
to choose another CSM.

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes

A possible way of implementation is described above.

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes

Suggestion is based on the premise of SEPA-wide
interoperability. When a participant makes a decision to
change a CSM that it is currently using, it is the
assurance of a minimum level of service that makes that
possible.

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes

Scheme already defines availability of the option referred
to by the given suggestion. The content of this suggestion
is a supplement to that in the way of more explicit
definition of the limitations that can be imposed by a
CSM.

EPC187-10-04 Slovenia2
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(Version 1.0)

14 February 2011
EPC

Template
Comments on Change Request

SEPA Core Direct Debit Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of contributor:
Organisation:
Address:

Contact details:

Your reference:

Scheme:
Date:

Deadline:

For information:

Organisation and Standardization Department

Sociedad Espafiola de Sistemas de Pago, S.A. (IBERPAY)

Calle Miguel Angel 23, 2? planta 28010-Madrid

sepa@iberpay.es

CR- Complete standardization in Refunds of non-authorised
transactions

SEPA Direct Debit CORE Scheme Rulebook v5.0

14t February 2011

28t February 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or
organisation to comment on the suggestions for making changes to
the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the rules set out in the
document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’ available
on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.
cfm?documents_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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EUROPEAN PAYMENTS COUNCIL

EAES Towards our Single Payment Area

1 GENERAL

Suggested launch date: (if any): 2012 release of the Rulebooks

Description of the suggestion:
SEPA is based on common standards and accordingly it would be absolutely beneficial
that all the procedures within the Rulebooks were completely defined.

Regarding SDD CORE Scheme, the notification from the debtor bank to the creditor
bank previous to the refund of a non-authorised collection does not follow, from the
point of view of standardisation, with the aforementioned principle.

According to the Rulebook, this notification has to be set out before sending the
Refund of the non-authorised collection (see EPC016-06, PT-04.21, page 53), through
one of the following accepted technical channels:

1. The suitable SWIFT message as the default option.

2. E-mail with formatted template.

3. Fax transmission with formatted template.

4. Any other means agreed between both parties, the Debtor Bank and the Creditor Bank.

Consequently, we would propose to harmonize this notification procedure by means
of using just one of the various options. In our opinion, the option finally adopted
should be based in the same ISO 20022 formats as the other messages, in order to
complete the chain of processes for this transaction, giving it a standardization being
included in the SEPA SDD flows and messages.

The main reasons for us to request the EPC to completely develop this procedure
would be the following:

- Standardised the whole procedure.

- Encourage interoperability between infrastructures.

- Including all steps of the Refund for non-authorised transactions in a STP chain.

- Allowing some checks in this R-transaction so as to assure its legitimacy.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general

New messages to cover existing flow so as to make standard the whole procedure
and improve the process of the R-transactions.

2. Impact on the interbank space

This standardization will allow payment service providers and their respective
CSMs to validate and make some controls in this kind of R-transaction, by means
of automating the notification to be sent by the Debtor Bank before sending the
Refund of the non-authorised collection to the Creditor Bank. Once this
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notification could be exchanged within a CSM, it would be possible to check that
the procedure follows the defined steps: firstly the notification has to be sent by the
debtor bank and secondly the Refund. The CSM would be able to not allow a
Refund of non-authorised transaction if there have not been previously a
notification.

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

New messages.

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks

In principle, we do not see any impact on this chapter.
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative - optional - rule alongside an existing
Rulebook element)
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2 ELEMENTS FOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

SDD Scheme Change- Iberpay Request
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for proposing a suggestion for a changein a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document
and version
number :

Date:

For

infor mation:

Wolfgang Raab

BVI1 Bundesverband Investment und Asset Management e.V.

Eschenheimer Anlage 28, 60318 Frankfurt am Main Germany

Mail address: see above
e-mail address: wolfgang.raab@bvi.de
Phone: +49 69 154090 228

SDD Core D-1

EPC016-06
SEPA Direct Debits Core, Version 5.0 approved
Date issued: 1 November 2010 Date effective: 19 November 2011

21 February 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a
suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the rules set out
in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’ available on the EPC
Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu  secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
The Latest reception of Collections (PT-04.07) is to be changed to D-1.

Previoustext in Rulebook SDD Core Version5.0 (Introduction)

The Core Scheme provides a period of 5 days for making first collections available to Debtor Banks.
For successive payments this period is limited to 2 days. The reason for the initial longer period is to
allow Debtor Banks to execute checking services in relation to the Debtor.

Suqggested new text in Rulebook SDD Core Version 6.0 (Introduction)
The Core Scheme provides a period of 1 day for making collections available to
Debtor Banks.

Previous Text in Rulebook Version 5.0 (4.3.4 Time Cycle)
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Previous Text in Rulebook Version 5.0 (4.3.4 Time Cycle)
The direct debit processes respect the following time-cycle rules:

« If a Collection is a first or a one-off Collection, the Creditor Bank must send the Collection to the
Debtor Bank so that the Debtor Bank receives the Collection from the Creditor Bank via the CSM at
the latest five Inter-Bank Business Days before Due Date and not earlier than 14 Calendar Days before
the Due Date.

« If a Collection is a subsequent Collection in a series of recurrent Collections, the Creditor Bank must
send the Collection to the Debtor Bank so that the Debtor Bank receives the Collection from the
Creditor Bank via the CSM at the latest two Inter-Bank Business Days before Due Date and not earlier
than 14 Calendar Days before the Due Date.

SDD Core Change Request_3.doc 21 May 2010



Suqggested new text in Rulebook SDD Core Version 6.0 (4.3.4 Time Cycle)

The direct debit processes respect the following time-cycle rules:

The Creditor Bank must send the Collection to the Debtor Bank so that the Debtor
Bank receives the Collection from the Creditor Bank via the CSM at the latest 1 Inter-
Bank Business Day before Due Date and not earlier than 14 Calendar Days before the
Due Date.

Backaround:

With the introduction of Advanced Mandate Information (AMI) adequate means are in
place to allow Debtor Banks to execute checking services in relation to the Debtor
well before the due date of the direct debit. AMI allows Debtor Banks to inform
Debtors upfront about newly received mandate-related information in order to be
able to offer additional services, such as the possibility to block or reject a Mandate,
to limit it (e.g. maximum amount), to reject all collections before explicit acceptance
by the Debtor, etc.. .

Some communities may decide to migrate to D-1 in combination with AMI only.
Other communities may decide to migrate to D-1 even without AMI

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general: Change of clearing cycle
2. Impact on the interbank space: Change of clearing cycle

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards): Make provision of Sequence Type optional (instead of mandatory)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks: None
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one): YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element): NO

SDD Core Change Request_3.doc 21 May 2010



2 Elements for evaluation

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Clients in Germany with a specific business model
(Securities  trader, Insurance  Companies,  Utility
Companies) request a shorter lead time between transaction
initiation and actual settlement. Today’s SEPA lead times
would prevent those clients from migrating to SEPA DD
schemes or if demanded by regulation change their
business model dramatically.

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it supports the migration of large scale direct debit
users to SEPA with no adverse effect on consumer
protection.

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes. Some communities may decide to migrate to
D-1 in combination with AMI only. Other communities
may decide to migrate to D-1 even without AMI

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, if there was only one clearing cycle of 1 day across
Europe, irrespective of whether it is a Core or B2B Direct
debit. All other time frames with respect to returns or
refund requests remain as is.

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, this is a change to the respective Rulebook for SEPA
Core Direct Debits.

SDD Core Change Request_3.doc
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Name of Swedish banking community
contributor:
Organisation: Swedish Bankers’ Association
Address:
Contact Kirstine.nilsson@swedbank.se
details: henrik.bergman@seb.se
Anne.Sundgvist@swedishbankers.se
Y our Include additional information on the Return Reason Code for Recall of SCT.
reference:
Schemeand  SEPA Credit Transfer
document
and version
number:
Date: 2011-02-24
For Thistemplate is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
information:  asuggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the

rules set out in the document * SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?documen
ts id=155
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): 2012 Release
Description of the suggestion:
Include additional information on the Return Reason Code for Recall of SCT.

Background:

In the SCT Rulebook CT-02.01 it is stated that the Originator Bank is allowed to initiate a Recall
(camt.056.001) under three conditions

= Duplicate sending
= Technical problems resulting in erroneous SCT(S)
» Fraudulent originated Credit Transfer

Thisisdescribed in DS-05 Recall of Credit Transfer Dataset (AT-48)

Identification: |DS-05

Name: The Recall of a Credit Transfer Dataset

Description: This dataset contains the messages for description of the minimum information that an Originator Bank
needs to make available to the Beneficiary Bank

Request for Recall of Credit Transfer:

Attributes
contained: ’ *  An exact copy of the original Interbank payment dataset (DS-02) which 1s being recalled.
e 04 The amount of the Credit Transfer in euro
* 48 The Recall reason code
* R2 Identification of the type of party initiating the “R” message
*  R7 The specific reference of the bank initiating the Recall
Remarks: These attributes reflect business requirements and do not prescribe fields in the SEPA Credit Transfer

Scheme Interbank Implementation Guidelines as defined in Chapter 0.5

Based on the information given in the Recall and the status of the SCT the Beneficiary Bank
handles the request. The result is either negative or positive response.

The Beneficiary Bank procedure is based on Obligations & Responsibilities, Bank rules, Market
practice and on legal requirements.

Change Request

When the reason for a Recall request is Fraudulent originated then additional information is of
utmost importance to the Beneficiary Bank. Not only for the handling of the SCT itself but also for
prevention of criminal activities. Based on what type of fraud is involved the Beneficiary Bank
needs to take different action.

EPC187-10-07 SCT Change Request_swe recall 21 May 2010
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Extending the DS-05 to include additional information on AT-48 The Recall reason code when the
reason is Fraudulent originated would allow for risk management and fraud prevention by the
Beneficiary Bank without adding extra responsibility and/or Obligations to the Originator Bank

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in genera
a. Additional information is included in the Recall message
2. Impact on the interbank space

a. Additional information is transported in the Interbank Recall message
(camt.056.001)

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

a. The change request will have an impact on the Interbank I mplementation Guidelines
asthe following information will be included

4. 4.20 Additional Information <Addtlinf>
Presence: [0..n]
Definition: Further details on the cancellation request reason.
Data Type: Max105Text
Format: maxLength: 105
minLength: 1

4.46 Additionalinformation <AddtlInf>

Presence: [0..n]
Message Definition Report
MX camt.056.001.01 FIToFIPaymentCancellationRequestV01

Exceptions and Investigations - Maintenance 2009 Page 435
Definition: Further details on the cancellation request reason.
Data Type: Max105Text

Format: maxLength: 105

minLength: 1

5. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
a NO

6. The nature of the suggestion: Adding a Rulebook element
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-07 SCT Change Request_swe recall 21 May 2010
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2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide YES
acceptance?
I's the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit  |[YES

analysis?

Does the changefit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES

Do you consider that the implementation of the |YES
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not YES
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-07 SCT Change Request_swe recall

21 May 2010
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for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

FEBELFIN

Organisation:

Address: Rue d’ Arlon 82 1040 Bruxelles

Contact Anne Demelenne

details:

Y our ad@febelfin.be

reference:

Scheme and EPC 016-06 Core SDD RB v5.0

document — epc 555 07 B2B SDD RB v2.0

and version

number:

Date: 25/02/2011

For Thistemplate is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a

information:  suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documents

id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
AT-02 Identifier of the Creditor; checking on AT-02 must be space & caseinsensitive

The Creditor Identification Code is a unique code which will identify the Creditor in the SDD
Schemes. The Creditor ID is composed with a general structure as described in document
EPC262-08.

Creditor Identifier structure:

= Position 1-2 filled with the | SO country code.

= Position 3-4 filled with the check digit according to SO 7064 Mod 97-10.

= Position 5-7 filled with the Creditor Business Code, if not used then filled with ZZZ.

Position 8 onwards filled with the country specific part of the identifier being a national identifier
of the Creditor, as defined by the National Community.

The Check Digit in the Creditor Identifier is only taking into account the alphanumeric characters,
as a consequence spaces and other symbols are left out. Therefore no 100% certainty on validity of
Creditor ID with spaces can be guaranteed nor on character casing. Debtor Banks and Debtors are
using the Creditor Identifier to retrieve payments for Refunds and complaints and to check the
existence of mandates. When mandates are filled in by hand, it is not always clear if there is meant
to be a spacing or not. Thisis causing significant problems in matching these references.

It can be noted that in an earlier change request cycle, the same principle on case insensitivity has
been applied for AT-01 Unique Mandate Reference.

Request to provide remark to make AT-02 Identifier of the Creditor case and spacing
insengitive. Spacing insensitive meansthat all spaces, whether at the beginning, in the middle
or at theend, areignored.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general:
No impact
2. Impact on the interbank space:
No impact

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards):

Limited impact, only extra clarification sentence to be provided

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
No impact

5. The nature of the suggestion:

EPC187-10-08 Change request SDD Cred ID -- case space insensitive - Febelfin 21 May 2010



a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

NL.A. : The Change only implicates guidance for checking an AT-02 Identifier of Creditor.

EPC187-10-08 Change request SDD Cred ID -- case space insensitive - Febelfin 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes, Implicates easier mapping of Creditor Identifiers
throughout SEPA. Gives a general guidelineon
verification.

I's the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

/

Does the changefit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Yes, Working with the same standard in a common way is a
principle objective of the EPC

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes, no large impact should be expected

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, The suggestion is

interoperability.

encouraging SEPA-wide]

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, The suggestion is not changing the scope, only
providing better understanding of the SDD RB.

EPC187-10-08 Change request SDD Cred ID -- case space insensitive - Febelfin

21 May 2010
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for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document
and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

FEBELFIN

Rue d’Arlon 82 1040 Bruxelles

ad@febelfin.be

EPC 016-06 Core SDD RB v5.0

25/02/2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a
suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the rules set out
in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’ available on the EPC
Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
Telephone M andates for NGOs

Through its contacts with leading charities, the Belgian community has found that these
organizations are a demanding party to use SDD for the fulfillment of the fundamental, human
faculty to give. We as a SEPA Banking Community need to step up to this challenge. International
examples where NGO’s are involved: Fund raisers after disasters like earthquake of Haiti (2009),
Tsunami (2004), floods in Pakistan (2010), UNICEF, red cross, Handicap International, Amnesty
International, WWEF, ... These types of organizations are frequently using direct debits to collect
the funds they need for making the world a better place.

NGO’s who receive money do not have agencies over Europe where it is possible to donate. One
of their main sources of contact with citizens is by telephone. This should not be seen as marginal
percentage of the total contact range for NGO’s, e.g. urgent fundraising actions after disasters
(television shows) are fully based on telephone mandates. The donations are agreed by telephone,
where the person who is donating is giving his consent to let the NGO withdraw money from his
account, possibly in a recurrent way.

The PSD positions payments initiated by the payee as a Direct Debit transaction. This could
provide problems when end date regulations would only endure the SDD and SCT Schemes in the
SEPA market. The SDD Scheme is missing the explicit support for telephone consent. While it is
not forbidden under the PSD to make use of telephone mandates, article 54 states that the form by
which the consent is given, is on agreement between payer and PSP.

The NGO’s already have a track record of using this payment type domestically and provide
refunds on first request as if they would need to do under the Core SDD Scheme. Therefore the
Belgian community is requesting to create the possibility for this type of organizations, recognized
by the government (and only for these organizations), to continue offering direct debits by
telephone mandate using the SEPA Direct Debit Scheme.

Where this involves world wide fundraising actions it can be seen as a SEPA wide request. This
can only be supported by communities and international organizations if it would be possible in
each country.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general:

Possibility for certain organisations recognised by the government to provide telephone
mandates. When Refund request should occur, the normal procedure can be followed.

2. Impact on the interbank space:
No impact

EPC187-10-09 Change request Core SDD Tel Mandates - Febelfin 21 May 2010



3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards):

No Impact
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
No impact
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

N.A: The Change implicates creating an awareness of usage of telephone mandates by the
organisations described above.

EPC187-10-09 Change request Core SDD Tel Mandates - Febelfin 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes, NGO organisations are active in the whole SEPA
region.

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

/

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Yes, EPC standards should replace existing payment
products with the pre-defined schemes. This payment
product is categorised asa SDD.

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes, No impact should be expected.

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, The suggestion is encouraging SEPA-wide acceptance
of SDD for these organisations.

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, The suggestion is not changing the scope, only
providing wider acceptance of the SDD RB.

EPC187-10-09 Change request Core SDD Tel Mandates - Febelfin
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Name of FEBELFIN
contributor:
Organisation:
Address: Rue d’ Arlon 82 1040 Bruxelles
Contact ad@febelfin.be
details:
Y our
reference:

Scheme and EPC 016-06 Core SDD RB v5.0
document EPC 222-07 B2B SDD RB v2.0

and version

number:

Date: 25/02/2011

For Thistemplate is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a

information:  suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules

available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?documents
id=155
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
AT-01 Unique M andate Reference; checking on AT-01 must be space insensitive

The Unique Mandate Reference (UMR) has been made case insensitive during last change request
cycle. This makes it easier for checking and will lower the rate of rejects significantly.

Following adaption was made in the I Gs:

1.1.1 Mandate ldentification (AT-01 Unique M andate Refer ence)

This data element is case insensitive. For example: Mandate |dentification 123AAa45678,
123aaA45678, 12332245678 and 123AAA45678 shall be considered identical.

For the same reasons blank spacing in the mandate reference can provide difficulties for validation
by banks. When mandates are filled in by hand, it is not aways clear if there is meant to be a
gpacing or not. When the collection arrives and the checking must be done, 100% mapping against
the received information is not closing because of the possible spacing in the UMR. Thisis causing
significant problems.

Request to provide remark to make AT-01 Unigue Mandate Reference spacing insensitive.
Spacing insensitive means that all spaces, whether at the beginning, in the middle or at the
end, areignored.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general:
No impact
2. Impact on the interbank space:
No impact

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards):

Limited impact, only extra clarification sentence to be provided
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
No impact
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

N.A.: The Change only implicates guidance for checking on AT-01 Unique Mandate
Reference.

EPC187-10-10 Change request SDD UMR-- space insensitive - Febelfin 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes, Implicates easier mapping of UMR throughout SEPA.
Gives a general guideline on verification.

I's the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

/

Does the changefit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Yes, Working with the same standard in a common way is a
principle objective of the EPC

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes, no large impact should be expected

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, The suggestion is

interoperability.

encouraging SEPA-wide]

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, The suggestion is not changing the scope, only
providing better understanding of the SDD RB.

EPC187-10-10 Change request SDD UMR-- space insensitive - Febelfin

21 May 2010
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

AT-01 Unigue M andate Reference; checking on AT-01 must be non-alphanumeric character
insensitive

The Unique Mandate Reference (UMR) has been made case insensitive during last change request
cycle. This makes it easier for checking and will lower the rate of rejects significantly.

Following adaption was made in the | Gs:

111 Mandateldentification (AT-01 Unique M andate Refer ence)

This data element is case insensitive. For example: Mandate |dentification 123AAa45678,
123aaA45678, 12388245678 and 123AAA45678 shall be considered identical.

For the same reasons special symbols in the mandate reference can provide difficulties for
validation by banks. When mandates are filled in by hand, it is not always clear if there is meant to
be a special symbol or not. Special symbols may be used for separation purposes and with no
intent to be part of the validation. When the collection arrives and the checking must be done,
100% mapping against the received information is not closing because of the unclear non-
alphanumeric characters in the UMR. This is causing significant problems. Alphanumeric
characters are well recognized and easier to validate.

E.g. Mandate reference: 688/992/601/822

Request to provide remark to make AT-01 Unique Mandate Reference non-alphanumeric
character insensitive.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general:
No impact
2. Impact on the interbank space:
No impact

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards):

Limited impact, only extra clarification sentence to be provided
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
No impact
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

N.A.: The Change only implicates guidance for checking on AT-01 Unique Mandate
Reference.

EPC187-10-11 Changerequest SDD UMR -- aphanumeric - Febelfin 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes, Implicates easier mapping of UMR throughout SEPA.
Gives a general guideline on verification.

I's the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

/

Does the changefit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Yes, Working with the same standard in a common way is a
principle objective of the EPC

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes, no large impact should be expected

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, The suggestion is

interoperability.

encouraging SEPA-wide]

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, The suggestion is not changing the scope, only
providing better understanding of the SDD RB.

EPC187-10-11 Changerequest SDD UMR -- aphanumeric - Febelfin

21 May 2010
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
AT-01 Unique M andate Reference; checking on AT-01 must be leading zeros insensitive

The Unique Mandate Reference (UMR) has been made case insensitive during last change request
cycle. This makes it easier for checking and will lower the rate of rejects significantly.

Following adaption was made in the I Gs:

111 Mandateldentification (AT-01 Unique M andate Refer ence)

This data element is case insensitive. For example: Mandate Identification 123AAa45678,
123aaA45678, 123aaa45678 and 123AAA45678 shall be considered identical.

Unigue Mandate References can contain leading zeros, these do not have an impact on the
reference as such. Customers do have difficulties to provide the right amount of leading zeros on
the mandate. As a consequence the validation of the unique mandate reference at the debtor bank is
providing a large volume of rejects, while the mandate reference is correct.

E.g. Mandate reference: 0000000000001039

Request to provide remark to make AT-01 Unique Mandate Reference leading zeros
insengitive. The zerosin the beginning of the UMR should be regarded as not existing for the
validation of the UMR.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general:
No impact
2. Impact on the interbank space:
No impact

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards):

Limited impact, only extra clarification sentence to be provided
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
No impact
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

N.A.: The Change only implicates guidance for checking on AT-01 Unique Mandate
Reference.

EPC187-10-12 Change request SDD UMR -- leading zeros - Febelfin 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes, Implicates easier mapping of UMR throughout SEPA.
Gives a general guideline on verification.

I's the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

/

Does the changefit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Yes, Working with the same standard in a common way is a
principle objective of the EPC

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes, no large impact should be expected

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, The suggestion is

interoperability.

encouraging SEPA-wide]

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, The suggestion is not changing the scope, only
providing better understanding of the SDD RB.

EPC187-10-12 Change request SDD UMR -- leading zeros - Febelfin

21 May 2010



. European
= Payments Council

Doc:EPC187-10-13 21 May 2010

(Version 0.1)

KR/AM

Template

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document
and version
number:
Date:

For

information:

French Banking community

Eric Véronneau
eric.veronneau@bpce.fr
+33 1584058 30

SDD CoreVvs.0
SDD B2B v3.0
(SDD FA v1.0)

25 February 2011

Thistemplate is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a

suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the

rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules

available on the EPC Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documents
id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu



http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/�
mailto:eric.veronneau@bpce.fr�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�

1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: November 2012 scheme release

Description of the suggestion:
1. Request
Modify the time frame of the Reversal longer, which means two requests on the same topic:

I.  be more specific on the beginning of the procedure
[1. allow for alonger processing period.

2. Description
In Rulebook EPC016-06 Core SDD RB V5.0, article 4.3.4 of the Rulebook makes clear that:

“Reversals may only be processed after Settlement and within the two Inter-Bank Business
Days following the Due Date requested in the original Collection. Later presentations must not
be processed by the Creditor Bank or CSMs mandated to act as such and the Debtor Bank
must be so informed.”

Under article 4.5.6, PT-05.01 specifies:

Description Reversals are initiated by the Creditor after Settlement of the
original Scheme instruction, when the Creditor notices that
the instructions should not have been presented for one of the
reasons described in section 4.8 AT-31.

Starting day/time Date D = Due Date = Settlement date.

Closing day/time Date D+2 Inter-Bank Business Days (to be counted end-to-
end from PT-05.01 to PT-05.03 inclusive)

Information Output The Reversals for the payment by the Creditor in order to

allow the Creditor Bank to populate DS-07 on inter-bank
level. The Reversal contains the reference of the original
Collection to allow the Debtor to make the reconciliation
between the Reversal and the original Collection.

According to their experience in their national system and to first experiences with SDD, French
banks find that:

|. the starting date should be more precise
[1. thetimeframe istoo short in a number of cases, among others because the request can come
from the customer.

EPC187-10-13 Change Request FR community 21 May 2010



Tol., starting date:
Because

- article 4.3.4 precises “after settlement”

- article 4.4 “Exception Handling” says that “Requests for cancellation are requests by the
Creditor Bank to recall the instruction for a Collection prior to Settlement”

- and article 4.5.6 defines settlement as a day: “settlement date”

there may be a gap of one day between the two r-messages depending on the way the CSM
functions: Cancellation requests until D-1 and Reversals beginning D+1.

Furthermore, it is wishful to alow, when possible, a debit-credit on the same day notwithstanding
the functioning of the CSM, in order to avoid liquidity and value problems between the banks
involved.

= French banks propose to start the procedure « from settlement date »)

To ll., timeframe:
Some detailed problem cases with the current time frame:

> |f the issue comes from the bank because of a technical problem, it may not affect complete
files but only parts of them because the transactions come from different acquisition
systems. The bank has then to find out which transactions where affected and to build the
reversal file. In some cases, this process takes far more than 2 days

> |f the issue comes from the customer, he has to find out which transactions are affected and
to inform the bank, who has to build the reversal file. Here too, this process can take more
than 2 days

> Furthermore, in a number of cases, the issue is detected only on the receiving side which
gives awarning to the sending side. This happens often more than 2 days after settlement.

2 French banks ask to enlarge the timeframe from 2 to 7 Inter-Bank Business Days|

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
Impact is limited as it is restricted to the sending period of a specific R-message.
2. Impact on the interbank space

CSMs and receiving banks must be in a position to accept to receive the reversal according to
the broader timeframe

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

No impact on the standards.
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
None
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)
|. Rephrase article 4.3.4 asfollows

EPC187-10-13 Change Request FR community 21 May 2010



4.3.4 “Reversals may only be processed from Settlement dateand (...)”

I1. Rephrase article 4.3.4 asfollows:

4.3.4 “(...) and within the seven Inter-Bank Business Days following the Due
Date(...)"

Replace D+2 by D+7 in article 4.5.6:
- From PT-05.01to PT05.04.

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

Not applicable

EPC187-10-13 Change Request FR community 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Y es, we think that not only French banks have this
problem.

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

No, the goa of the change is to facilitate the
acceptance and the implementation of SDD.

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Yes, as among others the objectives of EPC are to
obtain broad and fast acceptance of its payments
schemes.

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes, for the banks it is more a question of parameter
settings than of developments.

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

We do not see how the suggestion could impede SEPA-
wideinteroperability.

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, it applies to a R-message of the SDD schemes.

EPC187-10-13 Change Request FR community

21 May 2010
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):
Description of the suggestion:
PT-04.08 - Debtor Bank Sends Rejected Collections back to the CSM

When a rejected Collection is a first of a recurrent series of direct debits, the Collection must be
either

e represented as a first of a recurrent series of direct debits respecting the longer time-line for
these Collections, when represented after correction by the Creditor or the Creditor Bank

e or represented as a recurrent Collection respecting [only Core SDD: the shorter time-line
for these Collections], when the Collection was technically correct and the reason for the
reject is caused by the Debtor or the Debtor Bank.

When a rejected Collection is a one-off direct debit, the Collection, if re-presented by the Creditor,
if necessary after correction, must be presented respecting the time-line of a one-off direct debit
(Core SDD: D-5; B2B SDD: D-1).

PT-04.10 — Debtor Bank Sends Returned Collection Back to the CSM

If for any reason which is likely to be reasonably acceptable to all Participants, the Debtor Bank
cannot debit the account, the instruction must be returned to the CSM with the reasons for the
Return. See AT-R3 described in section 4.8 for the definition of these reasons.

The Debtor Bank sends the returned Collection back to the CSM

The Scheme does not impose any obligations on the Debtor Banks to verify or otherwise check
Collections received in respect of a Debtor’s account, such as checking for the existence of
Mandates for the Creditor who presents the instructions. Debtor Banks may agree such obligations
with Debtors outside the scope of the Scheme.

When a returned Collection is a first of a recurrent series of direct debits, the Collection must be
either

e represented as a first of a recurrent series of direct debits respecting the longer time-line for
these Collections, when represented after correction by the Creditor or the Creditor Bank

e or represented as a recurrent Collection [only for Core SDD: respecting the shorter time-
line for these Collections], when the Collection was technically correct and the reason for
the return is caused by the Debtor or the Debtor Bank.

When a returned Collection is a one-off direct debit, the Collection, if re-presented by the Creditor,
if necessary after correction, must be presented respecting the time-line of a one-off direct debit
(Core SDD: D-5; B2B SDD: D-1).

EPC187-10-14 DSGV marking of SDD collections 21 May 2010



Some arguments for this approach:

1.

Creditors who have initiated a technically correct “first” direct debit transaction should be
enabled to initiate any subsequent direct debit transaction marked as a “recurrent” at any
time and independently from a successful direct debit payment of a first direct debit.
Creditor applications usually do not monitor the reason for an R-transaction of a first direct
debit when initiating a recurrent direct debit transaction.

Debtors using checking procedures of the Debtor Bank (mandate checking) should not
cause additional useless work for the Creditor when they e. g. do not provide cover on the
debtor’s account. Therefore Creditors should be allowed to initiate a subsequent direct
debit as a recurrent one.

There is no additional value for a Debtor Bank to monitor a successful payment of the first
direct debit. The Debtor Bank can already fulfil all services offered to the Debtor based on
the mandate-related information received as part of the first direct debit transaction.

Wherever possible, please indicate:

1.
2.
3.

Impact on the Scheme in general
Impact on the interbank space

Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks

5. The nature of the suggestion:

a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-14 DSGV marking of SDD collections 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-14 DSGV marking of SDD collections 21 May 2010
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):
Description of the suggestion:

Amendments to the SMIRs sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.10 for adding the oversight of the CASB
under the responsibilities of the SMC

This change request is aimed at changing the reporting line of the Certification Authority
Supervisory Board (CASB). As stated in Resolution EPC215-10, the Nominating and Governance
Committee have recommended that the CASB report to the SMC. This was supported in
Coordination Committee. However, as the change of the reporting line requires a change in the
SMIRs, the CASB will report to the Coordination Committee until the SMIRs are changed so that
the Scheme Management Committee will take over this role.

The marked-up changed to the SMIRs show the amendments to be made in order to allow for the
SMC to take over the oversight of the CASB.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
No impact
2. Impact on the interbank space
No impact

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

No impact
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
No impact
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-15 Change Request SMIRs for CASB 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit |Yes
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the N/A
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-15 Change Request SMIRs for CASB 21 May 2010
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APPENDIX |
Mark-up of the relevant sections of the SMIRswith suggested changes
2.1.1 Role of the Scheme Management Committee

The SMC is responsible for performing the administration and compliance functions of SEPA

Scheme Management. The role of the SMC is limited to the following:

o Adherence — the SMC shall be responsible for administering the adherence process for
becoming a Participant in the Schemes;

e Conciliation — the SMC shall be responsible for establishing and administering a conciliation
process for Participants who are unable to resolve grievances relating to the Schemes through
local dispute resolution methods; and

e Complaints — the SMC shall be responsible for investigating complaints made against
Participants for alleged breaches of the Rulebooks, evaluating such complaints and determining
appropriate sanctions against Participants who are found to be in breach.

o Appeals - the SMC shall be responsible for hearing appeals brought in respect of decisions
taken by the SMC in accordance with a fair process that is separate from the process of
decision-making at first instance.

e Oversight of the Certification Authority Supervisory Board (‘CASB’) — the SMC shall be
responsible for overseeing the activities of the CASB which has been established by the EPC in
September 2010.

The SMC has wide decision-making power in relation to the exercise of the functions outlined

above. The SMC shall be accountable to the EPC Plenary. The Chair of the SMC is required to

report to the EPC Plenary at each EPC Plenary meeting and may report to the EPC Plenary more
regularly if required. The EPC Plenary has the power to remove members of the SMC, or the SMC

as a whole in accordance with section 2.1.4.

2.1.2 SMC - Key Roles and Responsibilities

The SMC shall be responsible for performing the following functions of SEPA Scheme
Management:

e Adherence

e Conciliation

o Complaints

e Oversight of the CASB

(together, the "Compliance Functions")

o Appeals
(the "Appeals Function™)
Compliance Functions

SMC members who are not charged with carrying out the Appeals Function shall perform the
Compliance Functions of Scheme Management.

In respect of the Compliance Functions, relevant SMC members shall be responsible for performing
investigation, evaluation and decision-making functions in respect of a particular case appearing
before it. It shall be open to the SMC to carry out any or all tasks in respect of such cases either as a
whole, or to delegate the performance of its tasks to a group of such members of the SMC.

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012

Description of the suggestion:

The Latest reception of Collections (PT-04.07) may be optionally D-1 (CORE1) if agreed between
Debtor and Creditor Banks (or a community of banks).

1. Impact on the Scheme in general:

The current SEPA Core Direct Debit describes the time-cycles when a Debtor Bank has to receive
the collection at the latest before Due Date (presentation period).

The Core Scheme provides a period of 5 days (D-5) for making first collections available to
Debtor Banks. For successive payments this period is limited to 2 days (D-2). The reason for the
initial longer period is to allow Debtor Banks to execute checking services in relation to the Debtor
if wanted. In the future, as a principle the presentation periods as described will remain as default
standard (CORE).

With the introduction of Advanced Mandate Information (AMI) optional means are in place to
allow Debtor Banks to execute checking services in relation to the Direct Debit well before the due
date. All other current and potential future EU checking procedures demanded by the EU End Date
Regulation can be performed automatically within the D-1 period.

The service could cover (among others) time critical transactions, e.g. security transactions, where
the transfer of the countervalue must be arranged at the latest on an agreed settlement date. The
optional presentation period of D-1 will complete the possibilities to provide a maximum of
efficient and fast payment instruments.

Some communities may decide to use CORE1 in combination with AMI only. Other communities
may decide to use COREI even without AMI. The planned optional derogation from the CORE
rules allows banks to acquire large additional transaction volumes for the SEPA Direct Debit
Scheme by covering specific business needs of large scale direct debit users.

The following optional presentation period should be included in the scheme:
D-1/D-1 (in the following mentioned as CORE1) instead of D-5/ D-2

CORE] is optional, i.e. the Debtor Bank and the Creditor Bank (or a community of banks) have to
agree in advance whether they allow this reduction of the presentation period. If the reduced
presentation period is used, the type of the service transaction has to be indicated in the direct debit
collection.
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2. Impact on the interbank space

The following paragraphs in the SDD Core Rulebook have to be amended:

Chapter 4.3.4, Figure 4
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The first column has to be modified as follows:
D-5TD (CORE),

Optional D-1TD (CORE1)

D-2TD (CORE),

Optional D-1TD (CORE1)

Our first draft of further necessary amendments to the rulebook are outlined in the Annex to this
document.

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

The applied Presentation Period has to be indicated in DS-03 and DS-04. We recommend using
AT-20 (Local Instrument) with the following usage rule:

Presentation Period D-5 / D-2: AT-20 = CORE
Presentation Period D-1/ D-1: AT-20 = COR1<ServiceTransactionType>'

In case of COREI1 the service transaction type must be provided in AT-20. To allow for this, the
external code list of Locallnstrument has to be extended for this specific service transaction type.

Example: Reduction to 1 day for a direct debit by a security service provider to pay a purchase of
securities

<LclInstrm>
<Cd>CORI1</Cd>

</Lcllnstrm>

! The technical term for CORE1 is CORI1 as only 4 characters are allowed.
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4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter S of the Scheme Rulebooks

No Impact.

5. The nature of the suggestion

A variant, i.e. adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook element.

ELEMENTS FOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES, as the SDD Core Rulebook is concerned. But, only
the communities of banks which agree to implement the

option have to make changes. All other banks are not
affected.

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Clients in Germany with a specific business model
(Securities  trader, Insurance Companies, Utility
Companies) request a shorter lead time between transaction
initiation and actual settlement. Today’s SEPA lead times
would prevent those clients from migrating to SEPA DD
schemes or if demanded by regulation would cause a
dramatic change of their business model.

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it supports the migration of large scale direct debit
users to SEPA with no adverse effect on consumer
protection.

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes. Some communities may decide to use optionally D-1
in combination with AMI only. Other communities may
decide to optionally use to D-1 even without AMI

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes, as the optional use of COREI] is in addition to CORE
and would be adopted by certain banks or communities
only. All other time frames with respect to returns or
refund requests remain unchanged.

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes, this is a change to the respective Rulebook for SEPA
Core Direct Debits.
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ANNEX

Chapter 4.3.4, Enumeration point 3 (Changes are underlined)

If a Collection is a first or a one-off Collection, the Creditor Bank must send the Collection to
the Debtor Bank so that the Debtor Bank receives the Collection from the Creditor Bank via
the CSM at the latest five Inter-Bank Business Days before Due Date (CORE), and not earlier
than 14 Calendar Days before Due Date. Based on a bilateral or multilateral agreement
between banks the Debtor Bank may accept to receive the Collection at the latest one Inter-
Bank Business Day before Due Date (COREN).

Chapter 4.3.4, Enumeration point 4 If a Collection is a subsequent Collection, the Creditor
Bank must send the Collection to the Debtor Bank so that the Debtor Bank receives the
Collection from the Creditor Bank via the CSM at the latest two Inter-Bank Business Days
before Due Date (CORE), and not earlier than 14 Calendar Days before Due Date. Based on a
bilateral or multilateral agreement between banks the Debtor Bank may accept to receive the
Collection at the latest one Inter-Bank Business Day before Due Date (CORE1).

Chapter 4.6.4, PT-04.03, Closing day/time At the latest on D-2 Inter-Bank Business Days
for a recurrent Collection in order to allow the CSM used by the Creditor Bank to forward the
Collection to the Debtor Bank on D-2 Inter-Bank Business Days at the latest (CORE). At the
latest on D-5 Inter-Bank Business Days for a first or one-off Collection in order to allow the
CSM used by the Creditor Bank to forward the Collection to the Debtor Bank on D-5 Inter-
Bank Business Days at the latest (CORE). The following optional presentation period may be
agreed bilateral or multilateral between the Debtor and the Creditor Banks. It is essential that
the derivation from the CORE is marked in DS-03.

0 D-1/D-1 (CORE1)

If a reduced presentation period is used, the type of the service transaction has to be indicated
in the direct debit collection.

Chapter 4.6.4, PT-04.05, Closing day/time D-2 Inter-Bank Business Days at the latest for
recurrent Collections in order to allow the CSM used by the Creditor Bank to forward the
Collection to the Debtor Bank on D-2 Inter-Bank Business Days at the latest (CORE). D-5
Inter-Bank Business Days at the latest for first and one-off Collections in order to allow the
CSM used by the Creditor Bank to forward the Collection to the Debtor Bank on D-5 Inter-
Bank Business Days at the latest (CORE). The following optional presentation period may be
agreed bilateral or multilateral between Debtor and the Creditor Banks. It is essential that the
derivation from the CORE is marked in DS-04.

0 D-1/D-1 instead of D-5/D-2 (CORE1)

If a reduced presentation period is used, the type of the service transaction has to be indicated
in the direct debit collection.

In the case of late presentment by the Creditor, the Creditor Bank must replace, in agreement
with the Creditor, the outdated Due Date by a new Due Date in order to respect the time-cycle
requirements as defined in Section 4.3.



Chapter 4.6.4, PT-04.07, Closing day/time
(Core) : D-2 Inter-Bank Business Days at the latest for recurrent Collections.
D-5 Inter-Bank Business Days at the latest for first and one-off Collections.

The following optional presentation periods may be agreed between the Debtor Bank and the
Creditor Bank (or within a community of banks). It is essential that the derivation from the
CORE is marked in DS-04.

0 D-1/D-1 instead of D-5/D-2 (CORE1)

If a reduced presentation period is used, the type of the service transaction has to be

indicated in the direct debit collection.

Chapter 4.6.4, PT-04.08, Description See attribute AT-R3 for the description of the reasons
for Reject and the corresponding values of the reason code. When a rejected Collection is a
first of a recurrent series of direct debits, the Collection, if re-presented by the Creditor after
correction, must be presented respecting the shorter timeline for a successive collection of a
recurrent series of direct debits @3-23}. It is considered that the Debtor bank had the
opportunity to use the time-line specific for first Collections §3-33 at the first presentation.
When a rejected Collection is a one-off direct debit, the Collection, if re-presented by the
Creditor after correction, must be presented respecting the time-line of a one-off direct debit
B-5)- It is considered that the Debtor Bank had the opportunity to use the time-line specific
for one-off Collections @3-59 at the first presentation.

If a Debtor Bank or the CSM of the Debtor Bank is receiving collections from the Creditor
Bank and identifies that the Debtor Bank does not support the option COREI and/ or a
Specific Service Transaction Type the following reject reason defined in Chapter 4.8.53 must
be used: “Operation/ transaction code incorrect/ invalid File format”.
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1. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): Implementation in November 2011 under section 3.2.8 of the
SMIRs (in view of the absence of operational implications necessitating delay to 2012).

Description of the suggestion:
Amendment to the SMIRSin relation to SM C cost recovery models

This proposed change suggestion is aimed at ensuring that there are appropriate mechanisms
in place so that costs incurred through the execution of SMC functions can be recovered. The
analysis and proposed suggestion takes into account an overview prepared by EPC Belgian
Legal Counsel on the subject of cost recovery models under Belgian law and the relevant
practices that apply to international arbitration models.

The SMIRs do not currently allow the EPC to recover all costs incurred during its dispute
resolution proceedings from the parties involved; as the SMC foresees that its case load might
increase in the future, a modification of the rules so as to ensure that the relevant costs are
strictly regulated, will probably be necessary. This change suggestion relates to three types of
costs that are incurred during the course of dispute resolution procedures:

o administrative costs, incurred by the EPC for monitoring the relevant proceedings
(including all disbursements in connection with a particular case, for example,
postage, international courier services, telephone, faxes, copies, etc);

o experts and judges fees and expenses, including costs incurred for transportation,
lodging and clerical assistance; and

o litigation or dispute resolution costs incurred by the parties in question, including
fees and expenses of any lawyers engaged, as well as money spent on the presentation
and preparation of the case.

Currently the SMIRs apportion costs on the basis of the relevant function of the SMC to
which such costs relate. An analysis of the relevant provisions demonstrates that there are
some gaps and situations which are not covered by the SMIRs. For example, there are no
(adequate) cost provisions dealing with an unsuccessful adherence application, the recovery
of the SMC’s costs in case of an early terminated conciliation or well-founded complaint, or
the recovery of the administrative costs of the EPC during the appeals function. Specifically,
the SMIRs as currently drafted provide for the following:

. Adherence: (a) Section 2.2.7 of the SMIRs states that the EPC (and not the SMC)
reserves the right to recover costs, and that the policy of the EPC with regard to the
fees related to the adherence process will be decided upon from time to time by the
EPC Plenary; and (b) Section 2.2.9 of the SMIRs prescribes the possibility to lodge an
appeal against a rejection of the application and refers to the provisions with regard to
the SMC’s appeals function for inter alia the regulation of costs.

o Conciliation: in cases where the conciliation is between a participant and the EPC, the
costs of engaging outside conciliators will be borne by the EPC, under Section 2.3.4

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs - cost recovery model -2-
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of the SMIRs. Further, each party involved in the conciliation proceedings must bear
its own costs. This is also applicable in case of an early termination of the conciliation
process. Each party shall also equally share the SMC’s costs for the conciliation
(unless otherwise agreed, under Section 2.3.6 of the SMIRSs).

o Complaints: (a) during the investigation of a complaint, the SMC may engage any
person to carry out tasks in relation to the investigation at the cost of the EPC, under
Section 2.4.3 of the SMIRs; and (b) with regard to the evaluation of the complaint,
under Section 2.4.4, the SMC may engage a skilled person/legal professional in order
to carry out tasks relating to the evaluation of the complaint, at the cost of the EPC.
The affected participant (being the participant subject to the investigation and
evaluation) may always seek legal advice, at its own costs.

o Appeals: the costs for lodging an appeal against a decision/sanction of the SMC are
not regulated and the SMC determines whether a decision reached in complaints and
adherence matters was correct and justified. During the appeal, the SMC may engage
skilled professionals or the EPC Secretariat to carry out administrative duties, at the
cost of the EPC, under Section 2.5.1 of the SMIRs. Each participant involved in
appeals proceedings shall bear its own costs and shall equally share the SMC’s costs
(Section 2.5.6 of the SMIRS).

Bearing in mind the different systems and possibilities, the following changes to the SMIRs
are being proposed; these changes amount to a two-tier approach to cost recovery, i.e. a
combined approach based on an upfront, non-refundable administrative fee and ex post
recovery of costs by apportioning part or all of additional costs incurred by SMC or the EPC
to the relevant party or parties.

. Adherence: it is proposed to include a non-refundable and fixed application fee, which
would cover administrative expenses of the SMC (even in the case of an unsuccessful
application). This would apply for adherence applications for new schemes introduced
by the EPC Plenary or any additional activity undertaken by the SMC, so that those
who benefit by being participants in any new scheme or by being involved in any new
SMC activity will pay any direct and appropriate indirect costs involved in processing
their adherence application for such new schemes. This change will be effective as of
October 2011 onwards, unless the estimated costs are likely to be negligible.

o Conciliation, complaints and appeals: regardless of whether the conciliation process
is terminated prematurely, it is proposed to include a non-refundable advance
provision, to be paid by the claimant and to insert a provision which would allocate
the costs incurred by the SMC between the parties involved in case of an early
termination of the conciliation. In relation to complaints and appeals, it is proposed to
include a compulsory non-refundable advance provision, to be paid by the claimant
and a provision allocating the SMC’s costs between the parties. The rationale behind
these suggestions centres on the fact that the beneficiaries of these activities should be
responsible for the costs arising from them (in whole or in part); given the EPC’s core
activity to develop and design payment schemes and frameworks to realise SEPA, it
would be unreasonable for the EPC membership to subsidise such activities in normal
circumstances. Similarly, it would not be unreasonable for the participant who

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs — cost recovery model -3-
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precipitated the unresolved issue resulting in the activity in question to be responsible
in whole or in part for the payment of the internal and external costs associated with it,
except in cases where such costs prove to be immaterial, or special circumstances
dictate that recovery from a particular party would be unfair, or where the mere costs
of recovery are likely to exceed the amounts which could be recovered. Moreover,
where there are some initial administrative and handling costs involved in the various
stages of the activity, these should be recoverable in whole or in part from the party
starting the proceeding. It is therefore not unreasonable for the parties to pay to the
EPC a flat fee to cover these costs as an ‘upfront fee’ for such activities. Such a fee
could be recoverable from the other party involved in the action if the party initiating
the procedure prevails at the end of the proceedings.

It is therefore suggested that from November 2011 onwards an upfront administrative
fee in the amount of EUR 3,000 should be paid by the filing party, possibly to be
recovered from the losing party at the end of the proceedings. In the case of
conciliation, this upfront non-refundable administrative fee shall be equally split
between the two parties jointly seeking conciliation. The fee should be reviewed and
adjusted in line with actual costs incurred in the first year plus a reasonable uplift for
anticipated increase in costs in the year in question and should be adjusted
accordingly in subsequent years. Once agreed by the EPC Plenary, details of the
upfront for any particular year will be published on the EPC website together with the
basis for recovery of all other costs arising from SMC activities. As a non-profit
organisation, the EPC will commit to ensure — as part of the new rules — that there
was no material ‘profit” mark up resulting in a material gain for the EPC when setting
the upfront fee or in the final assessment of the costs to be recovered from specific
parties

In addition to the administrative costs discussed in this paragraph, the following non-
administrative costs have been identified as likely costs arising from complaint,
conciliation and appeals proceedings and it is proposed that such costs shall be
apportioned either to the losing party or divided among the parties involved based on
the principles established by the Rules of Arbitration of the International Chamber of
Commerce: legal costs of the EPC Internal Counsel and External Counsel, costs for
other external support (for example, compensation of members of the SMC Group of
Experts and external conciliators), meeting costs, expenses (including accommodation,
travel and other sundry costs), and communication costs.

It is proposed that the above-mentioned change suggestions should be reviewed annually.
We have included as Appendix | to this change request a mark-up of the relevant extracts of
the SMIRS, illustrating our proposed wording for these changes.

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs - cost recovery model -4 -
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2. ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions
with sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes - change suggestion amounts to
amendments to SMIRs

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-
benefit analysis?

Yes — please refer to description in (1) above

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives
for SEPA?

Yes — please refer to description in (1) above

Do you consider that the implementation of
the change resulting from the acceptance of
the suggestion is feasible?

Yes — please refer to proposed mark-up in
Appendix | and rationale for suggestion
above

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes — it will be implemented and applied
across the board to all participants

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

N/A

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs — cost recovery model
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APPENDIX |
Mark-up of relevant sections of the SMIRswith suggested changes

2.2  Rulesfor Adherence

2.2.7 Fees
The EPC reserves the right to recover costs. The policy of the EPC with regard to
fees and costs related to the adherence process will be decided from time to time by
the EPC Plenary. In relation to all new schemes launched after October 2011 by the
EPC, an application fee shall be payable to cover direct and indirect internal and
external EPC and SMC costs. For the avoidance of doubt, no fees provided for in
Section 2.2.7 shall be payable even in the case of unsuccessful applications. The
amount of such fee shall be set from time to time by the EPC Plenary, on the advice
of the Secretary General, and published on the EPC website.
The EPC will ensure that any fee set under this section is quantified so as to be
consistent with the costs incurred by the EPC and the EPC's status as a non-profit
organisation under Belgian law.

2.2.8 Unsuccessful Applications
The SMC may reject an application for participation in one or both of the Schemes if
an applicant fails to satisfy the eligibility criteria set out in chapter 5.4 of the
Rulebooks.
Where an application is rejected, the SMC shall provide the applicant with a letter
setting out the reasons for rejecting the application. For the avoidance of doubt, the
fees provided for in Section 2.2.7 shall be payable even in the case of unsuccessful
applications.
An applicant may not re-apply to become a Participant until 3 months after the
determination of its application by the SMC or after a determination in an appeal
begun in accordance with these Internal Rules or after a final determination of a
tribunal or court responsible for determining the case.

2.3  Conciliation Undertaken by the SMC

2.3.4 Conciliation Involving the EPC

Where conciliation involves the EPC, the conciliators shall always be individuals who
are not connected to either the EPC or to the Participant in any way. The costs of
engaging conciliators in such cases shall be determined in accordance with Section
2.3.6.

In all other respects, the conciliation proceedings shall follow the procedure set out in
this section.

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs — cost recovery model -6 -
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2.3.6 Costs
An upfront, non-refundable administrative fee of EUR 3,000 will be payable to the
EPC upon initiation of the proceeding, by the Scheme Participant initiating the
proceeding, to cover basic administrative costs, This fee will be recoverable from the
losing party, as appropriate. This fee will be reviewed and adjusted in line with any
actual costs incurred in the first year plus a reasonable profit for anticipated increases
in costs in the year in question and will be adjusted accordingly in subsequent years.
The EPC will ensure that any fee set under this section is quantified so as to be
consistent with the costs incurred by the EPC and the EPC's status as a non-profit
organisation under Belgian law.
The fee shall be equally split between the two parties where they are both jointly
seeking conciliation.
In addition, any relevant non-administrative costs incurred during the course of the
proceedings shall be apportioned either to the losing party, or divided between the
parties based on the principles established by the Rules of Arbitration of the
International Chamber of Commerce.
Where the conciliation is terminated before either a settlement is reached or before the
conciliators close the conciliation, the above-mentioned principles shall still apply.

24  Complaints Submitted tothe SMC

2.4.3 Investigation of Complaints

The SMC may nominate a group of members of the SMC to investigate and evaluate
a complaint.

The SMC shall as soon as possible notify the Affected Participant that it is subject to
investigation by the SMC. The Affected Participant may be required to cease any
activity that could constitute conduct suspected of being in breach of one or both of
the Rulebooks.

Members investigating the complaint may in the course of the investigation call for
such information and documentation from the Affected Participant as may be relevant
for determining whether a breach of a Rulebook has taken place. The Affected
Participant shall use reasonable efforts to provide such information to the relevant
SMC members as is within the Affected Participant's possession, custody or control.

The SMC may additionally require the Affected Participant to give all reasonable
assistance in the course of the SMC investigation. A failure to provide such assistance
shall be deemed to be a breach of Scheme rules and may therefore be actionable in
accordance with this section.

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs - cost recovery model -7 -
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In addition, in the course of the investigation, relevant SMC members may consult
Participants as well as end-users and suppliers and may call for information and
documentation from such bodies, liaising through Scheme Participants.

Members investigating the complaint may engage any person in order to carry out
tasks related to the investigation at the cost of the EPC and within the budget of the
EPC. The SMC may also engage a legal professional to give legal advice on any
aspects of the investigation. Where this is done, the cost incurred by the EPC may be
added by the SMC to the costs payable under section 2.4.8 below.

Costs

An upfront, non-refundable administrative fee of EUR 3,000 will be payable by the
complainant to the EPC, upon lodging the complaint, to cover basic administrative
costs, This fee will be recoverable from the losing party, as appropriate. This fee will
be reviewed and adjusted in line with any actual costs incurred in the first year plus a
reasonable profit for anticipated increases in costs in the year in question and will be
adjusted accordingly in subsequent years.

The EPC will ensure that any fee set under this section is quantified so as to be
consistent with the costs incurred by the EPC and the EPC's status as a non-profit
organisation under Belgian law. In addition, any relevant non-administrative
costs incurred during the course of the proceedings shall be apportioned either to the
losing party, or divided between the parties based on the principles established by the
Rules of Arbitration of the International Chamber of Commerce.

Appeals
Costs

An upfront, non-refundable administrative fee of EUR 3,000 will be payable to the
EPC upon lodging the appeal, by the party filing the appeal in question, to cover basic
administrative costs, This fee will be recoverable from the losing party, as appropriate.
This fee will be reviewed and adjusted in line with any actual costs incurred in the
first year plus a reasonable profit for anticipated increases in costs in the year in
question and will be adjusted accordingly in subsequent years.

The EPC will ensure that any fee set under this section is quantified so as to be
consistent with the costs incurred by the EPC and the EPC's status as a non-profit
organisation under Belgian law. In addition, any relevant non-administrative
costs incurred during the course of the proceedings shall be apportioned either to the
losing party, or divided between the parties based on the principles established by the
Rules of Arbitration of the International Chamber of Commerce.

EPC187-10-17 SMIRs — cost recovery model -8-
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LSG PROPOSALSFOR CHANGESTO SEPA PAYMENT SCHEMES

Name of contributor:
Organisation:
Address:

Contact details:
Your reference:

Scheme and document
and version number:

Date:

For information:

EPC Legal Support Group (the "L SG")

European Payments Council (the "EPC")

[]

[]

[]

(1) Credit Transfer Scheme Rulebook - verson 5.0 (the "SCT
Rulebook™); and

(2) Core Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook — version 5.0 (the "Core
Scheme Rulebook™).

referred to together as the "Rulebooks".

[ 1] March 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation
to submit a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in
accordance with the rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme
Management Internal Rules’ available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?
documents_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION
Suggested launch date: (if any): [November 2011]

Description of the suggestion:

Amendment to theterm " Customer" in each of the Rulebooks®

The usage of the defined term "Customer” in the Rulebooks is inconsistent and the LSG proposes
that the inconsistency be rectified.

"Customer" is defined in the SCT Rulebook and the Core Scheme Rulebook as a person that is not
a bank. These Rulebooks use the defined term "Customer” in certain places and in certain other
places an undefined term "customer” (i.e. with a lowercase "c"). The difference between the two
terms seems to be that the undefined term "customer™ does not exclude banks.

In our view, in certain places where the defined term "Customer” is used, banks should not be
excluded, such as, for example, in the SCT Rulebook when a bank is acting as Originator and is
not acting as Originator Bank.

Change proposal - general
In order to rectify this the LSG would propose as follows, subject to the anomalies set out below:

e that in Chapters 0-3 of the SCT Rulebook and the Core Scheme Rulebook all uses of the
term "Customer"” be changed to "customer" so that its meaning is not restricted to the
definition, which excludes banks; and

e that the current distinction between the terms "Customer™ and "customer" in Chapters 4-7
and Annexes of the SCT Rulebook and the Core Scheme Rulebook be left as it is.

Change proposal - anomalies

The instances where the general approach set out in bullets above is not appropriate and that an
alternative approach should be adopted are set out below:

Section Comment

SCT Rulebook | 0.5.1 The reference to "Customer-to-bank™ messages at paragraph 4
should remain as it is so that the recommended Guidelines only
apply to bank-customers and the Rulebook is silent on messages
between bank-customers and banks. Bank-customers are likely to
use SWIFT as a means of messaging so we do not think that the
Guidelines would be appropriate to them.

2.2 The term "Customer™ at bullet 4 should remain as the capitalised
defined term so that Participants' discretion to exchange instructions
and advices on a non-electronic basis does not apply in the case of
bank-customers.

! This proposal follows the LSG's proposal no. 9 of the change proposals already submitted.

EPC187-10-18 LSG change proposals - amendment to the term Customer 28 February 2010




4.5

The term "Customer™ throughout section 4.5 should be amended to
state "customer™ unless it appears at the start of a phrase so that
non-bank customers are not excluded from the "datasets".
Specifically, this applies to sections 4.5, 4.5.1 (DS-01), 4.5.4 (DS-
04)

4.6.1

The defined term "Customer™ in the attribute details for AT-20
should be changed to the undefined term "customer" in order to
clarify that the identification of an account using an IBAN/BBAN is
not restricted to non-bank customers.

5.4

The references to "Customer™ should be substituted with
"customer™ so that the eligibility requirements are not restricted to
the provision of services to non-bank customers.

Section

Comment

Core Scheme
Rulebook

051

The reference to "customer-to-bank™ messages at paragraph 4
should be changed to "Customer-to-bank™ messages so that the
recommended Guidelines only apply to bank-customers and the
Rulebook is silent on messages between bank-customers and banks.
This will bring the Core Scheme Rulebook in line with the change
proposal for section 0.1.5 of the SCT Rulebook.

4.3.2

The reference to "Customer™ at bullet 4 should be changed to
"customer”. Currently, a debit can be executed later if a Debtor
Bank cannot debit the Debtor's account on the Due Date where the
"Customer™ has insufficient funds/additional checks are required.
This should include non-bank customers and therefore the defined
term should be changed to the undefined term.

47 and
47.7

The reference to "Bank to Customer Direct Debit Information at
DS-06 should be amended to state "Bank to customer Direct Debit
Information so that banks are not excluded from DS-06.

4.8.53

Against the field "Value range" it is stated that: "The reasons for the
Reject, Return or Refund by the Creditor Bank need not be
specified, they are left to a bilateral agreement between Creditor's
bank and its Customer (Creditor)." It reference to a "Customer"
here should be changed to "customer™ so that the option for a
bilateral agreement does not exclude bank customers.

The bold text used above is intended for emphasis only and is not intended to be incorporated into

the Rulebooks.

EPC187-10-18 LSG change proposals - amendment to the term Customer 28 February 2010




2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

No, but none of the suggestions are believed to involve
operational expense for the Scheme Participants

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives
for SEPA?

Yes

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes

EPC187-10-18 LSG change proposals - amendment to the term Customer 28 February 2010
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for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

Template

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of EPC Legal Support Group

contributor:

Organisation: EPC

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and SCT Rulebook v5.0

document
and version
number:

Date:

For This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a
information:  suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’

available

Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?documents

id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):
Description of the suggestion:
Clarification on the SCT Recall procedure

This Change Request aims at clarifying the way in which a Beneficiary Bank may charge a fee for
an SCT Recall. It is suggested that in section 4.4 of the SCT Rulebook it is no longer mentioned
that the Beneficiary Bank can deduct a fee from the returned amount. The sentence is to be
reworded to state that a Beneficiary Bank may charge a fee to the Originator Bank. This is in order
to be compliant with the Payment Services Directive.

The mark-up of section 4.4 of the SCT Rulebook is presented in Appendix | of this document.
Wherever possible, please indicate:

1. Impact on the Scheme in general

2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-19 LSG Change Request for SCT Recalls 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes.
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit |No.
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes.
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes.
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes.
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the Yes.
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-19 LSG Change Request for SCT Recalls 21 May 2010



EPC187-10-19 Appendix |
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SEPA CREDIT TRANSFER

SCHEME RULEBOOK

Extract from the Credit Transfer Rulebook mar ked to show proposed
L SG change made to Section 4.4.

UK-2674288-v2A -1- 70-40004504



4.4 Exception Processing Flow

]

A Recall occurs when the Originator Bank requests to cancel a SEPA Credit Transfer. The
Recall procedure must be initiated by the Originator Bank within 10 Banking Business Days
after execution date of the SCT subject to the Recall. The Recall procedure can be initiated
only by the Originator Bank, which may do it on behalf of its customer. Before initiating the
Recall procedure, the Originator Bank has to check if the SCT(s) are subject to one of the
reasons listed below

A bank may initiate a Recall procedure for following reasons only:
* Duplicate sending

* Technical problems resulting in erroneous SCT(s)

* Fraudulent originated Credit Transfer

The main characteristics of a Recall (DS-05&DS-06) are:

» the returned amount may differ from the Original Amount of the Credit Transfer
Instruction. The Beneficiary Bank may decide to charge a fee to the Originator Bank .

» the Recall message is routed through the same path taken by the original credit transfer, with
no alteration of the data contained in the original credit transfer.

* a record of the relevant data relating to the initial credit transfer, sufficient to provide an
audit trail, is included

* Recall messages contain a reason code (attribute AT-48, see below)

If initiated before settlement, the recall will lead to a cancellation, according to the CSM’s
own procedures agreed with its participants. If initiated after settlement, the recall will be
forwarded by the CSM.

The step by step process flow for a Recall (PR02) is given in a foregoing Section 4.3.2

It is the decision of the Beneficiary Bank if it wants to charge a return fee to the Originator
Bank or not. For this purpose, a field is dedicated in the return message. This practice is
limited to the recall procedure only and has under no circumstances effect on the normal
return as defined in the SCT rulebook. It is purely limited and restricted for recalls only.

UK-2674288-v2A -2- 70-40004504
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Template

for proposing a suggestion for a changein a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of EPC Secretariat
contributor:

Organisation: EPC

Address:

Contact
details:

Your
reference:

Scheme and SCT Rulebook v5.0

documeqt SDD Core Rulebook v5.0

and version

number: SDD B2B Rulebook v3.0

Date: 24 February 2011

For This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit

information:  a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’

available on the EPC

Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?documen

ts id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33 Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu  secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
Minor changes as indicated in the below table:

Rulebook Section | Change Request

SCT #0.1 Document reference [13] The convention on credit transfer in euro
should be deleted from the table as it has been declared obsolete

SDD  Core | All The Identification code of the Creditor Reference Party (AT-39) should
and B2B relevant | be mandatory when AT-38 Name of the Creditor Reference Party is
datasets | used

SDD  Core | #4.7.2, Legal text (from the heading of the mandate) on authorisation and
and B2B DS-01 Refund right should be added in clear text in DS-01

SDD B2B #4.7.4 AT-12 (BIC code of the Creditor Bank) is missing and should be added

(DS-03) AT-17 (type of mandate) is missing and should be added

SDD B2B All AT-55 missing from the whole Rulebook and should be added in the
relevant | relevant datasets.
datasets

SDD B2B #4.8.54, | Return reason for “Debtor is not a corporate” is missing and should be
AT-R3 added

SDD Core Chapter | Definition of “EONIA Interest Rate” to be amended.
7

SCT #4.4 Return procedure to be clarified as regards to losses that might occur as
a result of a currency conversion in case of funds having been credited
to a non-euro currency account and returned to Originator upon
Beneficiary request..

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element).

EPC187-10-20 Minor changes SCT, SDD Core, SDD B2B 21 May 2010
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2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit |No
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the Yes
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-20 Minor changes SCT, SDD Core, SDD B2B 21 May 2010



EACT COVERLETTER TO EPC ON CHANGE REQUESTS FOR 2012CYCLE
Executive summary

In previous CSF meetings, the EC and the EPC observed that the EACT had not submitted formal Change
Requestsfor all the points discussed informally at CSF meetings and Workshops .

EACT committed to present Change Requests for “all outstanding issues’ before February 28, end date for
the 2012 Change cycle.

Theproposed SEPA Regulation of course has animpact on planned RB Change Requests until we see
what comes out of the EU Parliament .

Our position about the proposed Regulation is known . We have not submitted CR on the same issues
treated in the Regulation and its Annex .

Our Change Requests are classified as:
- Old Change Requests re-submitted
- New Change Requests

Old Change Requests

Wehavereviewed all Change Requestsinthe 2010-2011 cycle, presented by us and others, that were not
accepted at thetimethat ,in our view, have merit and should be reconsidered .

We indicate them in this document but do not re-submit them.

New Change Requests

Theseare “old issues’ that were discussed with the EPC on various occasions but were never presented
as Change Requests.

We anticipate that most of these will be discarded by the EPC as being “ out of scope” or requiring further
analysis .That'sfine...we decided to present them anyway because“Verba Volant, Scripta Manent...”
Our discussions and informal documents are largely unknown,

SEPA Change Requests remain “on record” .

Some CR haveto do with aB2B SCT Rulebook , a EACT proposal to improve automatic reconciliation.
We expect these to bergected as CR but to be evaluated in the context of the

Task Force and the survey that the last EPC Plenary decided to launch ( to date we have not been
involved...) .

The CR require to make mandatory afew fields in payment initiation ( and DS 01) , extending the 140
remittance field and making sure banks report remittance information in a standard form .

Of course, wearein favor of end-to-end 1SO 20022 standardization which is ( partly) supported by the
proposed Directive but “contested” by the EPC .

Changes introduced by proposed SEPA Regulation

The proposed SEPA Regulation would make mandatory anumber of requests which were presented in the
past by the EACT/EUC and BEUC but werergected by the EPC .



SDD
The Annex specifies that all banks, on debtor’s demand , must offer the following services

- check each collection against limit instructed by debtor or periodicity or both
- in SDD with no refund clause (“Fixed Amount” and B2B ) check each collection against amount
in mandate
- check collections against black or white list
Itis not clear if these requirements demand changes in the Rulebooks or impact debtor banks
in the relationship with their customers, outside the scope of EPC RB . The only difference from an AOS is
that all banks must be ready to offer the service, if the law so requires.

NEW CHANGE REQUESTS (1toll)

1. BIC

The PSD as well asthe proposed Regulation does not mandate the BIC of beneficiary to befilled by
bank customers.

Therecent EPC Survey on IBAN/BIC shows that end users accept theinevitability of IBAN but object to
additionally having to usethe BIC and have problems with it . Many banks accept the point and take care of
BIC themselves but , asit stand today , thefield is mandatory in PAIN and SEPA C2B Implementation
Guide. A clear decision should be made

Change Request N 1

2.UEI ( Unique Entity Identifier )

It is becoming increasingly clear that the lack of a unique identifier for non-bank stakeholdersis a problem
...both from a security ( AML , existing IBAN /wrong payee) ) and customer STP point of view

SEPA was forced to adopt a partial solution in SDD ( Creditor Reference) but national codes

create a problem of control by creditor banks when a corporate operates outside his home country.

For end users, at least in B2B , the mandatory use of a UEI would have a tremendous positive impact on
security of payments and on automatic reconciliation of receivables, a not-yet-resolved top priority of
corporates .

One ( easier) way could beto extend the use of the creditor referenceto SCT for all (corporate) users .
Thiswould help domestically but create problems cross border .

A more general solution to the problem would be to adopt Intrastat VAT numbers, which are already used
by corporates and banks ( ?) and can be checked EU —wide.

Weredlizethisissueis not considered in ( “current” ) scope of the EPC ( eventhoughit acted onitin
SDD) but wethink thetime is now ripe to solve the problem collaboratively , in the SEPA areaif not world-
wide.

Change Request N 2.

It will beruled out as “out of scope”’ but , at least, this critical issue will be publicized . Hopefully some
headway could be made in the SEPA Council .

3-6. New Rulebook for SCT B2B and changesin B2B SDD

The EPC has decided to run a survey to verify the need for a B2B SCT protocol primarily to allow automatic
reconciliation of incoming SCT with Receivables .

Theissueinvolves a) identification of payer (UEI) b) remittanceinformation ( mandatory) c) bank
reporting of remittance information .

EPC’ position to datewas that a) the matter of end to end standardization and reconciliation is out-of-scope
b) corporate end users don't say to have areconciliation aproblem ¢) SEPA already solves the problem.



The proposed Regulation brings end-to-end standar dization within the scope of EPC.

EPC Plenary has appointed a TF to find out about the B2B reconciliation issues.

A similar problem about remittance and reconciliation exists for SDD B2B, where creditor reference at least
is mandatory ( but is reported to the beneficiary ?)

Change RequestsN 3to 6

They will berejected as*”out of scope” but the overall issue will be publicized.

Hopefully, some headway could be made in the SEPA Council and inthe new mixed EPC-EACT Task
Force (amarket survey to determine need...)

7. Extended Remittance | nfor mation

Thisisthe other aspect of the*reconciliation problem” .

The majority of corporate prefers remittance information to be carried and reported by banks with the
payment.... In some cases, given the amount of remittance information, thisis not feasible or practical and
separate Remittance Advice is sent with a reference to the payment.

Today thereis no recognized standard “remittanceinfo.” or “remittance advise” .

SEPA has implemented the 1SO remittance field with the limitation of the 140 chrs.

SO 20022 itself has not been sufficiently tested by end usersin this respect .

The Finnish community has adopted a SEPA AOS . Past Change Requests asking for a change of the SEPA
standard have been rgected .

Wethink that ,alsoin light of the proposed Regulation, the EPC should reconsider theissue and
launch aTF to clearly identify requirements with end usersthe and come up with an acceptable
standard solution.

Side B of theissue, as mentioned, before, is how banks will report the remittance information which is
directly relevant for automatic reconciliation.

Changerequest N 7 : ask that Finnish AOS be adopted as standard SEPA

8. IBAN of payer reported to payee
The Annex of proposed Regulation lists mandatory information payer must send and PSP transport to the
payeein accordance with national laws implementing Directive 95/46/EC.
Point 2iii) indicates nameand/or IBAN of payer.
Will the EPC modify the Rulebooks or banks will be just obliged to do outside it, outside of the Rulebooks,
in those countries where legislation allows it ?
Change request was regjected in 2009 cycle . Resubmitted
Change Request N 8

9.Acceptance date

The PSD (art. 38 and 47) mandates PSP to transport to the payee “thedate or receipt” or “debit
date’ of the payment order .

The Finnish banking community had adopted an AOS which transports the ACCEPTANCE DATE.

It amounts ( more or less) to the same. ...

The EACT supported the Finnish AOS and would like to see it as a standard featureinthe RB .
Already submitted in 2009 Change Cycle and rgjected . Re-submitted

Changerequest N 9

10. Originator bank’stransaction reference

There are two transaction references that come into play in the payment cycle : the originator and the
originator's bank reference.

Today the SCT Rulebook transport only the originator’s reference.



Annex point 2 cv) requires payer’s PSP to transport to other PSD also the originator bank’s reference
Change Request N 10

11. SDD : adopt 1SO 20022 Mandate

Because of AMI and theinformation requirements mandated by the Annex of Proposed Regulation , the
content of the SEPA mandate should be extended .

In previous Change Request cycle, ABI and others have already requested adoption of the SO mandate
which includes the missing data dements.

EACT intend to resubmit the Request

Change Request N 11

12. SDD : New Reason Code for reject in SDD B2B

A SDD B2B can bergected by the debtor bank because the debtor’ s account , unknown to the creditor ( and
the debtor..) has been classified by as “Consumer”

Change Request N 12

13. Make mandatory reection/return code ‘Unrecognized | nitiating M arty’

We support NL comment to cycle 2011 Change Request 3.2 .by the French community

That request for a new return code was classified b “ A convenient |SO code already exists, whichis
currently not used, i.e. BEO4 “ Unrecognized I nitiating Party”).

NL request .. it would be preferable to make the check on valid Creditor ID mandatory ....Validity of a
Creditor ID must be checked by Creditor bank

Change Request N 13

OLD CHANGE REQUESTS (141t020)
We do not submit new Change Requests but indicate support for these Change Requests, comments or
recommendations that were made in previous cycles

14. Support ABI proposal ( expressed in connection with Change Request 3.3 by Skagenfund in 2011
cycle ...“ norefund under certain conditions’ (rejected e)

ABI was against rejection because ....

This proposal should go beyond the change request and should lead to the devel opment of a new SDD
Scheme which allows Creditors with credits connected to financial instruments to use SEPA Schemesis
considered necessary. Without such a Scheme, these Creditors, whaose activity is out of scope of the PSD,
would continue using legacy instruments for direct debits.

A new SDD Scheme should not include the 8 weeks refund right for specific collections linked to
transactions which are not subject to the PSD obligations (such as, for example, collective investment
undertakings).

SPS comment: The comment is noted. The SDD Core Schemeis entirely compatible with the PSD.

15. Support proposal by Swiss banking community 3.4in 2011 Cycle“ Regjects of collections’
(rgected €)

It was suggested that the rules for handling the mandate data in case of a Rgect (and also
Return/Refund/Reversal) should be described in detail in the EPC-Rulebook or in the EPC Implementation
Guidelines.

16. Support ABI’'s 2011 cycle suggestion concerning AMI Adoption (3.8)

“ Dueto the presence of the specific attribute ‘ The reason for amendment of the Mandate (AT-24, DS-14),
it is suggested that the amendment process description isincluded in the Rulebooks and it is stated that
AMI messages could be also used for the amendment of mandates.

Thisis particularly important for the B2B scheme, in which the Debtor Bank has to contact the Debtor to
obtain the confirmation of the correctness of the mandate related information.



Wedon't agree with SPS's comment: This suggestion isrejected asthe AMI procedure is a procedure that
take place before the transaction and must have no influence on the transaction itself.

17. Support ABI ‘s 2011 cycle suggestion (N. 4) re. AMI

“ We consider it is necessary to envisagerulesfor casesin which the Debtor is

infor med of the AMI request after the cut off time (10 days) or in which the

debtor Bank doesn’'t answer within the cut off time.

SPS's comment: This suggestion isrejected as it would be a major change to the feature.

If considered appropriate, this suggestion could be introduced as a Suggestion for Change in the next
change cycle.

18. Support ABI’s 2011 cycle suggestion( N. 5) re. AMI

It is suggested that the Service L evel Agreement is defined by the EPC,
instead of leaving it to bilateral agreements.
SPS Comment: SLAS cannot be defined by the EPC because there may be as many as couples of banks
exchanging AMI messages. Additional services rendered in the interbank space are, clearly, not the matter
of responsibility of the EPC.

19. Support ABI’'ssuggestion in 2011 Cycle ( N. 6) to reduce bank days for collectionin AMI
Considering that all checks on the mandate are performed through AMI, it is suggested to reducethe 5

I nter-Bank Business Days before settlement for sending of the first/one-off collection and the 2 I nter -
Bank Business Days for recurrent collectionsto 1 Inter-Bank Business Day, or at least reducethe 5
Inter-Bank Business Days before settlement for sending of the first/one-off

collection to 2 Inter-Bank Business Days.

SPS ‘s comment: The suggestion isrejected as the AMI procedure is a procedure that takes place before the
transaction and must have no influence on the transaction itself.

20. Support BEUC request in 2011 cyclethat SEPA’s mandate include additional data
a specific BEUC comment was...
In cycle 2012 , EACT issubmitting a Changerequest to adopt the SO mandate .

Wedo not agree with SPS comment at thetime : ” The SDD Fixed Amount Scheme will not specify the
dates of first and last collections nor the number of collections allowed as such a feature isincompatible
with daily practice of exchanging goods and services paid for by direct debits ( ???7?)

A consumer who authorizes a biller (creditor) to collect payments by direct debit in the vast majority of
instances has not determined at this point the exact period of time during which the consumers wishesto
receive and pay for the goods or services; e.g. it would be impossible for the consumer upon signing the
mandate to specify the date of the last collection (??7??).

the consumer, however, isfree to cancel a mandate at any point in time.

Milan, 28.02.2011

Gianfranco Tabasso
EACT Payments Commission



Doc:EPC187-10-21

(Version 0.1)

a2
-::“_ European
*Q?," * Payments Council

28 February 2011
KR/AM

Template EACT 1CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SCT RB ( EPC 125-05 SCT RB v. 4.1) and C2B Implementation Guide ( EPC
132-08

C2B CTIG v. 5.0)

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a

suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the

rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’

available on the EPC Website:

http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documents
id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu



http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/�
mailto:Richard.Cordero@eact.eu�
mailto:Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup.it�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge_bank_detail.cfm?documents_id=155�

1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):
Description of the suggestion:

Rulebooks should not require the payee' sBIC ( AT 23) to be a mandatory field in SCT DS 01.
Same change in SEPA SCT Implementation Guide of 1SO PAIN

PSD , Regulation 924/2009 and proposed new SEPA Regulation do not mandate originators to
input BIC in payment/collection initiation.

BIC should be present in the interbank link but could be added by originators banks (as some
already do) .

Results of EPC Survey on IBAN/ BIC show that corporates making euro payments have problems
with BIC and do not see the need for themto find , maintain and check this additional bank ID .
BIC are assigned and used by banks as an internal routing code .End users fedl that banks are (
or should be) in a better position, to match a correct BIC to an IBAN and assume responsibility
for it. Thefact that many banks already do it on a voluntary basisis proof of its feasibility.

Asfor “ economics’, asking corporates to do what banks are already bound to do to ensure
interbank interoperability, means doubling the cost for society at large.

No one has run a survey to quantify the investment and running cost of 23 million European
corporates for maintaining up to date BIC in their ERP, but there is no doubt that they would be
significant. And, what’s more, it is doubtful that increases efficiency of payments ( payments
rejected and repaired)

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  NO
2. Impact on the interbank space NO

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards) YES

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-21 EACT Change Request 1



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

NO, but it is apparent that corporate cost for managing
BIC would be in addition to bank costs

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would make it easier for end users to adopt SEPA
instruments

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, the fact that many banks do it already on a voluntary
basis provesthat it isfeasible

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

NO, to the contrary

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

YES

EPC187-10-21 EACT Change Request 1
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

Adopt a Unique Entity Identifier ( UEI ) for corporate payers and payees in connection with
Change Request N 2t0 5 to beused in all payment types ( SCT and SDD )

SCT

AT 24 of DS01 ( Beneficiary Identification Code) in SCT Rulebook and field 2.79 of 1SO
PAIN in CTIG.

AT 10 ( Originator Identification Code) of DS 01 and AT 05 ( Remittance Information)in SCT
RB and 2.19 and 2.98 of SCT Implementation Guide

And all related “ reference parties’
SDD

AT 27 ( Debtor Identification Code) in DS03 of RB and 2.72 ( Debtor |dentification Code :
either a corporate or a physical personID ) in 1G
Samefor fieldsof debtor’'s”reference party” and creditor’s “ reference party”

AT 02 ( Creditor Referenceof ) DS03in Coreand B2B SDD RB
And all related “ reference parties’

ARGUMENTS

CORPORATES

The EPC already requiresa” Creditor Reference” ( AT 02 of DS03 of Core SDD RB) for SDD
and banking communities have chosen their ID in compliance with ECP’ s guidelines published in
the Rulebooks.

This Creditor 1D identifies only corporates who act as creditors in SDD ( alimited number) .

We see two options to implement this change....

OPTION 1 : adopt Creditor ID for all corporates either as payer or payee ( and their
reference parties) engaged in payments of all types

CAVEAT

Current Creditor ID seems to have the drawback that , as a national ID, , cannot easily be
checked by originators and beneficiaries banks not based in same country that issued theID .

OPTION 2 (tobediscussed) : adopt an ID code which is already used EU-wide and can be
checked cross-border. A possible candidate is VAT Intrastat

EACT and other representative organizations would commit to promote acceptance of the UEI
among corporates

EPC187-10-22 EACT Change Request 2



PHISICAL PERSONS.

An D for physical persons should be the subject of a separate debate.

A major consideration iswhich ID banks have in their reference tables as part of their KYC . e.g.
Tax ID of accountsowners

OUTCOME OF THIS CHANGE REQUEST

This Change Request will be rejected by the SPS Group for being out of scope.

Nevertheless, it issubmitted in order to publicize the issue and open a public debate ( a good
one for SEPA Council agenda)

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  NO

2. Impact on the interbank space NO banks arerequired by PSD and RB to transfer all
information provided in the payment order

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards) YES

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-22 EACT Change Request 2



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Corporates: No comprehensive EU study available on
quantitative benefits for corporates from using standard
ID codesto identify each other in payments . Standard IDs
are already used on invoices and other documents of the
physical supply chain . Plenty of evidence exists in case
studies on huge savings of automatic reconciliation made
possible by ID and remittance standardization ( see CAST
studies et alia)

Banks: transporting and reporting available information
is required by law.

The cost of checking I1Ds can only be evaluated by banks.
Cost of checking payee's ID against account owner and
IBAN isoutside EPC’s scheme

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would increase safety of SCT and facilitate
acceptance by end users ( corporate and consumes)

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, the time is ripe for a decision at EU level.
The choice of IDs which are already in use would speed
up adoption

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

NO, if chosen I D can be verified cross border

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

YES, the schemesincludethe use of IDs

EPC187-10-22 EACT Change Request 2
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

SCT

RB should make mandatory field AT 24 of DS01 ( Beneficiary Identification Code) in SCT
Rulebook and field 2.79 of ISOPAIN in CTIG.

The optionality of thisfield isa major obstacle for the security/traceability of payments

EACT and other end-user representatives request that thisfield be checked by beneficiary' s
banks when crediting a SCT to make surethe beneficiary “ matches’ the indicated I1BAN, i.e.
,the amount is credited to the “ intended beneficiary” who is the account owner or has power of
attorney on the account identified by the IBAN .

End user organizations would play their part in ensuring that corporates originating the payment
fill thisfield

What ID to usein thisfield is a separate question ( out of scope of the EPC) .
Theissue splits intwo : ID for corporates and for physical persons
See EACT Change Request N2 ( UEI)

OUTCOME OF CHANGE REQUEST

This Change Request will bereected by the SPS Group for being out of scope.
Nevertheless it issubmitted in order to publicize the issue ( a good one the SEPA Council
agenda ) and open a debate which could lead to a...

New SCT B2B Scheme

Adoption of ID for corporatesonly isnot compatible with current SCT scheme which does not
distinguish between a corporate and physical person ( no separate fields).

The B2B scheme would encompass all Change Request 2-6

or

B2B SLA asaRB option
Where the two partiesto a transaction are corporate and fill the beneficiary ID fields, banks, as
a serviceto their customers ( and to creditors) will check beneficiary 1D

or

Community AOS
In banking communities who agree to use a corporate I D in payments, beneficiary banks
engage to check the beneficiary ID if provided by the originator.
This does not create any obstacle to the EU-wide functioning of the SCT scheme,
Cross border originatorsof SCT will not usethe ID and local bankswill not check it

EPC187-10-23 EACT Change Request 3



Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  NO

2. Impact on the interbank space NO banks arerequired by PSD and RB to transfer all
information provided in the payment order

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards) YES

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-23 EACT Change Request 3



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

NO, cost analysis can only be made by banks.
Cost of checking payee's ID against account owner and
IBAN isoutside EPC's scheme

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would increase safety of SCT and facilitate
acceptance by end users ( corporate and consumes)

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, prePSD and also today many banks check
consistency of Name and IBAN . A code instead of text

would facilitate this check

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

NO, to the contrary

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

YES

EPC187-10-23 EACT Change Request 3
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

SCT

Make mandatory two “ optional fields’ of AT 10 ( Originator Identification Code) of DS 01
and AT 05 ( Remittance Information)in SCT RB and 2.19 and 2.98 of SCT Implementation
Guide

The presence of thisinformation would greatly benefit AML control and automatic
reconciliation of incoming paymentswith Accounts Receivables

Originator 1D code

Same arguments asfor Change Request N 2 .....

Remittance information :without any information on the content of the payment , beneficiary
will have great difficulty to reconcile incoming payments.

Physical persons can usethe unstructured field : in today’ s e-banking system some narrative,
(likereason for payment ) isnormally used by payer to remind himself and inform the
beneficiary .

COMMENT

This change Request will berejected by the SPS Group as being Out of Scope
Neverthelessit is submitted in order to publicize the issue ( a good one for SEPA Council agenda)
and to open the debate on ...

New SCT B2B Scheme
or

B2B SLA and a SEPA option
or

Community AOS

The SPS should consider that thisrequest could be adopted as a Community AOS and not impede
in any way the functioning of the SCT scheme EU-wide.

If a community usesan ID to identify corporates and originatorsfill the two fields, beneficiary
banks could very well engage to report it .

Cross border originators are free to fill the two fields and use their 1D

A community AOSwill probably also be a Channel AOSasresidents are likely to use a domestic
delivery channel (e.g. CBI inltaly, ISABEL in Belgium, etc).

In any case the AOS s channel independent

Bank Reporting

Making sure unique originator ID and remittance information are transferred with the payment
isonly thefirst step toward improvement of reconciliation . Thereal test is with standardized bank
reporting of thisinformation. But thisis currently out of scope

EPC187-10-24 EACT Change Request 4



Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  NO

2. Impact on the interbank space NO, banksarerequired by PSD and RB to transfer
all information provided in the payment order

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards) YES

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-24 EACT Change Request 4



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES ...but initially could be a community AOS or a RB
Option

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

The high cost of reconciliation of SCT by corporate with
current legacy systems and SEPA ( whichis no
improvement with current RB rules ) is well documented
in corporate literature There is evidence that NO, cost
analysis can only be made by banks.

Cost of checking payer’s ID against account owner and
IBAN isoutside EPC's scheme

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would increase safety of SDD and facilitate
acceptance by end users ( corporate and consumes)

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, prePSD and also today many banks check
consistency of Namewith IBAN . A code instead of text

would facilitate this check

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?
Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-24 EACT Change Request 4
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012

Description of the suggestion:

SDD CORE and B2B

RB should make mandatory field AT 22 in DS03 of RB ( Remittance information ) and
fields 2.89 or 2.90 in SDD B2B Implementation Guide .

This Change Request mirrors SCT CR N 3 for SCT

Except that the originator’s ID (in thiscase, the Creditor Reference) is already a mandatory
field in SDD

ARGUMENTS

Sameasfor SCT CR N 3....help automatic reconciliation

Wherever possible, please indicate:

1.
2.

Impact on the Scheme in general  NO

Impact on the interbank space NO banks arerequired by PSD and RB to transfer all
information provided in the payment order

Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards) YES

Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-25 EACT Change Request 5



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

NO, cost analysis can only be made by banks.
Cost of checking payee's ID against account owner and
IBAN isoutside EPC's scheme

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would increase safety of SCT and facilitate
acceptance by end users ( corporate and consumes)

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, prePSD and also today many banks check
consistency of Name and IBAN . A code instead of text

would facilitate this check

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

NO, to the contrary

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

YES

EPC187-10-25 EACT Change Request 5
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(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document
and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SEPA CORE SDDRB 4.1 and CORE SDD C2B Implementation Guides
4.0
SEPA B2B SDD RB 2.1 and B2B Implementation Guide 2.0

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012

Description of the suggestion:

CORE and B2B

Make mandatory AT 27 ( Debtor Identification Code) in DS 03 of RB
and 2.72 ( Debtor Identification Code: either a corporate or a physical person ID ) in1G
Samefor fieldsof debtor’'s”reference party” and creditor’s “ reference party”

This Change Request mirrors CR N 2 for SCT

ARGUMENTS: sameasfor SCT ...toincrease safety of payments

Wherever possible, please indicate:

1.
2.

Impact on the Scheme in general  NO

Impact on the interbank space NO banks arerequired by PSD and RB to transfer all
information provided in the payment order

Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)  YES

Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-26 EACT Change Request 6



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

NO, cost analysis can only be made by banks.
Cost of checking debtor’s 1D against account owner and
IBAN isoutside EPC's scheme

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would increase safety of SCT and facilitate
acceptance by end users ( corporate and consumes)

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, prePSD and also today many banks check
consistency of Name and IBAN . A code instead of text

would facilitate this check

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?
Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-26 EACT Change Request 6
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Template EACT 7 CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SCT RB ( EPC 125-05 SCT RB v. 4.1): C2B Implementation Guide ( EPC
132-08

C2B CTIG v. 5.0)

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

SCT : Extended Remittance | nformation

SCT RB TO ADOPT AS SEPA STANDARD THE FINNISH AOS FOR REMITTANCE
INFORMATION

The EPC should recognize the inadequacy of current SEPA format for remittance information
(onefield of 140 chars ., structured or unstructured ) which does not allow many corporates to
reconcile automatically incoming payments with Accounts Receivables .

A number of Change Requests were presented by different partiesin the past to modify the
situation. The EACT has repeatedly asked that the issue be taken up by the EPC and examined
by ajoint Task Force.

Failing that, we provocatively submit this Change Request ....that the RB, asa compromise,
adopts the Finnish AOS, a formula which is documented and already used by banks and
corporate.  Theissue has also been raised in the CGI and the |PFA groups.

SDD B2B

Toaless extent, this recommendation isvalid also for B2B SDD
Thelast CRin thisrespect for SFF was made by BBVA( Spain) in the 2011 CR cycle and
supported by IT, FI , SE

OUTCOME OF THIS CHANGE REQUEST

This CR will be rglected by the SPS Group but will remain on record and publicize this
important issue.

Hopefully it will lead usto examine the problem in a collaborative way and make fact-based
decisions. Solving this problem , would be a major incentive for corporate to adopt SEPA t

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  YES

2. Impact on the interbank space YES banksarerequired by PSD and RB to transfer
all information provided in the payment order

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)
YES

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES,

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-27 EACT Change Request 7



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Corporates: Plenty of evidencein case studiesof huge
benefits to corporate from automatic reconciliation of
payments ( see CAST studies et alia).

Banks and ACH : costs to be verified by banks

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would accomplish one of the major benefits of
SEPA for corporates

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, in Finland they do it

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?
Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-27 EACT Change Request 7
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Template EACT 8CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SCT RB ( EPC 125-05 SCT RB v. 4.1): C2B Implementation Guide ( EPC
132-08

C2B CTIG v. 5.0)

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

Banks should report IBAN of payer to payee

The Annex of proposed Regulation lists mandatory information payer must send and PSP
transport to the payee in accordance with national laws implementing Directive 95/46/EC.
Point 2iii) indicates name and/or IBAN of payer.

This EACT Change Request was rejected in 2009 cycle ( before the Regulation) . Resubmitted

This change request is partly dependent on EACT CR 2to 6 being accepted or a new Rule book
for B2B SCT being decided . If payer’s ID ismandatorily reported, the need for identification
ceases . IBAN of payer would only be needed for reimbursement

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  NO

2. Impact on the interbank space NO, banksarerequired by PSD and RB to transfer
all information provided in the payment order

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)
YES, RB should just specify in SCT Rulebook ( DS04) that AT 01 mudt be reported
to beneficiary “ in accordance with national law”

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:

a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) NO, just
clarification

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-28 EACT Change Request 8



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

NO, depends on local law

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Corporates: evidencein case studies of difficultiesin
reconciling payments because of lack of information

(almost all useful fields for reconciliation are optional in
DSO01. Otherslike IBAN of originator , not ( see CAST
studies et alia).

Banks: transporting and reporting available information
isrequired by law. No additional cost

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it would facilitate reconciliation and facilitate
relmbur sements

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, where ever thelaw allows it

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?
Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-28 EACT Change Request 8
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Template EACT 9CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SCT Interbank Implementation Guide ( EPC 115-06 ) CTIG 5-0
SCT RB (EPC 125-05 SCT RB v. 4.1):

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

SCT :

SCT payment message to transport interbank and report to beneficiary “ acceptance date”
(or “receipt of order”)

The PSD (art. 38 and 47) mandates PSP to transport to the payee “ the date or receipt” or “ debit
date” of the payment order .

It’s up to banks to determine exactly which date to put in 1ISO PACS 2.29 * Acceptance date
field.

The Finnish banking community had adopted an AOS which transports the ACCEPTANCE DATE.
The EACT supports the Finnish AOSand would like to see it as a standard feature in the RB .

RB to be modified : SCT RB for DS04 (reporting to beneficiary) and Interbank Implementation
Guideto include newfield in SEPA message

ARGUMENTS

1) Allow beneficiary to check contractual compliance of debtor
2) Allow banks and customersto monitor if PSD and RB maximum execution time is respected
In the interest of transparence ...

Already submitted in 2009 Change Cycle and rejected . Re-submitted

Wherever possible, please indicate:

1. Impact on the Scheme in general  YES, SO field currently non included in SEPA
SCT interbank message format
Impact on the interbank space YES, same as above

2. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)  YES

3. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
4. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-29 EACT Change Request 9



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

NO, cost analysis can only be made by banks and CSM .

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it will provide information and control

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

YES, They do it in Finland

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?
Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-29 EACT Change Request 9
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Template EACT 10CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SCT RB (EPC 125-05SCT RB v. 4.1

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
SEPA Banksto report to beneficiary in DS 04 the field AT-43 (Originator Bank’s Reference)

There are two transaction references that come into play in the payment cycle : the originator and
the originator’ s bank reference.

Annex point 2 cv) of proposed SEPA Regulation requires payer’s PSP to report to payee's
PSP the originator bank’s reference...? (field isalready mandatory in SEPA interbank
message )

Today, DS 04 in the minimal set of data to be reported to beneficiary only liststhe “ the end-to-
end transaction ID” , assigned by the originator .

This second reference isalso important in Enquiry & Investigation to enable better
communication between customers and their banks

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  YES, modify DS 04
Impact on the interbank space NO
Impact on the message standards NO
Guidelines and other standards)  YES
Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO

o 0k~ DN

The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-30 EACT Change Request 10



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with

sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an

evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

YES

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

NO, banks have to report to beneficiary what is
transported .
Reporting cost can only be estimated by banks .

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it will provide better information and control

Do you consider that the implementation of the |YES
change resulting from the acceptance of the

suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-30 EACT Change Request 10
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Template EACT 11CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document
and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SEPA CORE SDDRB 4.1 and SEPAB2B SDD RB 2.1

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

SEPA should adopt 1 SO 20022 Mandate

Because of AMI and the information requirements mandated by the Annex of proposed SEPA
Regulation ( 3¢, d, e f) , the content of the SEPA mandate should be extended to include the
additional data elements.

In previous Change Request cycle , ABI and others have already requested adoption of the | SO
mandate which includes the missing data elements.

EACT intendsto resubmit that Request

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general  YES

2. Impact on the interbank space NO, field for mandate data is already present in SEPA
interbank collection messages

3. Impact on the message standards Guidelines and other standards  YES
4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
5. The nature of the suggestion:

a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-31 EACT Change Request 11



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide YES
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit |NO, costs can only be estimated by banks .
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for | YES, it will provide better information and control
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |YES
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-31 EACT Change Request 11
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Template EACT 12CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

SEPAB2B SDDRB 2.1

February 20 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation to submit
a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in accordance with the
rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules’
available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank_detail.cfm?documen
ts_id=155

EPC AISBL Secretariat — Av. de Tervueren 12 — B 1040 Brussels Tel: +32 2 733 35 33
Enterprise N° 0873.268.927 www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu

Fax: +32 2 736 49 88
secretariat@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

New Reason Code for rgject in SDD B2B

A SDD B2B can be rejected by the debtor bank because the debtor’s account , unknown to
the creditor (‘and the debtor..), has been classified as “Consumer”

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
Wherever possible, please indicate:

1. Impact on the Scheme in general  YES, introduce new reason code
Impact on the interbank space NO

2. Impact on the message standards ,Guidelines and other standards ~ NO
3. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
4. The nature of the suggestion:

a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-32 EACT Change Request 12



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide YES
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit |NO, cost can only be estimated by banks .
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for | YES, it will provide better information and control
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |YES
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-32 EACT Change Request 12
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Template EACT 13CR

for proposing a suggestion for a change in a SEPA Payment Scheme

(Responses by e-mail to: info@europeanpaymentscouncil.eu or by mail to the address at the foot of this page)

Name of
contributor:

Organisation:

Address:

Contact
details:

Y our
reference:

Scheme and
document

and version
number:

Date:

For

information:

EACT

20 Rue d’Athénes F-75009 Paris France

Richard.Cordero@eact.eu

Gianfranco.tabasso@fmsgroup. it

CORE SDDRBv4.1 and B2B SDDRB 2.1

February 20 2011
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION
SDD : Make validity check of Creditor ID mandatory by Creditor bank

In the 2011 cycle the French community presented Change Request 3.2 for a new “return code”
“Make regection/return code ‘unrecognised initiating party’ mandatory” and got a b answer
“A convenient 1ISO code already exists, which is currently not used, i.e. BEO4 “Unrecognised
Initiating Party”)..

NL comment to that Change Request wasthat it would be preferable to make the check on
valid Creditor ID “mandatory” and performed by the Creditor bank

This Change Request endorses that NL recommendation

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:
Wherever possible, please indicate:

1. Impact on the Scheme in general  YES
Impact on the interbank space YES, a posistive one

Impact on the message standards ,Guidelines and other standards  NO
3. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks NO
4. The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one) YES

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-33 EACT Change Request 13



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide YES
acceptance?
Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit |NO.

analysis?

There exist benefitsfor smoother and lower risk
functioning of scheme which are real but “qualitative”
Cost can only be estimated by banks .

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

YES, it will reduce system risk and probability of returns
and refunds

Do you consider that the implementation of the |YES
change resulting from the acceptance of the

suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not NO
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the YES

scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-33 EACT Change Request 13
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0 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012

Description of the suggestion:
Amendment to section 4.5 of the Guidesto the Adher ence Process

Sections 4.5 of the Adherence Guide to the SCT Scheme and of the Adherence Guide to the Direct
Debit Schemes contain an error in relation to the eligibility of licensed EEA branches of non-SEPA
country institutions. As drafted, the Adherence Guides state that EEA licensed branches of such an
institution other than the applicant branch are not automatically eligible for participation in the
relevant Scheme on acceptance of the applicant branch.

This is a different approach from that taken in respect of licensed EEA branches of SEPA country
institutions and is an incorrect description of the intention of the EPC in this matter. The correct
and intended policy is that once an EEA-licensed branch of a non-SEPA bank has adhered to a
Scheme, it is not necessary for any other EEA-licensed branches of the same bank to submit an
adherence application. The successful adherence of one EEA-licensed branch binds the legal entity
to the relevant Rulebook and this brings all of its EEA-licensed branches within the scope of the
Scheme. The LSG therefore suggests that section 4.5 of each of the Guides is amended to clarify
this matter.

This amendment would have no impact on the operation of the Scheme, the interbank space or the
message standards.

The attached extract from the Adherence Guide to the SEPA Credit Transfer Scheme is marked up
to illustrate this proposal. Equivalent amendment will be necessary to the Adherence Guide to the
Direct Debit Schemes.

EPC187-10-34 LSG Change Request to Adherence Guides
21 May 2010
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EPC187-10-34 LSG Change Request to Adherence Guides
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45  Adherenceof a Licensed Branch of a non-SEPA Country Institution

For institutions based in SEPA, a branch is not able to adhere separately from the legal
entity of which it forms part, as a branch does not have a separate legal personality of its
own. In such cases the legal entity applies to become a Participant in the SCT Scheme and
all of its branches in SEPA are automatically covered by its adherence application.

The position for EEA-licensed branches of non-SEPA country institutions is different. As— (Formatted: Don' keep lines together |

the licence is given to the branch of such an institution, for the purposes of the SCT Scheme,
only an EEA licensed branch may apply to become a Participant in the Scheme and the fegal
Home State "parent"” entity-orany-of-the-legal-entity's-other-branches-will not be covered-by
this—appheationentitled itself to act as a Participant. Nevertheless, such a branch remains
without legal personality so that questions concerning its ability to adhere, i.e. its capacity
and authority to join the Scheme as well as the extent to which provisions of the Scheme
Rulebook are legal, valid and binding on the branch and enforceable against it, will fall to be
determined by the laws governing the country where the legal entity (head office) is
established, rather than the country where the branch is licensed._ Therefore, as explained
below, two legal opinions are required — one relating to the EEA branch applicant (to
confirm that the applicant is duly authorised in compliance with the eligibility criteria) and
one relating to the Home State parent institution (to confirm that the applicant has power
and authority to perform its obligations and that the Adherence Agreement and Rulebook
constitute legal valid and binding obligations of the applicant. Any additional EEA licensed
branches of the parent institution will automatically be covered by the adherence

application.

Each Adherence Pack submitted by or on behalf of a licensed branch of a non-SEPA

country institution must include:

a. the Adherence Agreement of the Applicant (in this case, the Applicant is a licensed
branch of a non-SEPA country institution);

b. two Legal Opinions and
C. the Schedule.

Pro-forma versions of each of these documents are provided in Annex A-4 and on the EPC
website.

For licensed branches of non-SEPA country institutions, the Applicant shall provide two
Legal Opinions as follows

1. The Legal Opinion 1 (Branch State) is signed by a legal counsel of an EEA country

where the participating branch is licensed. This Legal Opinion shall follow the pro-
forma provided in Annex A 4 of this Guide. Before submitting the Adherence Pack,

the Applicant shall specifically ensure that point 1 of the pro-forma, confirming that
the branch is licensed in accordance with Directive 2006/48/EC, has been duly

completed. Only branches licensed in accordance with Directive 2006/48/EC can
apply for adherence to the Scheme.

EPC187-10-34 LSG Change Request to Adherence Guides
21 May 2010



2. The Legal Opinion 2 (Home State) is signed by the legal counsel of the home state of
a licensed branch (i.e. country of incorporation of the bank), and covers the laws of
that country. This document should follow the pro-forma provided in Annex A-4 of
this Guide.

Wherever possible, please indicate:

1.

2.

Impact on the Scheme in general
Impact on the interbank space

Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
The nature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-34 LSG Change Request to Adherence Guides

21 May 2010



1 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-34 LSG Change Request to Adherence Guides
21 May 2010
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):

Description of the suggestion:

The LSG proposes to make the following changes to the Scheme Management Internal Rules.

M odification of section 3 of the Scheme M anagement Internal Rules (the" Internal Rules")

It is proposed that section 3 of the Internal Rules (Development and Evolution) be amended to
allow for the possibility of effecting changes to non-operational elements of the Rulebook on a
more streamlined and faster track than that currently contemplated in the Internal Rules for Major
Changes. Whilst it is recognised that it is most important to provide an adequate level of
consultation in respect of any rule change, the LSG suggests that the current timetable for
implementing a Change Proposal® might not be appropriate in the case of certain non-operational
changes. It is suggested that the SPS WG might determine on a case by case basis whether or not a
proposed change is of an operational nature, and that the SPS WG would be responsible for
submitting a proposed implementation timetable to the Plenary in respect of a non-operational
change deemed to be suitable for this fast track process. Such non-operational changes might
include changes to the legal chapter of the Rulebooks (section 5) or the Internal Rules — where the
change would not have direct operational impact on Participants but which warrants
implementation sooner than 6 months after publication of the Change Proposal.

This change would impact on the rule change process set out in the Internal Rules in respect of
certain non-operational changes, It would have no impact on the interbank space, the message
standards, or the legal rulesin section 5 of each of the Rulebooks (except to the extent that changes
to the Rules in section 5 may be effected on a fast track basis, subject to SPS WG and Plenary
agreement).

Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.8 of the attached extract from the Internal Rules are marked up to illustrate
this proposal.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. Thenature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

1 Currently the Internal Rules require an implementation delay of six months after a Change Proposal is published
on the EPC website (unless the efficient operation of the Scheme s threatened or if the change relatesto section 2
of the Internal Rules).

EPC187-10-35 L SG proposed changes to section 3 of SMIRs

21 May 20:



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit  [No.
anaysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes.
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes.
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes.
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the Yes.
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-35 L SG proposed changes to section 3 of SMIRs 21 May 20~
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012
Description of the suggestion:

Typing amendmentsto the Rulebooks

The LSG proposes that the foll owing typing amendments be made to tidy up the Rulebooks:

a)

b)

Core Scheme Rulebook, PT-04.24, number 4: the final sentence should be a separate (un-
numbered) paragraph. The extract of the Core Scheme Rulebook attached is marked up to
show this change.

B2B Scheme Rulebook, section 5.4, bullets 2/3: should be replaced with language identical
at bullet 2 of the same section of the SCT/Core Scheme Rulebooks (as modified in 2010).
The extract of the B2B Scheme Rulebook attached is marked up to show this change.

Core and B2B Scheme Rulebooks, section 4.6.1 (PT-01.02): the LSG proposes that the
Process Step be re-named "The signing of a Mandate electronically”, since a process for
"issuing" Mandates electronically has not been incorporated into the Rulebooks. The
attached extract of the Core Scheme Rulebook attached is marked up accordingly.

Wherever possible, please indicate:

1.
2.
3.

Impact on the Scheme in general
Impact on the interbank space

Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks

5. Thenature of the suggestion:

a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-36 L SG proposed typo corrections 21 May 2010



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
anaysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-36 L SG proposed typo corrections 21 May 2010
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):

Description of the suggestion:

The LSG proposes to make the following changes to the Scheme Management Internal Rules.
Appeals and Sanctions—Internal Rules sections 2.1.10 and 2.4.5

There is currently a footnote to section 2.1.10 of the Internal Rules (SMC — Key Roles and
Responsibilities) stating:

"The Appeals Function of the SMC is being reviewed by the EPC. One option is to separate the
Appeals Function from the SMC altogether, such that appeals are carried out by entirely
independent person(s). Any modifications of the Internal Rules intended to give effect to that
review may be implemented in the November 2010 release of the Rulebooks (or as provided under
section 3.2.3 of the Internal Rules).”

Similarly, thereis currently a footnote to section 2.4.5 of the Internal Rules (Sanctions) stating:

"Modifications of the Internal Rules, designed to guide the SMC as to the circumstances in which
a particular sanction may be appropriate, may be introduced in the November 2010 release of the
Rulebooks (or as provided under section 3.2.3 of the Internal Rules)."

Since these issues remain under consideration, it is suggested that the date in each of these
footnotes is amended from November 2010 to November 2011.

This change would have no impact on the interbank space, the message standards or section 5 of
the Rulebook.

Sections 2.1.10 and 2.4.5 of the attached extract from the Internal Rules are marked up to illustrate
this proposal.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. Thenature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-37 LSG proposed changesto sections 2.1.10 and 2.4.5 of SMIRs

21 May 20:



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit  [No.
anaysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes.
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes.
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes.
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the Yes.
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-37 LSG proposed changesto sections 2.1.10 and 2.4.5 of SMIRs 21 May 20~
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any):

Description of the suggestion:

The LSG proposes to make the following changes to the Scheme Management Internal Rules.
Termination provisons— Internal Rules

The LSG has identified the need to clarify what would occur regarding a Participant's participation
in a Scheme where that Participant fails to meet one or more of the eligibility criteria (for example,
due to insolvency) but has not itself terminated its participation. It is proposed that in such
circumstances the Scheme Management Committee be able to carry out the functions applicable to
complaints and set out at paragraph 2.4 of the Internal Rules.

The attached mark-up of the Internal Rulesillustrates this proposal at paragraph 2.4.8.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. Thenature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-38 LSG proposed changesto Termination Provisions SMIRs

21 May 20:



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit  [No.
anaysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes.
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes.
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes.
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the Yes.
scope of the scheme involved?

EPC187-10-38 LSG proposed changesto Termination Provisions SMIRs 21 May 20~
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): November 2012

Description of the suggestion:

The LSG proposes to make the following changes to the Scheme Management Internal Rules.
Rapid Response Task Force

Section 2.1.21 of the Internal Rules states that "the EPC intends to establish a Rapid Response
Mechanism in conjunction with the Eurosystem and the European System of Central Banks and
national banking supervisors in SEPA, to inform the EPC and ultimately Scheme Participants
when a Scheme Participant has been prohibited from continuing operations’.

A footnote to this section states that "further more detailed provisions setting out the scope of the
Rapid Response Mechanism and the duties of the EPC, and regulating the liabilities of the EPC, its
officers and Participants, are intended to be set out in more detail in this section. This section is
expected to be implemented by early 2010 once detailed provisions have been agreed.”

Since the Rapid Response Mechanism is still under consideration it is proposed that the footnote is
amended to state that this section is to expected to be implemented during the course of 2011. This
proposed change would have no impact on the interbank space, the message standards or section 5
of the Rulebooks.

Section 2.1.21 of the attached extract from the Internal Rules is marked up to illustrate this
proposal.

Wherever possible, please indicate:
1. Impact on the Scheme in general
2. Impact on the interbank space

3. Impact on the message standards (SEPA Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other
standards)

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 5 of the Scheme Rulebooks
5. Thenature of the suggestion:
a. A change (replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one)

b. A variant (adding an alternative — optional — rule alongside an existing Rulebook
element)

EPC187-10-39 L SG proposed changes to SMIRs Rapid Response Mechanism



2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide Yes
acceptance?

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit  [No.
anaysis?

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives for |Yes.
SEPA?

Do you consider that the implementation of the |Yes.
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Do you consider that the suggestion does not Yes.
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Do you consider that the suggestion isin the Yes.
scope of the scheme involved?
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EPC Legal Support Group (the "L SG™)

European Payments Council (the "EPC")

[]

[]

[]

(1) Credit Transfer Scheme Rulebook - version 5.0 (the "SCT
Rulebook™);

(2) Core Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook — version 5.0 (the "Core
Scheme Rulebook™);

(3) Business to Business Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook — version 3.0
(the "B2B Scheme Rulebook");

(4) Scheme Management Internal Rules — version 2.1 (the "Internal
Rules™;

(5) Guide to the Adherence Process for the SEPA Credit Transfer
Scheme — version 2.0 (the "Adherence Guide to the SCT Scheme™);
and

(6) Guide to the Adherence Process for the SEPA Core Direct Debit
Scheme and for the SEPA B2B Direct Debit Scheme — version 1.1 (the
"Adherence Guideto the Direct Debit Schemes"),

referred to together as the "Rulebooks".

[ ] February 2011

This template is provided by EPC to allow any person or organisation
to submit a suggestion for making a change to the SEPA Schemes in
accordance with the rules set out in the document ‘SEPA Scheme
Management Internal Rules’ available on the EPC Website:
http://www.europeanpaymentscouncil.eu/knowledge bank detail.cfm?
documents_id=155
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1 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SUGGESTION

Suggested launch date: (if any): [November 2011]

Description of the suggestions: outlined below

1 Amendment to section 2.8 of the Core and B2B Direct Debit Scheme Rulebooks

Since there is more than one Direct Debit Scheme, it is possible that a Debtor Bank might process
a Mandate erroneously believing it to relate to a Scheme in which the Bank participates, but which
in fact was not the intention of the Creditor. This could arise, for example, where the Creditor has
used a Mandate belonging to one Scheme but really intended the Debtor to have signed up to a
different Scheme (e.g. the Creditor sends the Debtor a B2B Scheme Mandate, but the Creditor's
intention is that the Debtor makes payments under the Core Scheme).

It is also possible that an error could occur causing a Mandate to be signed by the Debtor which
relates to a Scheme to which the relevant Debtor Bank has not adhered and is therefore not bound
by the Rulebook to which the Mandate relates, even though this was not apparent to the Debtor
Bank when processing Collections. Each of the Direct Debit Rulebooks needs to clearly set out
what the position is if this occurs.

The LSG suggests that the following three principles should apply to these cases on the basis that
any issues arising should be addressed on the Creditor side as they would be arising as a result of
Creditor error:

@ The Debtor should be in no worse position than that granted by the Scheme to which the
Mandate, which he signed, relates. For example, if the Debtor has signed a Core Scheme
Mandate when the Creditor had intended him to be a Debtor under the B2B Scheme, the
Debtor will be able to invoke the rights attributed to him by virtue of the Core Scheme.

(b) If the Debtor Bank is required under the Scheme to which the Mandate relates to give a
Refund to the Debtor, the Creditor Bank must repay the Debtor Bank in respect of that
Refund and related Refund compensation.

(©) A Debtor who is a consumer will not be bound by the rules of the B2B Scheme even if he
may erroneously have signed a B2B Mandate. Since it is prohibited for consumers to be
Debtors under the B2B Scheme, any Debtor who is a consumer but has signed a B2B
Mandate shall be able to invoke the rights attributed to him under the Core Scheme.

This proposed change is intended to clarify the situation on the occurrence of the error scenarios
described above. It will have no impact on the interbank space, message standards or section 5 of
the Scheme Rulebooks.

Section 2.8 of the attached extract from the Core Scheme Rulebook, section 2.8 of the extract from
the B2B Scheme Rulebook and new Annex IX to that Rulebook are marked up to show this
suggested change.

2. Modification of section 3 of the Scheme Management Internal Rules (the " Internal
Rules")

It is proposed that section 3 of the Internal Rules (Development and Evolution) be amended to
allow for the possibility of effecting changes to non-operational elements of the Rulebook on a
more streamlined and faster track than that currently contemplated in the Internal Rules for Major
Changes. Whilst it is recognised that it is most important to provide an adequate level of
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consultation in respect of any rule change, the LSG suggests that the current timetable for
implementing a Change Proposal® might not be appropriate in the case of certain non-operational
changes. It is suggested that the SPS WG might determine on a case by case basis whether or not a
proposed change is of an operational nature, and that the SPS WG would be responsible for
submitting a proposed implementation timetable to the Plenary in respect of a non-operational
change deemed to be suitable for this fast track process. Such non-operational changes might
include changes to the legal chapter of the Rulebooks (section 5) or the Internal Rules — where the
change would not have direct operational impact on Participants but which warrants
implementation sooner than 6 months after publication of the Change Proposal.

This change would impact on the rule change process set out in the Internal Rules in respect of
certain non-operational changes, It would have no impact on the interbank space, the message
standards, or the legal rules in section 5 of each of the Rulebooks (except to the extent that changes
to the Rules in section 5 may be effected on a fast track basis, subject to SPS WG and Plenary
agreement).

Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.8 of the attached extract from the Internal Rules are marked up to illustrate
this proposal.

3. Appeals and Sanctions—Internal Rules sections 2.1.10 and 2.4.5

There is currently a footnote to section 2.1.10 of the Internal Rules (SMC - Key Roles and
Responsibilities) stating:

"The Appeals Function of the SMC is being reviewed by the EPC. One option is to separate the
Appeals Function from the SMC altogether, such that appeals are carried out by entirely
independent person(s). Any modifications of the Internal Rules intended to give effect to that
review may be implemented in the November 2010 release of the Rulebooks (or as provided under
section 3.2.3 of the Internal Rules)."”

Similarly, there is currently a footnote to section 2.4.5 of the Internal Rules (Sanctions) stating:

"Modifications of the Internal Rules, designed to guide the SMC as to the circumstances in which
a particular sanction may be appropriate, may be introduced in the November 2010 release of the
Rulebooks (or as provided under section 3.2.3 of the Internal Rules)."

Since these issues remain under consideration, it is suggested that the date in each of these
footnotes is amended from November 2010 to November 2011.

This change would have no impact on the interbank space, the message standards or section 5 of
the Rulebook.

Sections 2.1.10 and 2.4.5 of the attached extract from the Internal Rules are marked up to illustrate
this proposal.

1 Currently the Internal Rules require an implementation delay of six months after a Change Proposal is published

on the EPC website (unless the efficient operation of the Scheme is threatened or if the change relates to section 2
of the Internal Rules).
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4. Termination provisons—Internal Rules

The LSG has identified the need to clarify what would occur regarding a Participant's participation
in a Scheme where that Participant fails to meet one or more of the eligibility criteria (for example,
due to insolvency) but has not itself terminated its participation. It is proposed that in such
circumstances the Scheme Management Committee be able to carry out the functions applicable to
complaints and set out at paragraph 2.4 of the Internal Rules.

The attached mark-up of the Internal Rules illustrates this proposal at paragraph 2.4.8.
5. Rapid Response Task Force

Section 2.1.21 of the Internal Rules states that "the EPC intends to establish a Rapid Response
Mechanism in conjunction with the Eurosystem and the European System of Central Banks and
national banking supervisors in SEPA, to inform the EPC and ultimately Scheme Participants
when a Scheme Participant has been prohibited from continuing operations".

A footnote to this section states that "further more detailed provisions setting out the scope of the
Rapid Response Mechanism and the duties of the EPC, and regulating the liabilities of the EPC, its
officers and Participants, are intended to be set out in more detail in this section. This section is
expected to be implemented by early 2010 once detailed provisions have been agreed."

Since the Rapid Response Mechanism is still under consideration it is proposed that the footnote is
amended to state that this section is to expected to be implemented during the course of 2011. This
proposed change would have no impact on the interbank space, the message standards or section 5
of the Rulebooks.

Section 2.1.21 of the attached extract from the Internal Rules is marked up to illustrate this
proposal.

6. Amendment to Indemnity Provisionsin the Core and B2B Direct Debit Rulebooks

The LSG has identified certain discrepancies and errors in the provisions of each of Direct Debit
Rulebooks dealing with the indemnity granted to the Debtor Bank by the Creditor Bank in respect
of amounts paid to the Debtor by the Debtor Bank by way of Refund.

In the Core Scheme Rulebook there is a no-questions-asked Refund entitlement. In order to ensure
that the Debtor Bank is not out of pocket, there is an indemnity right under the Rulebook, which
means that the Debtor Bank does not have to prove that the Creditor Bank has committed a breach
of the Rulebook in order to recover a Refund payment. (An “indemnity"” is appropriate in cases
where there has not been a breach of the Rulebook by the Creditor Bank, but it is necessary to
reimburse the Debtor Bank in respect of Refunds paid by the Debtor Bank.) The same applies in
the context of Returns.

Core Direct Debit Scheme Rulebook

The first of these discrepancies is found in the Core Scheme Rulebook. Under section 5.9.1 of this
Rulebook the indemnity applies to Refunds paid by the Debtor Bank under PT-04.16 (i.e. "no-
questions-asked" Refunds claimed within eight weeks). The indemnity does not apply to Refunds
payable under PT-04.24 (Refunds claimed after the eight week limit in respect of unauthorised
transactions). This is notwithstanding the fact that the Debtor Bank is authorised under PT-04.24
to claim the amount of the Refund for unauthorised transactions from the Creditor Bank.
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It is therefore proposed that the indemnity in section 5.9.1 of the Rulebook is extended to include
any amount paid by the Debtor Bank to the Debtor by way of Refund and Refund compensation
under PT-04.24 (ie, in respect of unauthorised payment transactions). A mark-up of the relevant
Rule illustrating this suggestion is attached.

The LSG also proposes an amendment to PT-04.16 and PT-04.24 in the context of e-Mandates.
The amendments are designed to restrict the amount the Debtor Bank can claim from a Creditor
Bank in respect of Refunds, in cases where the Debtor Bank has not properly carried out the
checks required under PT-07.04. The LSG suggests that the e-Mandates Annex (Annex VII) be
supplemented by including modified versions of process steps PT-04.16 and PT-04.24. Again, the
attached mark-up shows the proposed changes.

Furthermore, the indemnity provisions relating to e-Mandates should reflecting the principles set
out above, including the qualification that the indemnity will not apply to the extent that the Debtor
Bank has failed to carry out the checks it is required to make under PT-07.04. Again, the attached
mark-up shows the proposed changes.

In addition, the references in PT-04.16 and PT 04.24 to Refund compensation should be modified
to reflect the fact that, in a case of an unauthorised payment transaction, the Debtor may have been
deprived of funds for longer than the eight-week period specified. The attached extract from the
Core Scheme Rulebook illustrates this proposal.

Finally, the LSG suggests that a cross reference is made in PT-04.24 to Annex VI of the Core
Scheme Rulebook which comprises instructions for the refund procedure for unauthorised
transactions, and that a typographical error is addressed in sub-section 4 of PT-04.24. These
suggestions are shown in the attached mark-up of PT-04.24.

Business to Business Direct Dehit Scheme Rulebook

The LSG has identified a discrepancy in the e-Mandate rules in the B2B Scheme Rulebook.
Section 5.9.1 of the e-Mandate rules currently mirrors the equivalent section in the Core Scheme
Rulebook provisions regarding e-Mandates — contemplating that the Debtor has Refund rights
under the B2B Scheme, which is not the case.

Unauthorised payment transactions may give a B2B Debtor the right to receive a refund under the
Payment Services Directive. However, the B2B Scheme Rulebook contains no provisions
equivalent to PT-04.20 to PT-04.27 or Annex VI of the Core Scheme Rulebook. This is because
the Debtor Bank under the B2B Scheme is obliged to carry out checks under Section 4.2 of the
B2B Scheme Rulebook, and it is intended that such checks would enable the Debtor Bank to
manage the risk of unauthorised payment transactions. On that basis it is not necessary for the
Debtor Bank to be given a right of indemnity in respect of any refunds paid to B2B Debtor
Customers which arise out of unauthorised payment transactions.

In the B2B Scheme Rulebook there is no Refund entitlement, so the indemnity right is restricted to
the context of Returns.

Where an e-Mandate is used there is no basis for an argument that the Debtor Bank should have a
greater right to recover Refund payments than where a paper Mandate is used — if anything, the
Debtor Bank's duties are greater (see PT-07.04) where an e-Mandate is used.

However, the B2B Scheme Rulebook e-Mandate Annex (Annex VII) currently does give the
Debtor Bank an indemnity entitlement against the Creditor Bank in the case of Refunds, even
though the B2B Scheme Rulebook does not make provision for any Refund to be paid.
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The LSG therefore proposes amending the erroneous references to Refunds in section 5.9.1 of the
e-Mandate rules in the B2B Scheme Rulebook. The e-Mandate version of section 5.9.1 should be
deleted and the reference to “e-Mandates” at the beginning of section 5.9 of the paper based
Mandate rules should be deleted. This amendment is shown in the mark-up of the B2B Scheme
Rulebook attached.

7. Amendment to section 4.5 of the Guidesto the Adherence Process

Sections 4.5 of the Adherence Guide to the SCT Scheme and of the Adherence Guide to the Direct
Debit Schemes contain an error in relation to the eligibility of licensed EEA branches of non-
SEPA country institutions. As drafted, the Adherence Guides state that EEA licensed branches of
such an institution other than the applicant branch are not automatically eligible for participation in
the relevant Scheme on acceptance of the applicant branch.

This is a different approach from that taken in respect of licensed EEA branches of SEPA country
institutions and is an incorrect description of the intention of the EPC in this matter. The correct
and intended policy is that once an EEA-licensed branch of a non-SEPA bank has adhered to a
Scheme, it is not necessary for any other EEA-licensed branches of the same bank to submit an
adherence application. The successful adherence of one EEA-licensed branch binds the legal
entity to the relevant Rulebook and this brings all of its EEA-licensed branches within the scope of
the Scheme. The LSG therefore suggests that section 4.5 of each of the Guides is amended to
clarify this matter.

This amendment would have no impact on the operation of the Scheme, the interbank space or the
message standards.

The attached extract from the Adherence Guide to the SEPA Credit Transfer Scheme is marked up
to illustrate this proposal. Equivalent amendment will be necessary to the Adherence Guide to the
Direct Debit Schemes.

8. Amendmentsto the provisions of the SCT Rulebook regarding Recalls

A "Recall” may occur under the SCT Rulebook where, in certain prescribed circumstances, the
Originator Bank requests to cancel a SEPA Credit Transfer. The procedure may only be initiated
within 10 Banking Business Days of the execution date of the relevant SEPA Credit Transfer.
Section 4.4 of the SCT Rulebook currently permits a Beneficiary Bank to deduct (at its discretion)
a "Recall Fee" from any payment that is returned to an Originator Bank as a result of a Recall. In
the LSG's view this concept of a "Recall Fee" appears to be inconsistent with Articles 67 and 52 of
the Payment Services Directive.

Article 67 prohibits the deduction of charges from the full amount of any payment transaction,
except by the payee's payment services provider (where agreed in advance with the payee). The
parties are not therefore permitted to agree that a fees is deducted on a transfer to the payer (i.e. the
Originator Bank).

Article 52 establishes the principle that the payer and the payee in the context of any given
transaction should apply the charges levied by their respective services providers only (except
where the transaction involves a currency conversion). This principle is inconsistent with the
current concept of the "Recall Fee", since the fee may be regarded as a charge levied by the service
provider of the payee on the service provider of the payer.

To ensure that the "Recall Fee" is not inconsistent with the Payment Services Directive, the LSG
suggests that the Beneficiary Bank be given the discretion to charge a return fee to the Originator
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Bank rather than deducting it from the returned amount. The attached extract from the SCT
Rulebook illustrates this proposal.

9. Amendment totheterm " Customer" in each of the Rulebooks

The usage of the defined term "Customer" in the Rulebooks is inconsistent. "Customer™ is defined
as a person who is not a bank, but in some places the Rulebook should not exclude banks such as,
for example, when a bank is acting as Originator under the SEPA Credit Transfer Scheme and is
not acting as Originator Bank.

A more detailed proposal will be submitted shortly.
10. Typing amendmentsto the Rulebooks
The LSG proposes that the following typing amendments be made to tidy up the Rulebooks:

a) Core Scheme Rulebook, PT-04.24, number 4: the final sentence should be a separate (un-
numbered) paragraph. The extract of the Core Scheme Rulebook attached is marked up to
show this change.

b) B2B Scheme Rulebook, section 5.4, bullets 2/3: should be replaced with language identical
at bullet 2 of the same section of the SCT/Core Scheme Rulebooks (as modified in 2010).
The extract of the B2B Scheme Rulebook attached is marked up to show this change.

c) Core and B2B Scheme Rulebooks, section 4.6.1 (PT-01.02): the LSG proposes that the
Process Step be re-named "The signing of a Mandate electronically”, since a process for
"issuing” Mandates electronically has not been incorporated into the Rulebooks. The
attached extract of the Core Scheme Rulebook attached is marked up accordingly.
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2 ELEMENTSFOR EVALUATION

The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with
sufficient detail to allow the EPC to make an evaluation of the suggestion submitted.

Is the suggestion a case for SEPA wide
acceptance?

Yes

Is the suggestion underpinned by a cost-benefit
analysis?

No, but none of the suggestions are believed to involve
operational expense for the Scheme Participants

Does the change fit in the strategic objectives
for SEPA?

Yes

Do you consider that the implementation of the
change resulting from the acceptance of the
suggestion is feasible?

Yes

Do you consider that the suggestion does not
impede SEPA-wide interoperability?

Yes

Do you consider that the suggestion is in the
scope of the scheme involved?

Yes

UK-2674158-v7
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2. Administration and Compliance
2.1.10 SMC - Key Roles and Responsibilities

The SMC shall be responsible for performing the following functions of SEPA Scheme
Management:

e Adherence
e Conciliation
e Complaints
(together, the "Compliance Functions”)
e Appeals
(the "Appeals Function")
Compliance Functions

SMC members who are not charged with carrying out the Appeals Function shall perform the
Compliance Functions of Scheme Management.

In respect of the Compliance Functions, relevant SMC members shall be responsible for
performing investigation, evaluation and decision-making functions in respect of a particular case
appearing before it. It shall be open to the SMC to carry out any or all tasks in respect of such
cases either as a whole, or to delegate the performance of its tasks to a group of such members of
the SMC.

All determinations by the SMC in adherence and complaints cases shall be taken by all of the
members of the SMC acting together, excluding those members of the SMC that are charged with
carrying out the Appeals Function. The Appeals Function of Scheme Management shall be
comprised of three persons constituting the Appeals Panel. The Appeals Panel will be chaired by
an independent member of the SMC. One EPC related member of the SMC will in principle sit on
the Appeals Panel. The SMC may appoint one or more persons from the group of experts on a
case-by-case basis as additional member(s) of the Appeals panel (see section 2.5.2 of these Internal
Rules).

Appeals Function®

! The Appeals Function of the SMC is being reviewed by the EPC. One option is to separate the Appeals
Function from the SMC altogether, such that appeals are carried out by entirely independent person(s). Any
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In respect of the Appeals Function, the SMC shall be responsible for performing evaluation and
decision-making functions in respect of a particular case appearing before it. Members of the SMC
that are responsible for performing the Appeals Function may not generally participate in decisions
or discussions concerning any cases arising from the Compliance Functions of Scheme
Management.

The SMC shall make reasonable efforts to ensure that members of the SMC who are responsible
for carrying out the Appeals Function remain in this role for the duration of their term in office.

The duties of the SMC in respect of each of the Compliance Functions and the Appeals Function
are set out in detail in these Internal Rules.

2.1.21 Rapid Response M echanism

The EPC intendsto establish a Rapid Response M echanism in conjunction with the
Eurosystem and the European System of Central Banks and national banking supervisorsin
SEPA, toinform the EPC and ultimately Scheme Participants when a Scheme Participant
has been prohibited from continuing operations.”

245 Sanctions®

On completion of the evaluation, the SMC shall prepare a report on the conduct of the case, setting
out the facts of the case and a preliminary evaluation of the complaint.

Following the evaluation of the complaint, the SMC may consider that:

o no further action should be taken in relation to the alleged breach of the Rulebook if
the SMC considers that either there is no evidence of a breach, or that the breach is
of a trivial nature;

o discussions should take place with the Affected Participant to decide how to
proceed in respect of a breach that has already occurred or one that is continuing -
no sanctions are contemplated at this stage;

2 Further more detailed provisions setting out the scope of the Rapid Response M echanism and the
duties of the EPC, and regulating theliabilities of the EPC, its officers and Participants, areintended
to be set out in moredetail in this section. This section isexpected to beimplemented by-early
2010during the course of 2011 once detailed provisions have been agreed.

® Modification of the Internal Rules, designed to guide the SMC as to the circumstances in which a particular
sanction may be appropriate, may be introduced in the November 2616-2011 release of The Rulebooks (or as
provided under section 3.2.3 of the Internal Rules).
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o discussions should take place with the Affected Participant and the Affected
Participant should be sanctioned.

If the SMC considers that the Affected Participant should be sanctioned, the SMC shall send a
written notice to the Affected Participant setting out details of the complaint and the sanction
proposed, the report and any material that is believed to be relevant to the matter.

Subject to section 2.4.7, the Affected Participant shall have 30 Calendar Days following receipt of
the notification to accept the sanction, or to present written or oral representations to the SMC (the
"Representation Right"). The Affected Participant may consult legal counsel at any stage of the
sanctioning process.

In considering any representations made to it, the SMC is not bound to follow rules of evidence, as
followed in a court or tribunal. It will not normally consider oral evidence. Any party may
however adduce written evidence in the course of the deliberations of the SMC and make such
representations as it considers appropriate in accordance with this section.

Within 30 Calendar Days of hearing representations from the Affected Participant, the SMC shall
determine the sanction to be made against the Affected Participant. The SMC shall notify the
Affected Participant of its determination.

The sanctions available to the SMC are the following:

e private warning

o written notification of complaint

e public warning

e report to a national regulator or equivalent national authority, including a NASO

e termination
Private Warning
The SMC may give a private warning to the Affected Participant. The private warning shall
constitute a formal notice to the Affected Participant and aims to deter the Affected Participant
from committing a further breach of a Rulebook or to cease conduct that is in breach of a
Rulebook. A record of the private warning shall be made by the SMC. This record shall be
confidential.

Written Notification of Complaint

The SMC may give a written notification of a complaint to the Affected Participant. A written
notification constitutes a formal reprimand to the Affected Participant. The written notification
shall set out details of the breach and is aimed to deter the Affected Participant from committing a
further breach of a Rulebook or to cease conduct that is on breach of a Rulebook. The SMC may
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The SMC may give a public warning to the Affected Participant. The public warning shall
constitute a formal notice to the Affected Participant and aims to deter the Affected Participant
from committing a further breach of a Rulebook or to cease conduct that is in breach of a
Rulebook. The public warning shall publish the name of the Affected Participant, together with
details of the breach, on the website of the EPC.

Circumstances which may indicate which Warning Sanctions may be applied

The decision as to which sanction or sanctions may be appropriate in respect of any Affected
Participant shall be entirely at the discretion of the SMC. However, the following circumstances
would tend to indicate that one of the above three sanctions would be more appropriate than the
sanction of termination (described below):

o the conduct of the Affected Participant did not display bad faith nor was it due to
gross negligence towards other Participants or to the Scheme(s) of which the
Affected Participant is part;

o the conduct of the Affected Participant did not display dishonesty and the Affected
Participant did not act in a grossly unprofessional manner;

o the breach was not of such a serious nature as to potentially undermine the
operation and integrity of one or both of the Schemes;

o the Affected Participant had not committed a breach, or a breach of this type, in the
past;

o the breach was of a nature that the SMC believes would be best addressed by
deterrent action envisaged by these three sanctions and that it remains appropriate
for the Affected Participant to continue as a Participant in the relevant Scheme(s)
rather than facing expulsion under the sanction of termination; and

o the breach can be rectified without loss or cost to any other Participant or user or
the EPC

As regards which of the three Warning Sanctions might be applicable to any case:

e a private warning may generally be considered more appropriate for a first breach
where the breach was not of a serious nature, had not adversely affected other
Participants or the Scheme(s), and there would be no merit in other Participants
being informed of the breach;

e awritten notification of complaint, being a formal reprimand, would be applied
where the SMC considered the breach to be of a sufficiently serious nature to record
a reprimand against the firm. The SMC may consider publishing the notification on
its website if it believed this would be in the interests of other Participants and/or |
the Scheme(s)
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a public warning, being a formal notice, would be applied in the case of a more serious breach and
where the SMC believes it would be in the interests of other Participants and/or the Schemes to
publicise the notice. This sanction is the most likely of the three to be used in conjunction with the
sanction of termination.

Report to National Regulator

In addition to giving a private warning, public warning or written notification of breach, the SMC
may report the Affected Participant to its national regulator, NASO or to an equivalent national
authority. The regulator shall be provided with the name of the Affected Participant together with
details of the conduct of the Participant.

Considerations which may indicate the appropriateness of this sanction would be if the SMC
believed that the breach by the Affected Participant may also constitute a breach of the rules or
guidelines of a relevant regulator or if the Affected Participant's conduct cast doubt on its fitness
and propriety to continue as a regulated entity. However, the decision whether or not to report a
breach by an Affected Participant to a regulator will be entirely at the SMC's discretion.

Termination

In addition to making a report to a relevant national regulator or giving a private warning, written
notification of breach or public warning to the Affected Participant, the SMC may terminate the
participation of an Affected Participant in a Scheme in the following circumstances:

e where the breach committed by the Affected Participant is sufficiently serious to
undermine the operation and integrity of a Scheme;

o where the Affected Participation has committed a repeated breach of a Rulebook,
notwithstanding any earlier sanctions given to the Affected Participant by the SMC;

¢ where the conduct of the Affected Participant displays bad faith or gross negligence
towards other Participants or towards the Scheme(s) of which it is part; or

¢ where the conduct of the Affected Participant displays dishonesty or is grossly
unprofessional.

Before making a termination order, the SMC may consult with relevant groups to determine the
impact of the sanction. Such groups may include other Scheme Participants, the EPC Plenary,

clearing and settlement mechanisms or banking communities. The SMC shall consult with relevant

regulators before applying the termination sanction. /| Right: 0 cm, Tab stops: 14.65 cm,
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Such an order shall set out the steps to be taken by the Affected Participant to ensure the continued
orderly and efficient operation of the Schemes.

In the event of termination, the Affected Participant shall be barred from exercising rights under
the Rulebooks in accordance with the terms and conditions set out in the termination order. The
Affected Participant shall fulfil all obligations arising under the Rulebooks in accordance with the
termination order.

If the participation of an Affected Participant is terminated, the Affected Participant may re-apply
to join the relevant Scheme after 6 months, starting from the date of the termination of its
participation. However, an Affected Participant may re-apply earlier if it can demonstrate to the
SMC that it has remedied the breach and/or that there is no reasonable likelihood of the Scheme
Participant committing the breach in future.

The SMC shall publish details of a termination of participation on the website of the EPC together
with the relevant order and details of the conduct giving rise to the complaint.

2.4.6 AppealsArising from Complaints

Within 30 Calendar Days of receiving the notification of a sanction, the Affected Participant may
appeal to an Appeals Panel in accordance with section 2.5.

2.4.7 Timing of Sanctions

Except in exceptional circumstances described in more detail below, a determination by the SMC
of a sanction to be made against an Affected Participant shall not take effect until the conclusion of
appeals proceedings before the SMC that may be commenced in accordance with these Internal
Rules, or until such time as the time period for referring a matter to an appeal to the SMC has
expired in accordance with these Internal Rules.

Of all sanctions available to the SMC, the imposition of the following sanctions only shall be
suspended awaiting the determination of the appeal: (i) public warning, (ii) report to national
regulator or equivalent national authority, including NASO, and/or (iii) termination.

The following applies only if the SMC considers that the conduct or circumstances of the Affected
Participant will undermine the operation of any of the Schemes or would cause a serious risk of
undermining the operation of any of the Schemes. The SMC may impose a sanction of which it has
notified the Affected Participant with immediate effect, or at any other time specified by the SMC.
In particular, the SMC may impose a sanction in such circumstances even though:

o the Representation Right has not expired; or any appeal under section 2.5 has not
yet been determined.
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In cases where a sanction takes effect with immediate effect or at any other time specified by the
SMC, the sanction shall remain in force for as long as determined by the SMC or until it is revoked
by a determination of the case at appeal. No Affected Participant will have any right of recourse
against the SMC for any loss suffered due to the imposition of a sanction if a sanction is
subsequently revoked on appeal or under any other circumstances.

2.4.8 Eliqgibility, Merger and Acquisition of a Participant
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The SMC may treat evidence of the existence of these circumstances coming to its attention as if it~
were a formal complaint, and deal with the matter in accordance with section 2.4.1 of these

Internal Rules. Any references to a 'breach’ of the Rulebooks in section 2.4.1 may be treated by

the SMC as being references to those circumstances.

3 Development and Evolution

31 Change Management Processes
3.1.1 Change Management - Guiding Principles

It is a key objective of the EPC that the Schemes are able to develop with an evolving payment
services market. To meet the demands of Participants, end-users and banking communities, the
Schemes shall be subject to a change management process that is structured, transparent and open,
governed by the rules of the development and evolution function of SEPA Scheme Management.

The key principles underpinning change management are the following:

e Innovation - the Schemes shall be open to innovative proposals to improve delivery of the
Schemes with a view to ensuring that the Schemes are competitive, efficient and able to benefit
from the latest developments in payments technology. Innovation shall provide the basis for the
conception, design and implementation of new schemes for SEPA going forward.

e Transparency - the change management process shall be transparent and open so that changes
implemented into the Schemes are carefully considered and scrutinised. Establishing open
channels for Scheme Participants, users and suppliers to propose changes is a key aim of
change management.

o Cost-benefit analysis - proposals for change shall be supported by careful analysis weighing up | Formatted: Indent: Left: 1.4 cm,
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o Development of SEPA - the Schemes are seen as an important platform for Scheme Participants
to develop SEPA-enabled products and services that allow both end-users and Participants to
take advantage of the development and investment in SEPA.

3.1.2 Change Management - Terminology

The change management process shall involve ideas for changes being formulated as follows:

Submission of Suggestion - A Suggestion denotes any idea for making a change to the Schemes. A
Suggestion may be devised by any person and then submitted to the SPS WG in accordance with
the procedures set out in these Internal Rules. An Initiator refers to a person that submits a
Suggestion in accordance with these Internal Rules;

Preparation of Change Request - A Change Request is formulated by the SPS WG. A Change
Request is prepared if a Suggestion is accepted into the change management process, as set out in
these Internal Rules. A Change Request involves detailed analysis into the change set out in the
Suggestion and can include cost-benefit analysis and market research. Where the change proposes
to modify the Rulebooks and any related documentation, a Change Request shall include a mark-up
of the Rulebooks and any related documentation to show the amendments required to be made to
the Rulebooks and related documentation as a result of implementing the change; and

Preparation of Change Proposal - A Change Proposal is prepared after consultation on the Change
Request, as set out in detail in these Internal Rules. A Change Proposal sets out a detailed
framework for making a change to the Schemes, taking into consideration comments made during
consultation. Where the change proposes to modify the Rulebooks and any related documentation,
the Change Proposal shall include a mark-up of the Rulebooks and any related documentation to
show the amendments required to be made to the Rulebooks and any related documentation as a
result of the change proposed. The Change Proposal is accompanied by a Change Proposal
Submission Document. The Change Proposal Submission Document certifies that each stage of the
change management process has been completed.

3.1.3 Roleof EPC Plenary and Working and Support Groups

The development and evolution function of SEPA Scheme Management shall be performed mainly
by the EPC Plenary and the SEPA Payment Schemes Working Group ("SPSWG").

The EPC Plenary shall implement changes, taking into account the overall strategy and policy goals
of SEPA and the EPC, identifying key needs and finding appropriate solutions.

The EPC Plenary shall be supported by the SPS WG. The SPS WG is the co-ordination and
administration body for change management whose role involves liaising with Initiators, accepting
Suggestions, formulating Change Requests and guiding these through the change management
process. The SPS WG shall operate in accordance with its terms of reference.

3.1.4 Sending a Suggestion to the Secretariat

A Suggestion is an idea for making any change to the Schemes. A Suggestion may be devised by
any person and is to be submitted to the Secretariat in accordance with the rules set out in this
section. Suggestions can then be sent to the SPS WG for consideration.

The SPS WG, supported by the Secretariat, shall look to receive Suggestions from the following
sources:

e Scheme Participants (or representatives)
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e suppliers (or representatives)

The Secretariat may also accept Suggestions made by bodies within the EPC, such as the SMC, that
have insight into the operation of the Schemes and ideas about enhancing the delivery of SEPA
services to Participants and users. Such Suggestions may also be sent directly to the SPS WG.

Scheme Participants

Scheme Participants must submit a Suggestion to their relevant banking community. The
Suggestion should be submitted in a format that can be understood by the banking community.

Upon receiving a Suggestion, the banking community shall carry out a preliminary evaluation of the
Suggestion to determine whether the Suggestion is appropriate for the change management process.
The banking community may conduct an initial consultation of its members on the Suggestion at
this stage. In the course of carrying out its evaluation, the banking community may consult with the
SPS WG at any time on any aspect of the evaluation process.

If the banking community determines that the Suggestion is likely to be appropriate for the change
management process, it shall submit this Suggestion to the Secretariat for the attention of the SPS
WG. The SPS WG shall then analyse the Suggestion further in accordance with these Internal
Rules. The banking community shall notify the relevant Participant of the outcome of its evaluation
as soon as it is reasonably possible to do so.

A banking community that wishes to submit its own Suggestion may do so directly to the
Secretariat at any time and the Secretariat shall send this Suggestion to the SPS WG.

End-users and suppliers

End-users and suppliers may send Suggestions to the EPC, or to a relevant stakeholder forum at a
national or SEPA level.

If a Suggestion is sent to the EPC, the EPC shall send the Suggestion to an appropriate stakeholder
forum in a timely manner after receiving the Suggestion.

Where a stakeholder forum receives a Suggestion either from such an Initiator or from the EPC, it
shall discuss this Suggestion with a view to determining whether the Suggestion is appropriate for
the change management process and whether there is substantial consensus in support of the
Suggestion within the relevant stakeholder forum. In the course of this process, a stakeholder forum
may send the Suggestion to a relevant banking community for discussion and for possible
consultation nationally or at the European level. In the course of conducting its discussions, the
stakeholder forum may consult with the SPS WG at any time.

If the forum determines that the Suggestion is suitable for the change management process and if
there is substantial consensus in support of the Suggestion, it shall submit the Suggestion to the
Secretariat. The SPS WG shall then analyse the Suggestion further in accordance with these
Internal Rules. The stakeholder forum shall notify the Initiator of the outcome of its discussions as
soon as it is reasonably possible to do so.

A stakeholder forum that wishes to submit its own Suggestion may do so at any time directly to the
Secretariat, provided always that such a Suggestion is supported by substantial consensus within the
forum.

3.1.5 Acknowledgement of Receipt of Suggestion

The Secretariat shall acknowledge receipt of the Suggestion to the Initiator within 21 Calendar Days
of receiving the Suggestion.
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An acknowledgement of receipt does not imply that a Suggestion has been accepted but only that the
Suggestion has been received for consideration by the SPS WG.

3.1.6 Consideration of a Suggestion

The SPS WG shall be responsible for deciding (a) whether the change should be accepted into the
change management process or rejected and (b) whether the change proposed by the Suggestion is a
Minor Change or a Major Change.

In respect of (a), the SPS WG will only accept Suggestions into the change management process that
propose ideas that fall within the scope of the Schemes. As part of this analysis, the SPS WG shall
consider the change proposed by a Suggestion in accordance with the following broad criteria:

o the change presents a case for wide SEPA market-acceptance;

o the change is underpinned by cost-benefit analysis;

e the change is aligned with the strategic objectives of the EPC;

e the change is feasible to implement; and

e the change must not impede SEPA-wide interoperability of the Schemes.

Suggestions that are not within the scope of the Schemes, or ones that fail to meet these criteria will
generally not be accepted into the change management process.

In respect of (b), the SPS WG shall decide whether a Suggestion proposes a change can be defined as
a Minor Change or a Major Change.

A Minor Change is a change of an uncontroversial and usually technical nature that facilitates the
comprehension and use of the Rulebooks. Clarifications of existing rules shall not be deemed to affect
the substance of the Rulebooks or the Schemes and will therefore be a Minor Change. Examples of
such changes include corrections of spelling mistakes, grammatical corrections, or minor adjustments
to technical standards in the Rulebooks to take account of upgrades. If a change is classified as a
Minor Change, it can be approved through a simplified procedure, as set out below in these Internal
Rules.

A Major Change by contrast is a change that affects or proposes to alter the substance of the
Rulebooks and the Schemes. Examples of such changes include the addition or development of new
technical standards, proposals for new services to be offered in the Schemes, changes affecting
policy, or the innovation of new SEPA schemes. Any change to chapters 5 and 6 of the Rulebooks
shall always be a Major Change. Changes that are classified as Major Changes are approved through
detailed consultation with relevant SEPA groups, as set out in these Internal Rules.

3.1.7 Acknowledgement of Acceptance or Rejection of Suggestion to Initiator

After considering the Suggestion, the SPS WG shall decide whether or not to formulate a Change
Request on the basis of the Suggestion made and whether the Suggestion should be accepted into the
change management process.

After arriving at its determination, the SPS WG shall notify the Initiator of its decision in a timely
manner. The SPS WG may notify an Initiator either directly or indirectly using the EPC website.

All Suggestions, irrespective of whether they have been accepted into the change management
process shall be published on the EPC website, with a view to permitting such a list to be openly
viewed by all groups.

UK-2674232-v5UK-2674232-v4 -11 -
—

/

Formatted: Indent: Left: 1.4 cm,
Right: 0 cm, Tab stops: 14.65 cm,
Right + Not at 16.83 cm

/
/
/

/
/

,// /{Formatted Table

[/
[/ { Formatted: Page Number

|
)

[/
/,’/ / Formatted: Footer Right, Right: 0
/ cm, Tab stops: Not at 16.83 cm
70-4000450470-40004504«”



32 Processfor Submitting Major Scheme and Rulebook Changes
3.2.1 Preparation and Development of Change Request by SPS WG

Once a Suggestion has been accepted and the change proposed by the Suggestion classified as a
Major Change by the SPS WG, the SPS WG is responsible for carrying out detailed work to prepare
and develop a Change Request on the basis of the Suggestion made.

The SPS WG shall conduct research and carry out a cost-benefit analysis on the Suggestion, in
accordance with Appendix 2 of these Internal Rules. This work will involve developing a business
case for making a Change Request and eventually a Change Proposal. The analysis of the SPS WG
should also show how the Suggestion meets the criteria set out in section 3.1.6 of these Internal
Rules.

The SPS WG will determine whether any Suggestion which includes a request for expedited
implementation in accordance with section 3.2.8 of these Internal Rules on grounds that the proposed
change constitutes a non-operational change does indeed qualify as such. If the SPS WG is satisfied
that a Suggestion would have no operational impact on Participants and that it suitable for the fast
track process, the SPS WG will make a recommendation to the EPC Plenary that the Suggestion is
implemented as a non-operational change in accordance with section 3.2.8.

Where the change proposes to modify the Rulebooks and any related documentation, a Change
Request shall also show the likely amendments to be made to the Rulebooks and related
documentation as a result of implementing the change proposed in the Suggestion.

The SPS WG shall make all reasonable efforts to develop the Change Request in a timely manner.
The SPS WG shall publish a regular update on the EPC website to indicate the stage of development
of the Change Request.

Suggestions for change pertaining to the Internal Rules shall generally be submitted to the Scheme
Management Committee and/or the Legal Support Group for a first assessment unless the suggestion
was initiated by one of these bodies. The decision not to integrate a suggestion for change to the
Internal Rules into the change request to be submitted for public consultation must be endorsed by the
Coordination Committee.

3.2.2 Dialogue with the Initiator

In the course of developing the Change Request, the SPS WG shall consult with the Initiator, so that,
as far as reasonably feasible, the Change Request is in line with the Suggestion submitted by the
Initiator.

3.2.3 Consultation on Change Request

Once the SPS WG has developed a Change Request, the SPS WG shall begin the process of
consulting Participants, end users and service suppliers on the Change Request.

Scheme Participants

The SPS WG shall consult Scheme Participants, through all banking communities, on the Change
Request. Banking communities will be asked to consult all of their members who are part of the
Schemes with a view to ensuring that the views of the payment services constituency are considered
in the consultation process.
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Banking communities shall ask their Scheme Participants to approve the Change Request, or
alternatively, indicate their disapproval. A banking community shall notify the SPS WG of the
outcome of such a consultation with its members. A Change Request shall be deemed to be approved
by SEPA Participants if the Change Request is supported by those Scheme Participants who carry out
at least 2/3rds of the volume of SEPA payment transactions in SEPA as a whole. For this purpose, a
SEPA payment transaction is defined as a transaction under one or both Schemes, or under such other
scheme as the EPC may devise from time to time. The EPC and the SPS WG shall not be obliged to
verify the correctness of any notification made by the banking community or any evaluative methods
used by the banking community in the consultation process. In addition to either approving or
rejecting the Change Request, Scheme Participants, through their banking community may provide
comments on the Change Request to the SPS WG.

The SPS WG shall aim to conclude consultations within 90 Calendar Days of first calling for
consultation. However, in cases where the Change Request requires further consideration or
clarification, the SPS WG shall be free to extend any deadline for completing the consultation to
ensure that Scheme Participants have an opportunity to provide their contributions.

End-user and suppliers

End-users and suppliers will be invited to contribute to the consultation through stakeholder forums
organised at the European level and at the level of the national community. In addition to consultation
with national banking communities, the SPS WG may also consult other SEPA banking communities.
The composition of stakeholder forums for end-users and suppliers, and their role in the change
management process, is set out in greater detail below.

Stakeholder forums shall be requested to give their views on the Change Request to the SPS WG.

3.24 Feedback from National Consultation

The SPS WG shall collect and analyse the comments received from both Participants and end-users
and suppliers. The SPS WG shall prepare a feedback report on the consultation and make this report
available on the EPC website to all groups. The SPS WG shall additionally give feedback on the
consultation to the Initiator.

A Change Request that is not approved by Scheme Participants during the consultation process shall
generally not be taken forward by the SPS WG. However, notwithstanding this general position, the
SPS WG may, after due and proper consideration, raise issues arising from the national consultation
for discussion at the EPC Plenary in accordance with the EPC Charter.

3.25 Preparation of Change Proposal and the Change Proposal Submission Document

If the SPS WG decides to proceed with the change following consultation, the SPS WG shall prepare
a Change Proposal, taking into account comments received during the national consultation. The
Change Proposal shall set out details of the change proposed and the likely costs and benefits
involved in implementing the change. The Change Proposal shall detail non-confidential comments
received from the different banking communities of Scheme Participants and from end-users and
suppliers in the stakeholder forums. Where the change proposes to modify the Rulebooks and any
related documentation, the Change Proposal shall include a mark-up of the Rulebooks and related
documentation to show the amendments to be made to the Rulebooks and related documentation as a
result of implementing the change.

A Change Proposal may bring together more than one change, as developed from one or more
Suggestions.
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The SPS WG shall complete a Change Proposal Submission Document for submission to the EPC
Plenary alongside the Change Proposal. The Change Proposal Submission Document shall certify that
each stage of the change management process, from initiation to consultation, has been properly
completed in respect of the change proposed.

3.2.6  Submission of Change Proposal to the EPC Plenary

Following its consideration by the Co-ordination Committee in accordance with the EPC Charter, the
Change Proposal and the Change Proposal Submission Document shall be submitted to the EPC
Plenary for determination. The EPC Plenary shall determine whether or not to accept the Change
Proposal by resolution.

3.2.7 Publication

A Change Proposal that has been considered at the EPC Plenary shall be published on the EPC
website together with the Change Proposal Submission Document and the decision of the EPC
Plenary. The SPS WG shall use reasonable efforts to publish all Change Proposals, irrespective of
whether the change has been accepted or rejected at the EPC Plenary, as soon as reasonably
practicable after the relevant meeting of EPC Plenary.

3.2.8 Change Release Process and Cycle

In order to ensure that the Schemes are not disrupted by the rapid implementation of numerous
Change Proposals in a short space of time, it shall not be possible for the EPC Plenary to approve
more than 1 Change Proposal in any year, except in exceptional circumstances. The EPC Plenary may
only approve a further Change Proposal(s) in exceptional circumstances, for example, where the
failure to implement a Change Proposal may result in disruption to the Schemes or to users of the
Schemes. In implementing the changes set out in a Change Proposal, the EPC Plenary shall take into
account current, mandated changes in the payments industry.

Subject to the following paragraph, Exeept-except in exceptional circumstances, the EPC may only
implement a Change Proposal, as approved by the EPC Plenary, 6 months after the date on which the
Change Proposal is published on the EPC website in accordance with section 3.2.7. In respect of
complex changes, the EPC may specify a longer period of notice before implementing a Change
Proposal. The EPC may implement a Change Proposal on shorter notice where the change proposed
is necessary to ensure the efficient operation of the Schemes or if the change proposed pertains to
section 2 of these Internal Rules. Changes proposed to section 2 of these Internal Rules shall take
effect on a date to be determined by the Plenary but not earlier than 30 days after EPC Plenary
approval.

A change which has been designated by the SPS WG as a non-operational change suitable for fast
track implementation under section 3.2.1 of these Internal Rules may be implemented at a date earlier
than 6 months after the date on which the Change Proposal is published on the EPC website. Such
date will be determined by the EPC Plenary on a case by case basis following consideration of a
recommendation from the SPS WG.
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3.3.2 Publication of List of Minor Changes

The SPS WG shall publish the List of Minor Changes on the EPC website and ensure that the List
may be viewed by all groups.

Any person may submit comments on the List of Minor Changes through the EPC website to the SPS
WG. The SPS WG shall permit comments to be sent to it for a period of 90 Calendar Days starting
from the date of the publication of the List of Minor Changes on the EPC website. However, the SPS
WG shall be free to extend this period, if appropriate.

3.3.3 Re-classification of a Minor Change

In the event that the SPS WG receives extensive comments on the List of Minor Comments, where
some items on the List are identified by contributors as potentially Major Changes, the SPS WG may
remove the item from the List and consider re-classifying this item.

The SPS WG may consult with relevant contributors and relevant groups on the status of the item
with a view to determining whether a change is a Minor or a Major Change. Following such a
consideration, the change may be re-classified as a Major Change and fall to be approved through the
approval process for Major Changes, as set out in these Internal Rules.

3.3.4 Submission of List of Minor Changes to the EPC Plenary

The List of Minor Changes shall be submitted to the EPC Plenary for determination. The EPC
Plenary shall determine whether or not to accept the changes proposed in the List of Minor Changes
by resolution.

3.3.5 Publication

A List of Minor Changes that has been considered at the EPC Plenary shall be published on the EPC
website together with the decision of the EPC Plenary on the items listed. The SPS WG shall use
reasonable efforts to publish the List of Minor Changes, irrespective of whether the changes proposed
have been approved or rejected at the EPC Plenary, as soon as it is reasonably practicable to do so
after the relevant meeting of the EPC Plenary.

3.3.6 Change Release Process and Cycle

In order to ensure that the Schemes are not disrupted by the rapid implementation of numerous
changes in a short space of time, it shall not be possible for the EPC Plenary to approve more than 2
Lists of Minor Changes in any year, except in exceptional circumstances. The EPC Plenary may only
approve a further List exceeding this limit in exceptional circumstances, for example, where the
failure to implement a change may result in severe disruption to the Schemes or to users of the
Schemes.

Except in exceptional circumstances, the EPC may only implement the changes set out in the List of
Minor Changes 6 months after the date on which the List is published on the EPC website in
accordance with section 3.3.5. The EPC may implement one or more of the changes set out in the List
on shorter notice where the change(s) proposed is necessary to ensure the efficient operation of one or
both of the Schemes.

A change or changes to the Internal Rules shall not be counted as a List of Minor Changes.
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34 Stakeholder Forumsat European and National L evels

The SPS WG shall consult stakeholder forums on a Change Request during the change management
process. It is envisaged that end-users and suppliers shall have an opportunity to present their views
through stakeholder forums. The change management process shall aim to capture a range of
stakeholder opinions in SEPA by ensuring that stakeholder forums at the national level are
represented alongside those at the European level.

Stakeholder Forums - National Levels

The SPS WG shall invite locally established stakeholder forums in SEPA jurisdictions to provide
comments on a Change Request. Consultation at the national level shall take place through banking
communities who shall be responsible for collecting and presenting views from established
stakeholder forums in their jurisdiction. Banking communities shall consult stakeholder forums from
a broad cross-section of interests, so that consumers, small and medium sized businesses, large users
of payments services and suppliers are given an opportunity to contribute to the discussion. Banking
communities shall be required to demonstrate to the SPS WG that they have made reasonable efforts
to consult established stakeholder forums representing these interest groups in their jurisdictions.
Banking communities should consult stakeholder groups that are properly established and with a track
record in commenting on issues in the payments services industry.

If a national stakeholder forum that wishes to be consulted by its banking community is not so
consulted, it may provide its comments directly to the SPS WG. However, it is envisaged that
banking communities shall consult broadly, ensuring that appropriate and relevant stakeholder forums
in their jurisdictions are given an opportunity to consider and comment on the Change Request.

After carrying out the consultation, banking communities shall prepare a report for the SPS WG in an
appropriate format, setting out the views of stakeholders in their community.

The SPS WG may publish stakeholder consultation reports received from communities in different
SEPA jurisdictions on the EPC website during the consultation and feedback process.

Stakeholder forums - European Level

In addition to consulting Scheme Participants, the EPC shall facilitate the establishment of a
stakeholder forum for various types of payments services users and technology providers in SEPA.

In respect of the stakeholder forum for users, it is envisaged that the stakeholder forum shall represent
a wide cross-section of interest groups at the European level, including consumers, large users and
small and medium sized enterprises. This stakeholder forum shall operate in accordance with a code
of conduct and terms of reference concluded with the EPC. However, it shall be an independent body,
with the power to structure its meetings, discussions and decision-making procedure in a manner that
it considers appropriate.

The EPC shall request properly established, payments services stakeholder groups at the European
level to nominate a representative(s) to this stakeholder forum. The representative(s) nominated by
such groups shall form this stakeholder forum. It is open for organisations nominating a
representative to withdraw a member from this forum at any stage and replace this member with
another representative. However, to encourage continuity in the work of the forum, the forum should
aim, as far as reasonably possible to have a stable and committed membership. Stakeholder groups at
the European level that wish to have a role in nominating a representative but who have not been
invited to submit a nomination, may request the Co-ordination Committee for permission to submit a
nominee. The Co-ordination Committee, as advised by the NGC, shall have complete discretion in
deciding whether a stakeholder group at the European level is sufficiently established to qualify as a
nominating stakeholder group.
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A member of a stakeholder forum at the national level that is consulted by its banking community as
part of national consultations may also be a member of this stakeholder forum at a European level.

3.4.1 Obligations of Stakeholder Forums

Stakeholder forums at both the European and the national level shall be expected to conduct their
affairs in accordance with the following obligations:

o stakeholder forums shall act in the best interests of the Schemes, with a view to always furthering
the objectives of SEPA;

o stakeholder forums shall act with diligence and skill, ensuring that Change Requests are carefully
considered and discussed;

o representatives of the stakeholder forums and the forum acting together shall ensure that they
represent the interests of their constituents when acting in the stakeholder forums;

e stakeholder forums shall establish good management procedures, keeping records of all meetings
held and keeping records of documentation considered at forum meetings;

e stakeholder forums shall observe principles of good governance, openness and transparency,
ensuring that all interests groups are fairly represented in any governance arrangement established
within a stakeholder forum; and

o stakeholder forums shall conduct their affairs with the highest level of integrity and
professionalism.
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2.8 Rulesfor Managing the Erroneous use of the Core Scheme

In principle, Participants are only bound, either in the role of a Creditor Bank, or of a Debtor
Bank, or in both roles, by the Rules of the Scheme(s) to which they adhere.

The Core Scheme and the B2B Scheme are defined as two separate Schemes, each being
described in a separate Rulebook. As some Participants will adhere to and operate both
Schemes, as the messages used in both Schemes are based on the same standards and contain
amost identical attributes, and as both Schemes are supported by very comparable business
processes, errors in automated and manual processes might result in undesired and unintended
interference between the two Schemes.

The following two core principles apply in respect of any Direct Debit transaction effected
under an incorrect Mandate:

e The Debtor should receive the rights available to him under the Scheme to which the /Formatted: Engllsh (UK)
Mandate, which he signed, relates.
e |f the Debtor Bank is required under the Scheme to which the Mandate relates to give
a Refund to the Debtor, the Creditor Bank must repay, the Debtor Bank jn respect of __—{ Formatted: English (U.k.)
that Refund plus any Refund compensation which the Debtor Bank might have been Formatted: English (U.K.)
required to pay., Formatted: English (U.K.)
Subject to the above, Fhe-general-principle-is-that a Participant adhering to the Core Scheme Formatted: EngITSh ©K)
as a Debtor Bank is allowed to reject or return, under the rules of the Core Scheme, Formatted: English (UK)
collections that are presented by a Creditor Bank as initiated under the B2B Scheme. To Formatted: Not Highlight
support their clients, Debtor Banks may however wish to check the status of the actual Formatted: English (U.K.)

o G U

Mandate signed by their Debtors.

4.6 Description of the Process Steps
4.6.1 | ssuing of the Mandate (PR-01)
PT-01.01 — The Issuing/Signing of a Paper Mandate Description

Description The initiative to issue a Mandate may be taken by either the Creditor or the Debtor.

The Creditor must ensure that the Mandate document contains the mandatory |egal
wording and the mandatory set of information as specified in dataset DS-01: The
Mandate.

The Mandate document is standardised in content but not in layout.

The Debtor must ensure that the mandatory set of information is filled in on the
Mandate document. If the Unique Mandate Reference is not available at the point
in time of signing of the Mandate, the Unique Mandate Reference must be
provided by the Creditor to the Debtor before the first initiation of a Collection.

The Debtor must sign the Mandate and give it to the Creditor.

The Creditor is bound by his agreement with the Debtor, in the presentation of the
UK-2674300-v5 -2- 70-40004504



instructions for Collection.

Starting After Creditor registration and before Collection of the first Collection.
day/time
Duration No limit

I nformation The signed Mandate on paper
Output

PT-01.02 — The ssuing/Signing of a Mandate Electronically +——{ Formatted: port keep fnes togeter |

Description Procedures for the electronic signature of Mandate are subject to agreement
between Scheme Participants.

{ Formatted: Heading 2 ]

4.6.4 Paper-based M andates

PT-04.16 — Debtor Bank Sends Collection Refund I nstructions to the CSM

Description The Debtor Bank must credit the Debtor’s account with the Original Amount of
the initial Collection. The Debtor Bank sends the Collection Refund instruction to
the CSM.

The Debtor Bank has the right to receive compensation, called the Refund
compensation, from the Creditor Bank for the related interest loss incurred by the
Debtor Bank by the crediting of the Debtor’s account with value date = Due Date
of theinitial Collection.

This compensation is a variable amount, being the interest calculated for the
number of Calendar Days between the Settlement Date of the original Collection
(Settlement Date is included in the number of days) and the Settlement Date of the
Refund instruction by the CSM after presentation by the Debtor Bank (Settlement
day is not included in the number of days). The rate to be applied for each day in a
month is the EONIA rate applicable on the first Banking Business Day of that
month based on a 360 days year. The EONIA rate is a daily rate published by the
ECB every day.

The Debtor Bank must recover this compensation from the Creditor Bank by
specifying the compensation amount in AT-R6 in the DS-05 for Refund.

Starting Debit date (see also section 4.3.1 and 4.3.2)
day/time
Duration Eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days (in relation to Refunds arising from

unauthorised payment transactions, refer to PT-04.24)
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Closing Debit date + eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days (in relation to Refunds
day/time arising from unauthorised payment transactions, refer to PT-04.24)

Information The message for Refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-05.
I nput

Information The message for Refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-05.
Output

o /{ Formatted: Font: Not Bold ]
{ Formatted: Don't keep lines together ]

A

PT-04.24 — Debtor Bank decides on the claim, and when accepted, sends the Refund claim for
an Unauthorised Transaction to the CSM and informs the Debtor

Description After receipt of the response from the Creditor Bank, or after 30 Calendar Days at
the latest starting from the receipt of the claim by the Debtor Bank from the
Debtor, the Debtor Bank must determine the Refund claim. The Debtor Bank may
proceed in the following manner:

1. Debtor Bank may accept the Refund claim when the Creditor accepts the
claim (answer type codes 1 and 2 given by the Creditor)

2. The Debtor Bank may accept the claim of the Debtor after having
compared the claim made by the Debtor with the copy of the Mandate and
the supporting information received from the Creditor Bank and the
Creditor.

3. The Debtor Bank may aso reject the claim of the Debtor. This is a
decision of the Debtor Bank, which is final for al Participants in the
Scheme. The Creditor/Debtor may always use all possible means to reopen
the dispute with the Debtor/Creditor, but this is out of scope of the
Scheme.

4. If the Debtor Bank does not receive an answer from the Creditor Bank
within 30 Calendar Days of receiving the Refund request from the Debtor,
the Debtor Bank may determine the claim and proceed in a manner that it
considers appropriate, taki ng |nto account the evidence presented by the
Debtor. yv-clai

Formatted: English (U.K.) ]

Where the Debtor Bank agrees to refund the Debtor, it may claim the amount of
the Refund from the Creditor Bank.

If the Debtor Bank decides not to accept and not to execute the Refund claim, the
Debtor needs to be informed without delay, and relevant supporting evidence
received from the Creditor must be supplied to the Debtor.

In case of execution of the Refund claim, the same Refund compensation as
described in PT-04.16 may be recovered from the Creditor Bank by using the same
rule.

Participants are also referred to Annex VI of this Rulebook: Instructions for the
Refund Procedure for Unauthorised Transactions.

Starting After the receipt of the response to the request from the Creditor Bank, or at the
day/time latest after 30 Calendar Days starting from the receipt of the request of the Debtor

UK-2674300-v5 -4 - 70-40004504



(PT-04.20).

Formatted: Don't keep with next,

Duration Maximum 4 Inter-bank Business Days after PT-04.23._ In respect of Refunﬁ"”/{ Don't keep lines together

compensation, the number of Inter-Bank Business Days (up to 13 months) during
which the Debtor has been deprived of the Original Amount of the Collection.

JInformation The initial claim, the response with the copy of the signed Mandate or other

Input supporting information received from the Creditor.

Information  The message for Refund of an unauthorised Collection, containing the data of DS-
Output 05.

The reference of the request given by the Debtor Bank and the reference of the
answer of the Creditor to the request (if provided in the answer) must be sent back
as mandatory elements in the message DS-05 —in attribute AT-R5.

51  Indemnity and Limitation of Liability
(® e-Mandates see the indicated points below)

5.9.1 No-fault Reimbursement of Refundsand Returns
] (@ e-Mandates)

" In respect of each SEPA Direct Debit which is the subject of a Collection received
by a Debtor Bank from a Creditor Bank, such Creditor Bank shall indemnify the Debtor
Bank in respect of:

a) Any amount paid by the Debtor Bank to the Debtor by way of Refund and Refund
compensation as set out in PT-04.16 or PT-04.24 or

b) The amount of any Collection subject to a Return

Annex VII e-Mandates Provision
5.9 Indemnity and Limitation of Liability
(® e-Mandates seethe indicated points below)
5.9.1 No-fault Reimbur sement of Refunds and Returns
(@e-Mandates)

(a) Subject to (b) and (c) below, in respect of each SEPA Direct Debit which is the subject of a
Collection received by a Debtor Bank from a Creditor Bank, such Creditor Bank shall indemnify
the Debtor Bank in respect of:

(i) Any amount paid by the Debtor Bank to the Debtor by way of Refund and Refund
compensation as set out in PT-04.16, PT-04.24 and Annex V1 or
UK-2674300-v5 -5- 70-40004504
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(ii) The amount of any Collection subject to a Return

4.6.4 New e-Mandate provisions. PT-04.16 and PT-04.24 (to beinserted into Annex VII)

PT-04.16 — Debtor Bank Sends Collection Refund I nstructions to the CSM

Description  The Debtor Bank must credit the Debtor's account with the Original
Amount of the initial Collection. The Debtor Bank sends the Collection
Refund instruction to the CSM.

The Debtor Bank has the right to receive compensation, called the Refund
compensation, from the Creditor Bank for the related interest loss incurred
by the Debtor Bank by the crediting of the Debtor’s account with value date
= Due Date of theinitial Collection.

This compensation is a variable amount, being the interest calculated for the
number of Calendar Days between the Settlement Date of the origina
Collection (Settlement Date is included in the number of days) and the
Settlement Date of the Refund instruction by the CSM after presentation by
the Debtor Bank (Settlement day is not included in the number of days).
The rate to be applied for each day in a month is the EONIA rate applicable
on the first Banking Business Day of that month based on a 360 days year.
The EONIA rateis adaily rate published by the ECB every day.

The Debtor Bank must recover this compensation from the Creditor Bank
by specifying the compensation amount in AT-R6 in the DS-05 for Refund.

However, the Debtor Bank shall not be entitled to make a claim against the/{ Formatted: English (U.K.)

Creditor Bank in respect of any amount paid by the Debtor Bank to the
Debtor by way of Refund or Refund compensation in respect of an
unauthorised transaction where the Debtor Bank had not correctly carried
out the checkslisted in PT-07.04.

Starting Debit date (see also section 4.3.1 and 4.3.2)
day/time

Duration Eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days (in relation to Refunds arising
from unauthorised payment transactions, refer to PT-04.24)

Closing Debit date + eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days (in relation to
day/time Refunds arising from unauthorised payment transactions, refer to PT-04.24)

Information The message for Refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-05.
Input

Information The message for Refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-05.
Output

PT-04.24 —Debtor Bank decides on the claim, and when accepted, sends the Refund
claim for an Unauthorised Transaction to the CSM and informs the Debtor.
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Description  After receipt of the response from the Creditor Bank, or after 30 Calendar
Days at the latest starting from the receipt of the claim by the Debtor Bank
from the Debtor, the Debtor Bank must determine the Refund claim. The
Debtor Bank may proceed in the following manner:

1. Debtor Bank may accept the Refund claim when the Creditor
accepts the claim (answer type codes 1 and 2 given by the Creditor)

2. The Debtor Bank may accept the claim of the Debtor after having
compared the claim made by the Debtor with the copy of the
Mandate and the supporting information received from the Creditor
Bank and the Creditor.

3. The Debtor Bank may also reject the claim of the Debtor. Thisisa
decision of the Debtor Bank, which is final for all Participants in
the Scheme. The Creditor/Debtor may always use all possible
means to reopen the dispute with the Debtor/Creditor, but thisis out
of scope of the Scheme.

4. |f the Debtor Bank does not receive an answer from the Credit Formatted: Numbered + Level: 1 +

- . bering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + S :
Bank within 30 Calendar Days of receiving the Refund request TimAl?g;:]r?]eg:ie%t+Aligne; attanoa;s
from the Debtor, the Debtor Bank may determine the claim and cm + Tab after: 1.39 cm + Indent at:

1.39 cm, Don't keep with next, Don't
keep lines together

proceed in a manner that it considers appropriate, taking into

account the evidence presented by the Debtor.

Where the Debtor Bank agrees to refund the Debtor, it may clam the
amount of the Refund from the Creditor Bank.

If the Debtor Bank decides not to accept and not to execute the Refund
clam, the Debtor needs to be informed without delay, and relevant
supporting evidence received from the Creditor must be supplied to the
Debtor.

In case of execution of the Refund claim, the same Refund compensation as
described in PT-04.16 may be recovered from the Creditor Bank by using
the same rule.

However, the Debtor Bank shall not be entitled to make a claim against the
Creditor Bank in respect of any amount paid by the Debtor Bank to the
Debtor by way of Refund or Refund compensation in respect of an
unauthorised transaction where the Debtor Bank had not correctly carried
out the checks listed in PT-07.04.

Participants are also referred to Annex V1 of this Rulebook: Instructions for
the Refund Procedure for Unauthorised Transactions.

Starting After the receipt of the response to the request from the Creditor Bank, or at
day/time the latest after 30 Calendar Days starting from the receipt of the request of
the Debtor (PT-04.20).

Duration Maximum 4 Inter-bank Business Days after PT-04.23. In respect of Refund
compensation, the number of Inter-Bank Business Days (up to 13 months)
during which the Debtor has been deprived of the Origina Amount of the
Caollection.
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Information Theinitial claim, the response with the copy of the signed Mandate or other
I nput supporting information received from the Creditor.

Information The message for Refund of an unauthorised Collection, containing the data

The reference of the request given by the Debtor Bank and the reference of
the answer of the Creditor to the request (if provided in the answer) must be
sent back as mandatory elements in the message DS-05 — in attribute AT-
R5.
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45

Adherence of a Licensed Branch of a non-SEPA Country Institution

For institutions based in SEPA, a branch is not able to adhere separately from the legal
entity of which it forms part, as a branch does not have a separate legal personality of its
own. In such cases the legal entity applies to become a Participant in the SCT Scheme and
all of its branches in SEPA are automatically covered by its adherence application.

The position for EEA-licensed branches of non-SEPA country institutions is different. As

‘/[ Formatted: Don't keep lines together ]

the licence is given to the branch of such an institution, for the purposes of the SCT Scheme,
only an EEA licensed branch may apply to become a Participant in the Scheme and the fegal
Home State "parent"” entity-orany-of-the-legal-entity's-other-branches-will not be covered-by
this-appheationentitled itself to act as a Participant. Nevertheless, such a branch remains
without legal personality so that questions concerning its ability to adhere, i.e. its capacity
and authority to join the Scheme as well as the extent to which provisions of the Scheme
Rulebook are legal, valid and binding on the branch and enforceable against it, will fall to be
determined by the laws governing the country where the legal entity (head office) is
established, rather than the country where the branch is licensed._ Therefore, as explained
below, two legal opinions are required — one relating to the EEA branch applicant (to
confirm that the applicant is duly authorised in compliance with the eligibility criteria) and
one relating to the Home State parent institution (to confirm that the applicant has power
and authority to perform its obligations and that the Adherence Agreement and Rulebook
constitute legal valid and binding obligations of the applicant. Any additional EEA licensed
branches of the parent institution will automatically be covered by the adherence

application.

Each Adherence Pack submitted by or on behalf of a licensed branch of a non-SEPA
country institution must include:

a. the Adherence Agreement of the Applicant (in this case, the Applicant is a licensed
branch of a non-SEPA country institution);

b. two Legal Opinions and
C. the Schedule.

Pro-forma versions of each of these documents are provided in Annex A-4 and on the EPC
website.

For licensed branches of non-SEPA country institutions, the Applicant shall provide two
Legal Opinions as follows

1. The Legal Opinion 1 (Branch State) is signed by a legal counsel of an EEA country
where the participating branch is licensed. This Legal Opinion shall follow the pro-

forma provided in Annex A 4 of this Guide. Before submitting the Adherence Pack,
the Applicant shall specifically ensure that point 1 of the pro-forma, confirming that /
the branch is licensed in accordance with Directive 2006/48/EC, has been duly

cm
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2. The Legal Opinion 2 (Home State) is signed by the legal counsel of the home state of
a licensed branch (i.e. country of incorporation of the bank), and covers the laws of
that country. This document should follow the pro-forma provided in Annex A-4 of

this Guide.
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In principle, Participants are only bound, either in the role of a Creditor Bank, or of a Debtor"”{ gg;“t"i‘;edlm'z;’q; ';etf]zr‘”‘th next, J
Bank, or in both roles, by the rules of the Scheme(s) to which they adhere. P 9
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The Core Scheme and the B2B Scheme are defined as two separate Schemes, each being
described in a separate Rulebook. As some Participants will adhere to and operate both
Schemes, as the messages used in both Schemes are based on the same standards and contain
almost identical attributes, and as both Schemes are supported by very comparable business
processes, errors in automated and manual processes might result in undesired and unintended
interference between the two Schemes.

The following three core principles apply in respect of any Direct Debit transaction in which
the processing of the Collection or perception of the parties to the transaction does not reflect
the processes and rights represented by the Mandate signed by the Debtor.

(a) The Debtor should be in no worse position than he would be under the Scheme to
which the Mandate, which he signed, relates. For example, if the Debtor has signed a Core
Scheme Mandate when the Creditor had intended him to be a Debtor under the B2B Scheme,
the Debtor will be able to invoke the rights attributed to him by virtue of the Core Scheme. In
particular, refund rights shall be claimed and processed by the parties following the
procedures set out in Annex IX.

(b) If the Debtor Bank is required under the Scheme to which the Mandate relates to
give a refund to the Debtor, the Creditor Bank must repay the Debtor Bank in respect of that
refund and related refund compensation.

(c) A Debtor who is a consumer will not be bound by the rules of the B2B Scheme
notwithstanding the fact that he may erroneously have signed a B2B Mandate. Since it is
prohibited for consumers to be Debtors under the B2B Scheme, any Debtor who is a
consumer but has signed a B2B Mandate shall be able to invoke the rights attributed to a
Debtor by virtue of the Core Scheme. In particular, refund rights shall be claimed and
processed by the parties following the procedures set out in Annex IX.

Subject to the above, Fhe-general-principle-is-that a Participant adhering to the B2B Scheme as
a Debtor Bank is allowed to reject or return, under the rules of the B2B Scheme, Collections
that are presented by a Creditor Bank as initiated under the Core Scheme. Debtor Banks are
obliged by the Scheme to check the status of the actual Mandate signed by their Debtors.

5.4 Eligibility for Participation
In order to be eligible as a Participant, a Participant must at all times:

 be active in the business of providing banking and/or payment services to customers,
including the provision of accounts used for the execution of payments, holding the Funds
needed for the execution of payments or making the Funds received following the execution
of payments available to customers
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* be either incorporated and licensed in a SEPA country or territory, or regulatedbyan
. | .

= be-incorporated-or-licensed by an appropriate EEA regulatory bodyin-a-SERPAjurisdiction

* be able to pay its debts as they fall due, and not be insolvent as defined in accordance with
any insolvency law applicable to the Participant

* maintain a sufficient level of liquidity and capital in accordance with regulatory
requirements to which it is subject

* be able to meet rating or other criteria set under the terms of the Scheme from time to time
for the purpose of establishing the Participant’s ability to meet its financial obligations

« comply fully with applicable regulations in respect of money laundering, sanctions
restrictions and terrorist financing

* participate, or be eligible to participate, directly or indirectly in one or more CSMs for the
purpose of providing access to the Scheme throughout SEPA

 develop and effect operational and risk control measures appropriate to the business
undertaken by the Participant, such as the risk mitigation provisions set out in the Rulebook
and in Annex Il to the Rulebook.

[ ] 4/{ Formatted: Don't keep lines together ]

.. . L Formatted: Don't keep with next,
59  Limitation of Liability ‘/{Don-t keep lines together }

(AnnexV1l) 59.1 E-Mandate Provision — Indemnity and Limitation of Liability_%.—g‘/{FO'matted: Do keep lnes together |
. itation of Lisbil
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Formatted:
Don't keep lines together

Don't keep with next,

English (U.K.)

 J J

Don't keep lines together

(UK)

New Annex | X to B2B Rulebook

Font: Not Bold, English

/ Formatted:
Formatted:
Formatted:

Formatted:

English (U.K.)

Annex | X — Processes Relating to the Claiming of Refunds under Section 2.8 of the Rulebook

(UK)

Formatted:

Font: Not Bold, English

The following process steps, data sets and indemnity provisions shall apply to any request for a

English (U.K.)

refund by a Debtor in the circumstances described in section 2.8 of the Rulebook. These processes

Formatted:
Formatted

1_/\—/_/;/

shall not apply in any other circumstances.

/{ Formatted:

English (U.K.)

L

/[Formatted: Font: Bold, English (U.K.)
L Process Steps -~ Formatted: English (U.) )
Formatted [_i
PT- 1X.01 — Debtor Requests Refund of Debited Amount ?Formatted [—}
Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Description . The Debtor must instruct the Debtor Bank to refund the Collection, without /[ Formatted: English (U.K.) J
being required to disclose, the reason for initiating the refund claim. The -~ Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) |
Debtor Bank must credit the Debtor’s account for the amount of the Formatted: English (UK.) }
Collection. The Debt_or Bank is fuI_Iv authorised by the S_@heme to obtain a /f Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK. |
_refund from t_hg Creditor Bank. Thls.refungl does not re[leve the Debtor of " {Formatted: English (UK.) )
its_responsibility to seek a resolution with the Creditor, nor does the\ﬂ Formatted: Font: 12 p, English (UK. |
payment of a refund prejudice the outcome of the resolution. \[ — P =9 —
Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
Starting After the Debtor Bank has debited the Debtor’s account. \meaﬁedi Font: 12 pt, English (UK. |
day/time { Formatted [—ﬂ
. Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Duration Eight weeks ~—{ Formatted 0
. . . F d: Font: 12

Closing Eight weeks after the debit date. \gFormatted_ Fom_ I = — %
dav/time | Formatted: Font: pt, English (U.K.)
Formatted [—ﬂ
Information  The information to the Debtor. AFormatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK.) |
Input Formatted [—i
. . Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Information The message for refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS- IX.01, Formatted: English (UK) )
M Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
|PT- 1X.02 — Debtor Bank Sends Collection Refund Instructions to the CSM Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK. |

Formatted

The Debtor Bank must credit the Debtor’s account with the Origin

Description Formatted

Amount of the initial Collection. The Debtor Bank sends the Collection< ~\{ Formatted

3|33

refund instruction to the CSM.

Formatted Table

The Debtor Bank has the right to receive compensation, called the refund Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (u.K.)]
compensation, from the Creditor Bank for the related interest loss incurre Formatted: English (U.K.) )
by the Debtor Bank by the crediting of the Debtor’s account with value date Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K) ]
= Due Date of the initial Collection. Formatted: English (UK) ]

Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
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This compensation is a variable amount, being the interest calculated for the

number of Calendar Days between the Settlement Date of the original

Collection (Settlement Date is included in the number of days) and the

Settlement Date of the refund instruction by the CSM after presentation by —{ Formatted )
the Debtor Bank (Settlement day is not included in the number of days).

The rate to be applied for each day in a month is the EONIA rate applicable

on the first Banking Business Day of that month based on a 360 days year.

The EONIA rate is a daily rate published by the ECB every day.

The Debtor Bank must recover this compensation from the Creditor Ba”ﬁﬁ?,ﬁ?ié?".in'ii"tﬁ ‘;ﬁgr"vith next,
by specifying the compensation amount in [AT-R6], in the DS- 1X.01 for ; £ &

AL

Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,

Input

Information The message for refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-1X.01, \[Formatted
\_. | Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,
Output \£ =

Formatted

Refund. LFormatted
Starting Debit date (see also section 4.3.1 and 4.3.2) /{ oy atted: Font: Times New Roman. }
d—a\m \f Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Duration Eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days /{ oy atted: Font: Times New Roman. J
Closing Debit date + eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days }Formaﬁedf Fom 22 B0 O )
da /'[i me \{{ EgrpTatted. Font: Times New Roman, }
Information The message for refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-1X.01, Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ﬁ

12 pt

-

[PT- 1X.03 — CSM Sends Collection refund Instructions to Creditor Bank |

-

Description  The CSM sends the Collection refund instructions to the Creditor Bank./{fgrpTatted: Font: Times New Roman,
The Settlement is executed by crediting the Debtor Bank and debiting the

N - . - Formatted ﬁ
Creditor Bank for the initial amount of the Collection and for the refund
compensation calculated by the Debtor Bank.
AStartinq After PT- IX.02 /{ EgrpTatted: Font: Times New Roman, }
d—a/the \[ Formatted [_i
Duration Eith Weeks /{ Formatted: Font: 12 pt ]
Closing Debit date + eight weeks + 2 Inter-Bank Business Days /£F°rmatte¢ Font: 12 pt, English (UK. |

day/time

Information The message for refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS- IX.01, /{ E‘z’r;‘a“edi Font: Times New Roman,
I—nM \[Formatted

Information The message for refund of a Collection, containing the data of DS-1X.01, /{ Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,

()

12 pt

M \[ Formatted

(N

|PT-IX.04 — Creditor Bank Debits Creditor with Amount of Refunded Collections |
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Formatted: Don't keep with next,
| Description The Creditor Bank must debit the account of the Creditor for the amount of | 291 adiust space between Latin and
the instructions received for refund. For the recovery of the fefund \ ~{Formatted =,
compensation, the Creditor Bank must make his own arrangements with the) \ —— .
Creditor. The date for this debit is out of scope of the Scheme. \ Eormaze: Font: 12 pt, English (U'[K%]
ormatte
This_implies that a Creditor may be obliged by the Creditor Bank to \Formatted Table B
maintain his account in the Creditor’s Bank after the termination of the Formatted: Englsh (UK) )
relevant business relationship, for a certain period, in order to be able to -
honour these refund transactions. Formated: Font: 12 pt, Engih (UK, |
Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
If the account of the Creditor for whatever reason could not be debited, the Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK.) |
unpaid refund becomes a credit risk for the Creditor Bank to be recovered Formatted: English (UK) }
from the Creditor, or the Creditor Bank must take the loss, as the Creditor Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK. |
Bank is not allowed to debit the Debtor Bank for the unpaid refund. — : —
Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
Starting After PT- 1X.03. Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
day/time Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Information The message for refund of a Collection, containing the data of ,DS- IX.01, Formatted
| ﬂQUt \\ Formatted

PT-1X.05 — Debtor Initiates a Request for a Refund for an Unauthorised Transaction (after

\
W\

Font: 12 pt

the eight weeks refund period)

\\\\\{ Formatted:
\\( Formatted:
\

Not Highlight

{ Formatted:

Font: 12 pt

kLD

Description  .Lhis procedure only applies for unauthorised transactions that are brought Formatted
to the attention of the Debtor Bank by the Debtor after the deadline for a, Formatted: English (U.K.) )
no-questions-asked refund has passed. Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK.)
The Debtor is allowed to send a request to the Debtor Bank to refund a Formatted: English (UK.) )
Collection that was not authorised by him. This means that the Debtor Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK.)
considers that the SEPA Direct Debit was unauthorised. Formatted )
The Debtor must submit a claim to the Debtor Bank together with any Formatted ﬁ
supporting evidence if available. Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.) |
R . F d: English (U.K.
Instructions for the Debtors should be provided by the Debtor Banks and Formatted_ an '_512( é i %
are out of scope of this document ormatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K)
i i . i . Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
If a claim is made for a refund of an unauthorised SEPA Direct Debit Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (u.K.)]
within eight-weeks of the relevant debit date, Debtor Banks may request a —
. Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
copy of the Mandate pursuant to the procedures set out in PT-06.01. -
Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Starting After the eight weeks refund period applicable to any Collection. { Formatted )
day/time Formatted: English (U.K.) )
. i i i Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Duration Not later than 13 months after the debit date of the disputed Collection. /,{ Formatted [—i
Information The details of the executed Collection and any supporting evidence for the ~|Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English ws) |
Input claim. | Formatted [—ﬂ
Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Information The claim with the supporting evidence, if provided by the Debtor. Formatted [—ﬂ
M \£Formatted [_i
Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

[PT- 1X.06 — The Debtor Bank accepts or rejects the Request for Refund - requests Mandate | Formatted
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|Copy from Creditor Bank. |

The Debtor Bank must examine the request received, and must decide to/{fgr&’atte":

Font: Times New Roman,

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

English (U.K.)

Font: Times New Roman,

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

English (U.K.) )

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

Font: 12 pt ]

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

Font: 12 pt ]

Font: 12 pt, English (UK.)

Font: Times New Roman, }

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

English (U.K.)

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

)
Font: Times New Roman, }
)
)

Font: 12 pt

Description
accept or to reject the request. The recommended guidance for Formatted-
determining whether or not to accept a request for a refund of an /{Formatted_
unauthorised transaction is described below. \[ -
Formatted:
When accepted, the Debtor Bank must forward the claim (without any Formatted:
supporting _evidence) to the Creditor Bank, who must forward it to the 12 pt, English (UK.)
Creditor. Formatted:
Four types of request can be distinguished:
1. A copy of the Mandate is requested by the Debtor Bank, the copy
must be provided, except in cases where the Creditor accepts the
claim without more.
2. A copy of the Mandate is requested by the Debtor Bank, the copy
must be provided, even if the Creditor accepts the claim.
3. A copy of the Mandate is not requested by the Debtor Bank as,
according to the Debtor, the Mandate has already been cancelled
by the Debtor.
4. A copy of the Mandate is not requested by the Debtor Bank as the
Mandate should have been cancelled by the Creditor following 36
months of inactivity since the last Collection.
These types of request are identified by a refund type code which is part/{FOFmattedi
of the request data. ~{ Formatted:
The accepted technical channels for sending the request are the//{ Formatted:
following:
1. ,The suitable SWIFT message as the default option /{Formattedi
2. e-mail with formatted template //{ Formatted:
3. Fax transmission with formatted template
4. Any other means agreed between both parties, the Debtor Bank/{FOfmatted:
and the Creditor Bank
The Debtor Bank may always use the SWIFT message, or one of the
channels indicated by the Creditor Bank in reference and routing
directories provided by CSMs or other providers of such routing
information.
Recommended 1..The Mandate agreed by the Debtor, as amended from time to time Formatted:
] id for (i.e. the signed Mandate together with any other documents related to 12pt
guidance €. ! 3
determining the amendment of the Mandate) should be compared with the Formatted:
whether or not Mandate data supplied by the Creditor as part of the Collection. The
to accept a Mandate data from the Creditor can be obtained from the Mandate / Formatted:
refund claim related data part of the Collection message for the Collection disputed Formatted:
for an in_the refund request, or through a copy of the Mandate, amended .
unauthorised from time to time, received from the Creditor. The relevant data are  L-ormatted:
e — | F tted:
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transaction the following:
Attribute of the Mandate _{ Formatted: Font: 12 pt )
The Identification Code of the Scheme /{Fo"“atted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.) |
The Unique Mandate Reference
The Identifier of the Creditor
The Name of the Creditor
The Account Number of the Debtor (IBAN)
The Name of the Debtor
BIC Code of the Debtor Bank
The Transaction Type
The Date of Signing of the Mandate
Signature(s) ///{ Formatted: Font: 12 pt ]
2. The Mandate should not have been cancelled by the Debtor or by the
Creditor at the moment of the debiting for the disputed Collection.
3. When the Mandate has been amended by one of the parties, the
amended Mandate attributes should be taken into account.
4. The Mandate should not fall under the rule of the 36 months
inactivity period, resulting in an automatic cancellation, to be
respected by the Creditor.
5. In respect of e-Mandates only, the Debtor Bank should check that the—| Eg;”“i:tFegis'anenéhff&reg-ffg‘/a_ L
Debtor was validated by the Debtor Bank in a correct way at the + Nﬁmgé,ir{g Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start
issuing or the last amendment of the e-Mandate. This examination aé:;3 + Aligr}msntf:tLeftJléligned at:
- . -0.. cm + Tab after: . cm +
can Vleld three results: Indent at: 0.15 cm, Don't keep !ines
a._The claim of the Debtor might be rejected by the Debtor Bank\ together, Tah stops: 0.62 cm, List tab
when the claim is based on the absence of consent by the Debtor (o ——— " ———————"—
and the Debtor Bank concludes that this absence results from Numbering Style: a, b, c, ... + Start at:
negligence/error of the Debtor, which is considered as a liability in:' f'?;bm:f?;}iﬂ“; 3:92931 3;&3-8
of the Debtor according to the terms and conditions agreed | 1.42 cm, Don't keep lines together
between the Debtor Bank and the Debtor.
b. The refund claim is accepted, and the Debtor Bank takes the loss
for the refund, when the absence of consent results from
negligence/error_of the Debtor Bank. No recovery from the
Creditor Bank can be initiated, as a positive validation was given
to the Creditor, due to errors made by the Debtor Bank.
c. In all other cases, where the claim is based on another reason
than the absence of consent resulting from negligence/error by
the Debtor or by the Debtor Bank, the claim of the Debtor is Formatted: Font: 12 pt J
accepted by the Debtor Bank for further handling. Formatted: English (U.K.) )
. Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,
Starting After PT- 1X.05, 12 pt
day/time \\‘[ Formatted: Font: 12 pt ]
Formatted: Not Highlight ]
UK.2674250125 8 704000450, Formatted: Font: 12 pt, Highlight ]
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. . . .. ,/ /
Duration Maximum 4 Banking Business Days between receiving the request and/ |

/{ Formatted

/ ’,{ Formatted

sending the request to the Creditor Bank.

Information The claim with the supporting evidence,
Input

Information The claim as described in DS-1X.02 when the SWIFT message is use /

output and in DS-1X.03 for the use of e-mail or fax.

[PT-,1X.07 — Creditor Bank Forwards the Request for Refund to the Creditor

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

\[ Formatted

T/{ Formatted

=

Description  The Creditor Bank receives the request message from the Debtor Bank an

Starting After PT-1X.06.
day/time

Duration Maximum 3 Banking Business Days

Information The original request message from the Debtor Bank as described in DS?
I nput 1X.02 or in DS-1X.03, ,

Information The request message in any format agreed between the Creditor Bank antl

forwards it to the Creditor. ﬁﬁ
\

| Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

\ Formatted

Formatted

{ Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Output, the Creditor.

Formatted

PT-1X.08 — The Creditor Investigates the Request for Refund and Provides a Response to \\\

the Creditor Bank.

Description  Lhe Creditor must investigate the request, and take one of the following

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

Formatted

actions:

1. Accept the refund claim of the Debtor (for all types of refund requests).

In this case, the Creditor does not have to send a copy of the Mandate for a \ || Formatted
refund request of type 1. For type 2 efund requests, the Creditor must \ | Formatted
always forward a copy of the Mandate. \{ Formatted
2. Dispute the claim of the Debtor. In this case, the Creditor must provide 4 | Formatted

copy of the Mandate (for types 1 and 2 refund requests).

3. Dispute the claim of the Debtor (for the types 3 and 4 of refund requests).
In this case, the Creditor may provide supporting information.

1. The answer must be sent to the Creditor Bank by using a technical|
channel agreed between the Creditor Bank and the Creditor. The\\
answer must contain sufficient information to allow the Creditor |
Bank to populate the Inter-Bank message to be forwarded to the }\

Debtor Bank.

2. The Creditor Bank must forward the answer received from the
Creditor to the Debtor Bank, while using the channel indicated by
the Debtor Bank in the request message.
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Font: Times New Roman,

Starting On receipt of the refund request. /{ pomatted
d—a\/the Formatted: English (U.K.)
Dur ation Maximum 7 Banking Business Days, Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K)
7””{ Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,
Information The refund request in a technical channel agreed with the Creditor Bank. et
Formatted: Font: 12 pt
Input
Formatted: Font: 12 pt
Information Either the copy of the requested Mandate, or the response message Formatted: English (U.K.)
Output answering to the request received, as described in DS-1X.02 (while usingj\ Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K)
the SWIFT message), or in DS-1X.03 (while using email or fax), and any\ c —
ormatted: English (U.K.)

supporting information.

|

)

J

|

)

)

)

)

| )
Font: Times New Roman, J
|

)

)

)

)

|

)

.| Formatted:
\ 12 pt, English (U.K.)
PT-1X.09 —Debtor Bank Decides on the Claim, and when Accepted, Sends the Refund" TFormatted: Font: Times New Roman,
Claim for an Unauthorised Transaction to the CSM and Informs the Debtor. 12 pt
\ Formatted: Don't keep with next
Description  After receipt of the response from the Creditor Bank, or after 30 Calendaﬂ \ Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (UK.)
Days at the latest starting from the receipt of the claim by the Debtor Bank| | Formatted: English (U.K.)
from the Debtor, the Debtor Bank must determine the refund claim. The \ Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)
Debtor Bank may proceed in the following manner: | 1\ [ Formatted: English (U.K.), Not
1. Debtor Bank may accept the refund claim when the Creditor Highlght -
accepts the claim (answer type codes 1 and 2 given by the Creditor) Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K)
Formatted: English (U.K.), Not
2. The Debtor Bank may accept the claim of the Debtor after having) || |||l Highlight J
compared the claim made by the Debtor with the copy of the ||| | Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (u.k.) |
Mandate and the supporting information received from the Creditor |!|\l\( Formatted ﬁ
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Bank and the Creditor.

\
\\{ Formatted:

)

Not Highlight

3. The Debtor Bank may also reject the claim of the Debtor. Thisisa || {Formatted

)

decision of the Debtor Bank, which is final for all Participants in

Formatted Table

the Scheme. The Creditor/Debtor may always use all possible Formatted:

means to reopen the dispute with the Debtor/Creditor, but this is out

“ Formatted:

English (U.K.)

of scope of the Scheme. | Formatted:

J
Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]
)
)

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

4. |If the Debtor Bank does not receive an answer from the Credit

( Formatted:

Font: 12 pt

Bank within 30 Calendar Days of receiving the refund request from

Formatted:

the Debtor, the Debtor Bank may determine the claim and procee

Formatted:

English (U.K.) )
Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

in a manner that it considers appropriate, taking into account the

Formatted

evidence presented by the Debtor.

Formatted:

English (U.K.)

Fo rmatted:

Font: 12 pt, English (UK.)

Where the Debtor Bank agrees to refund the Debtor,

amount of the refund from the Creditor Bank

it may claim t Formatted,
Formatted

English (U.K.) ]
-

If the Debtor Bank decides not to accept and not to execute the refund/{FOVma“edi

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

claim, the Debtor needs to be informed without delay, and relevanti%Formatted'

supporting evidence received from the Creditor must be supplied to the Formatted:

English (U.K.) )
Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.) ]

Debtor.

/ Formatted: English (U.K.) ]
In case of execution of the refund claim, the same refund compensation as Formatted: )

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

described in PT-1X.02 may be recovered from the Creditor Bank by using —{ Formatted

-

the same rule.

Formatted:

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

Formatted:

)
English (U.K.) )
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Participants are also referred to the Instructions for the Refund Procedure
for Unauthorised Transactions set out in the Appendix to this Annex IX, —{ Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

(N

Starting After the receipt of the response to the request from the Creditor Bank, or at/{ Eg';?attedi Font: Times New Roman,

day/time the latest after 30 Calendar Days starting from the receipt of the request of
the Debtor (PT-1X.05).

()

Formatted

Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,

Duration Maximum 4 Inter-bank Business Days after PT-IX.08, 12 pt

- J

VAN

Formatted

Information The initial claim, the response with the copy of the signed Mandate or other
Input supporting information received from the Creditor.

Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,
12 pt

Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

l

Information .he message for refund of an unauthorised Collection, containing the data
Output of DS-IX.0L,
The reference of the request given by the Debtor Bank and the reference
the answer of the Creditor to the request (if provided in the answer) must be X\
sent back as mandatory elements in the message DS-1X.01 — in attribute
[AT-R5.]

Formatted: Font: Times New Roman,
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Description:

The reference of the bank/CSM initiating the ‘R’ message. This referen
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must be provided by the party receiving the message when requesting any
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complementary information about the ‘R’ message
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paid by the Debtor Bank to the Debtor by way of refund in respect of an unauthorised transaction
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Services Directive applies, the Creditor Bank shall be obliged to indemnify the Debtor Bank only
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handling of such claims for refund for Unauthorised Transactions is an inter-bank process Formatted: Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

involving staff intervention in both the Debtor Bank and the Creditor Bank. The related process- Formatted: English (U.K.) )
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1. Instructions for Debtor Banks
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a.

This procedure only applies to claims for refunds for an unauthorised transaction Formatted:

Font: 12 pt, English (U.K.)

introduced later than eight weeks after the date on which the Debtor was debited. During Formatted:

Formatted:

the eight weeks, the refund right of the Debtor always applies without the need for the
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Debtor to provide any reason to the Debtor Bank. Formatted:
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Four types of request can be distinguished:

e A copy of the Mandate is requested by the Debtor Bank, the copy must be provided,
except if the Creditor accepts the claim.

e A copy of the Mandate is requested by the Debtor Bank, the copy must be provided,
even if the Creditor accepts the claim.

e No copy of the Mandate is requested by the Debtor Bank as according to the
Debtor, the Mandate has already been cancelled by the Debtor.

e No copy of the Mandate is requested by the Debtor Bank as the Mandate should
have been cancelled by the Creditor due to 36 months of inactivity after the latest
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o) These types are identified by a refund type code part of the request data.
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The following technical channels are accepted by the Scheme for sending the request to the /{
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Creditor Bank :

e The suitable SWIFT message. This is the default option.
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e Anemail with template
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e A fax transmission with template
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h. The Debtor Bank can accept the claim in three situations:
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e Any other means agreed between both parties, the Debtor bank and the Creditor
Bank
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