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1. LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS TO PUBLIC CONSULTATION
Comments were received from the following contributors during the public
consultation.
Input from:
(Communities
of) Payment
service
providers

Clearing and
settlement
mechanisms
(CSMs)

Other
stakeholders

List of contributors
1. ABI (Italian banking association)
2. Banking & Payment Federation Ireland (BPFI)
3. CaixaBank (Spain)
4. Citi
5. Commerzbank AG
6. Danish Bankers Association
7. Dutch Payments Association
8. Febelfin (Belgian banking community)
9. Finnish banking community
10. French banking federation
11. German banking industry committee
12. Intesa Sanpaolo S.p.A.
13. Nordea Bank
14. Norwegian banking community
15. Payments UK
16. Portuguese Banking Community (Banks and SIBS)
17. Spanish banking association
18. STUZZA Austria
19. Swedbank
20. Swedish Bankers’ Association
21. UniCredit Group
A further four contributors have stated that the name of their
organization should remain anonymous.
1. Bankgirot (Bankgirocentralen BGC AB)
2. EACHA
3. EBA CLEARING
4. Equens SE
5. Vocalink
One further CSM has stated that the name of its organization should
remain anonymous.
1. Bank of Lithuania
2. BITKOM e.V.
3. CNPS (French national non-cash payments committee)
4. D+H
5. EuroCommerce
6. FIS global
7. Garcia Jordi (individual)
8. Gaston Lorenzo (individual)
9. Icon Solutions Ltd.
10. S&T Slovenija d.d.
11. Shahid Ali (individual)
12. SWIFT
13. Tata Consultancy Services Switzerland Ltd
One contributor
anonymous.

has

stated

that

its

name

should

remain
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2. RECEIVED COMMENTS TO THE SCT INST SCHEME RULEBOOK (EPC 004-16 V0.1) WITH EPC RESPONSES
2.1.

General comments

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

1.

Anonymous

There is no AML/CTF aspect included in the Rulebook, which can have significant impact on transactions
procession.
Proposal: The clause on (concerning) procedures of Prevention of Money Laundering and Financing of
Terrorism in case of suspicion should be added. Procedures shall be obligatory for all participants in the
scheme including TPP.
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EPC response
The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will cover
among others
these aspects.
The RMA will
only be shared
with (applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.
Scheme
participants in
the SEPA
Schemes are
subject to AML
/ CTF
legislation and
procedures
irrespective of
any scheme
obligations in
the same
context.

4

Furthermore,
the EU
measure in the
area of money
laundering and
anti-terrorist
financing
comes in the
form of a
European
Directive
(2015/ 849).
This means
that scheme
participants will
have to comply
with the
relevant
implementing
legislation at
national level.
Consequently,
it would be
difficult to
envisage an
unambiguous
Rulebook
obligation if
national
legislative
measures may
contain
different
nuances of
what is
required for
scheme
participants
(PSPs).
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
In accordance
with Section
5.4 of the
Rulebooks,
TPPs are not
eligible for
scheme
participation
and therefore
outside the
scope of the
SEPA Schemes.

2.

Anonymous

Clearing Mechanism should not be out of scope of the Scheme

Certain clearing rules/details should be
part of the Scheme.
Clearing
mechanism is an important part of the
process therefore we suggest to
integrate that details to the Scheme.
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As with all
other EPC
rulebooks, the
clearing layer
cannot be
within the
scope of the
SCT Inst
scheme. Such
separation of
the scheme
from the
infrastructure
has always
been an
important
principle in
payments and
has been
confirmed in
the definition of
the notion of
‘payment
scheme’ in the
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
SEPA
Regulation
(Article 2 (7) of
Regulation (EU)
No 260/2012).

3.

Anonymous

We would like to indicate the two following points that have to be taken into consideration:
- the AML/CFT controls are to be clearly defined under this scheme: such controls are to be fully executed
according the current regulation (as well as the 2015/847 from June 2017) but details in their application
must be set out, notably those related to the procedure to be applied in case of a positive/false positive hit.
- The positive customer confirmation should remain as optional and not become compulsory. This point was
previously discussed at the time of the elaboration of the rulebook and was in the end endorsed at the ERPB
meeting in November 2015. This message should remain at the initiative of the ordering bank.

The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will cover
among others
these aspects.
The RMA will
only be shared
with (applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.
Furthermore,
as to AML / CFT
aspects please
refer to the
EPC response
to comment
No. 1.
The positive
notification to
the Originator
and to the
Beneficiary
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
remains out of
scope of the
scheme.

4.

Anonymous

We are aware that the concerns mentioned hereafter are not part of the remit of EPC’s scheme
development work. However we would like to provide a feedback to the EPC as scheme manager on
following key considerations during this public consultation.

The EPC takes
note of these
reflections.

1) Providing customers with euro instant credit transfers entails substantial development and
implementation costs for banks with limited revenue opportunities.
The absence of a ‘regulatory initiative’ as main driver for the participation of banks to the SCTinst scheme
may constitute an important risk of slow take-up of the Instant Payment solution, which in turn is a
blocking factor for adoption by the end-users based on a lack of reachability, especially at country level.
Self-regulatory efforts of the European banking sector may again not prove sufficient to drive forward
concerted adherence to the SCTinst scheme.
Therefore appropriate governance mechanisms to ensure rapid Union-wide adoption of an integrated
instant payments market are expected, thus justifying the high investment costs of banks.
2) We regret there is still a lack of clarity at this point in time of the clearing and settlement layers.

5.

Banking
&
Payment
Federation
Ireland (BPFI)

We would have appreciated if the CSM interoperability framework as well as the settlement risk
management model were finalized at the moment of the start of this public consultation so that the SCTinst
scheme Rulebook could have formally referred to these documents.
The main concern for BPFI and its member banks is the maximum execution time and time-out deadline
(section 4.2.3), and in particular the financial risks as well as the uncertainty on transaction status potentially
arising from still “in-flight transactions” after such timeout.
List of Impacts
The following are a list of impacts that occur due to the current design of the Instant Payments scheme
whereby there is no definite time-period in which the instant payment is confirmed – either positively or
negatively.
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See general
EPC response
for chapter 4
whereby a firm
time-out
deadline has
now been set.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

1. Lack of payment guarantee combined with a reservation of payer funds for an indefinite period of time
leads to a very poor customer experience that will damage the reputation and usage of the instant
payments scheme.
2. Point of sale transactions – without payment guarantee the payer will be unsure when/if the payment
will be taken and will have to potentially duplicate payment by having to use cash or card to give payment
certainty to the merchant/service provider.
3. Online e/m commerce – customers experience of online shopping will be inconsistent given the online
sellers will not accept orders until they receive payment confirmation – which is not “instantly”
guaranteed.
4. Private sales of cars/goods/services – the seller will not hand over goods to the buyer until they have
confirmation of payment, given lack of time limit to know when payment is successful, this instrument
will not be used for these face-to-face scenarios.
Payee Initiated Return
If the current design does not change then the final payment status is not known for an indefinite period of
time. Given this situation, duplicate payments are highly likely given the payer will either request multiple
instant payment requests or will make alternative payment arrangements not knowing whether the instant
payment request has worked or not.

EPC response
According to
the definition of
a return (see
standard SCT
Rulebook
section 4.4),
the SCT Inst
Rulebook
cannot foresee
a return
initiated by the
Payee. Instead,
the procedure
of initiating a
new Credit
Transfer
applies.

To mitigate the risk of duplicate payments and a poor customer experience of the scheme, the rulebook
should allow an STP mechanism for the payee to return a duplicate payment. The current Recall feature is
not STP in several ways. It requires the payee to contact the payer to request the recall. The payee’s
bank in turn must then contact the payee to gain permission to return the duplicate payment. If a payee
initiated return was part of the scheme this would reduce the poor customer experience and help mitigate
the risk of duplicate payments.
6.

BITKOM

One of the success factors of PAYPAL is the customer protection. Therefore it would make sense to
implement customer protection within Instant Payments in the area of online trade.
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The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will cover
among others
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
these aspects.
The RMA will
only be shared
with (applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

7.

BITKOM

The rulebook only aims at instant payments which are initiated by
the Originator as a single transaction. In the B2B area there must
be the possibility to send a bulk to the Originator’s bank. This part
is missing.

One great asset of Instant Payments is
the fact that there are no cut-off-times.
This
is
why
corporates
and
governments
will
use
Instant
Payments and there is the need to
initiate a great number of Instant
Payments in one process. According to
German law some banks are not
allowed to charge government entities
for payments.
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Bulk SCT Inst
instructions are
allowed in the
C2B space
based on the
condition of an
upfront
bilateral
agreement
between the
Originator and
the Originator
Bank.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

8.

CNPS
(French
national
noncash payments
committee)

Synchronization of SCT and SCT Inst scheme evolutions

In this respect, the contributor
suggests that the EPC take into
account the outcome of the current
SCT scheme management cycle in the
SCT Inst draft Scheme Rulebook and
Guidelines in order to avoid technical
discrepancies with the future v.8.1
SCT Scheme Rulebook. Therefore,
where possible, changes that will
affect SCT technical features shared
with SCT Inst at the end of the
current SCT scheme management
cycle should be inserted from the start
in the v.1 SCT Inst Scheme Rulebook,
provided that they do not risk to alter
the efficiency of the SCT Inst scheme.

The approved
2016 change
requests for
the SCT and
SDD rulebooks
that are
relevant for
SCT Inst, have
been included
in the v1.0 of
the SCT Inst
rulebook.

Rationale
In the context of the EPC schemes management cycle, the EPC is
currently running a public consultation on the change suggestions
that could be added in the v.8.1 SCT Scheme Rulebook, which will
come into effect in November 2017.
Some of these change suggestions, such as for example #1
(“General Rules on responding to SCT recall requests”), are
supported by the SEMWG of the EPC and relate to technical
features (payment messages structure, list of R-Transaction
reason codes,…) that might be shared between SCT and SCT Inst.
However, in case some of these aforementioned suggestions were
adopted for the v 8.1 SCT Scheme Rulebook, discrepancies
between the two schemes on these common technical features
could appear, which could would lead to differentiated
developments both from the supply and demand side that could
hamper the uptake of STC Inst in the end.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

9.

CNPS
(French
national
noncash payments
committee)

Impact assessment regarding the consequences of the STC
Inst scheme implementation on PSPs’ control obligations

The contributor considers that the
impact of the scheme implementation
on PSPs’ control obligations should be
further assessed, in line with the
questions mentioned above.

The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will cover
among others
these aspects.
The RMA will
only be shared
with (applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

Rationale
PSPs have to comply with anti-money laundering and counterterrorist financing (AML/CTF) regulatory requirement which
entail, depending on the situations, ex-ante, ex-post and realtime controls and monitoring of SCT transactions. The SCT Inst
scheme tends to indicate that PSPs will have to perform such
controls after the Originator bank has time stamped the
transaction. However, the tight timeframe for the processing of
SCT Inst payment orders after the timestamp (20 seconds with a
target of 10 seconds) could have negative consequences both on
the capability of banks to perform such controls and monitoring
and on the efficiency of the overall payment process.
In this respect, the following questions must be thoroughly
considered by the EPC before the SCT Inst scheme is
implemented:
-

At what moment should the AML/CTF controls be realized? In
case the controls are realized after the Originator bank time
stamps the transaction (and therefore in the maximum limit
of 20 seconds), what will be the impact both on the quality of
such controls and on the efficiency of SCT Inst transactions?
Will banks be able to upgrade their controls in order to
perform suitable ex-post or real-time monitoring?

-

What will happen to the transaction in case of a positive
AML/CTF control or if a case must be further investigated
given the fact that the funds should be immediately available
for the beneficiary? Does the scheme allow for such
procedure?
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10.

CNPS
(French
national
noncash payments
committee)

Clarification of third party actors’ role in SCT Inst payment
processing
While the SCT Inst scheme Rulebook does provide for the
involvement of third parties, such as intermediary banks (i.e.
“banks offering intermediary services to Originator and/or
beneficiary banks, for example in cases where they are not
themselves direct participants in a CSM”), relationships between
these third parties and the Originator and Beneficiary Banks are
left outside of the scheme. However, as the SCT Inst scheme
imposes strong time constraints on payment processing, there may
be a need, especially in case of payment failure, to define specific
rules at scheme level aiming at limiting risks of legal issues
between participants. For example, the scheme could allocate
maximum processing time for each actor, which would only be
binding in case of dispute following a transaction failure.

The contributor suggests that the EPC
details more precisely the rules
applicable to third party actors in the
SCT Inst scheme, especially regarding
liabilities and customer information.

Moreover, in light of the future enforcement of the PSD2, which
creates two new types of PSP - i.e. “payment initiation service
providers” (PISP) and “account information service providers”
(AISP)- further clarification may be needed in the SCT Inst scheme
on several aspects regarding relationships between the scheme
participants and these new actors (especially PISP). For example,
the scheme should be more precise on whether PISP have a role to
play in customer information following a transaction (i.e.
transmission of negative and/or positive confirmation, see Section
4.2.3 of the Scheme), in accordance with provisions of the PSD2
(see See article 46 of the PSD2, which provides that a PISP has to
provide the payer with a “confirmation of the successful initiation
of the payment order” immediately after the initiation of the
payment), so as to avoid fragmentation at pan-European level.
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The mention of
the possibility
of banks
offering
intermediary
services is not
a new aspect in
the SEPA
schemes. In all
SEPA schemes
this possibility
is mentioned to
date. The SCT
Inst rulebook
aims to cater
for various SCT
Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement of
more than one
actor in the
interbank
space. The EPC
cannot rely on
like-for-like
benchmark
data to define a
maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting a
tight SCT Inst
execution time
per party at the
scheme launch
will also affect
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
the widespread scheme
adherence by
various sorts of
PSPs.
Important
changes
though have
been in chapter
4 whereby a
firm time-out
deadline has
now been set.
As for PISPs,
the PISP TPP is
a channel but
not a party on
whose behalf
the Originator
initiates a SCT
Inst
Instruction.
The TPP falls
outside the
scope of the
scheme.
Any
clarification on
several aspects
regarding
relationships
between the
scheme
participants
and these new
actors
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
(especially
PISP) can only
come from
PSD2 and / or
from the
national
implementation
of PSD2.
As for positive
notification
message: the
Nov. 2015
ERPB meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant scheme
with
notification
messages to
the Originator
and the
Beneficiary as
an ‘opt-in’
feature.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

11.

Danish Bankers
Association

The Danish Bankers Association (“the DBA”) strongly supports the establishment of an SCT Inst scheme and
believes that it is important to be ambitious in terms of amounts and processing time in order for the scheme
to meet market expectations and become a success. While we believe the maximum amount is too low, we
can support the proposed process to revise the amount as and when the scheme matures.
This is an instance where the split between scheme and infrastructure is hard to uphold, and it is difficult to
relate to scheme rules without knowing how the settlement mechanism(s) will be constructed.
Not prejudging the work on settlement under the ECB, the Danish experience shows that a construct which
-

is based on clearing-cycles (although individual payments are instant);

-

where both parts in a transaction receive notification that transactions have been settled and;

-

is based on prefunding

works well.
The DBA see a need for the following questions to be analysed before risks in the scheme can be
considered to be adequately addressed:
•

How is settlement finality ensured to allow participants to control credit and other risks? Procedures in
case of bankruptcy need to be clearly spelled out, taking into account the chosen settlement model(s)

•

How is it ensured that clearing involving several CSMs do not result in increased risks or liquidity
demands?

•

How can it be ensured that AML and counter-terrorist financing requirements can be fulfilled alongside
a proactive fraud effort while adhering to the scheme? While it is the individual participant that is
responsible for this, instant payments across borders will mean adaption of systems and a heightened
risk environment. We believe a risk analysis should be carried out, highlighting key risks and
identifying mitigating actions

•

How to ensure coherence between SCT inst and other cut-off times and settlement cycles. These
should be analysed before the scheme is operationalised

EPC response
The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will cover
among others
these aspects.
The RMA will
only be shared
with (applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

Several of the above issues will also be subject to analysis both at a scheme and CSM level in order for the
scheme as a whole to live up to the CPSS-IOSCO principles for Financial Market Infrastructures.
On the basis of the above, we believe that a thorough risk analysis needs to be carried out, based on
scenarios where a “model transaction” is settled through “model CSMs” (both through one or several). The
scenarios should include bankruptcy and liquidity management and various “fail” scenarios.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

The DBA will be happy to present the concepts we are presently in the process of implementing in
Denmark in regard to Risk Management on the Danish clearing systems.
12.

Dutch payments
association

The SCT Inst will, in our view, in due time evolve to the new standard for all SCT payments. Timelines for
that full changeover cannot be set or predicted now, but the scheme setup should be assessed from that
perspective. The present SCT will remain operational for quite some time also and participants can and
may decide in their own time when and for what channels and purposes the SCT Inst will become the “new
normal” in payments.

The EPC takes
note of these
reflections.

Furthermore, the SCT Inst will need to have a “cash like” experience for end-users when it comes to
handling time, reach and generic use. The (separate from the SCT Inst Rulebook) agreed time-lines
(standard 10 sec., max 20 +5 sec.) are understandable for the start of the new scheme as all participants
in the payment chain, with a European perspective, need to set-up new systems and tune-in on
requirements which are new and challenging compared to the present SCT infrastructure and processing.
We strongly support the possibility to cater for shorter timelines as well and will do so for our community
in addition to the standard EPC processing. A processing time of 5 sec. (overall) with a max. of 7 sec. is (at
present) our goal.
Instant payments developments respond to the evolution towards more flexibility in our society and
economy and fulfils business and consumer customer needs to pay 24-7 digitally. P2P mobile and internet
payment transactions will be a good starting point, closely followed, in our “new normal view”, by (all)
other payment channels and types. This requires the operational setup for instant payments to be able to
adapt to growing volumes quickly. We expect and believe that the payment industry will be able to realise
service levels which can process mass volumes of instant payments within the set SCT Inst requirements,
with high levels of availability and reach. Exception handling can and must therefore be based on
exceptional low numbers of rejected transactions and rare occurrences of none availability of the network
and its participants.
The banks in the Netherlands strongly support the move towards real-time payments in Europe based on
this SCT Inst Rulebook. We want to highlight some key product elements which have our strong support
and should not be altered:
a.

Once a payment is initiated and accepted by the Originator Bank, it is irrevocable for the payer.

b.

When the Beneficiary Bank (PSP) has accepted the payment instruction and validated it for crediting,
the point of no-return is reached. The beneficiary (end-customer) will get immediate availability over
the full amount and will not be debited for that transaction any time later (unless the beneficiary has
given his authorization for a Recall).
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
c.

Reason for change

EPC response

There cannot and will not be a settlement risk for the Beneficiary Bank. This will make it possible to
process all payments, with no maximum amount, as the settlement will be (need to be) covered by
the Originator Bank. If not, Instant Payments may not be processed (It is noted that to cater for a
start with instant payments with as many participants as possible, an initial maximum amount per
transaction is set of 15.000 euro by EPC (for which communities may make additional agreements to
accept and process transactions for higher amounts).

d.

An instant payment transaction which cannot be processed (within the specifications of the SCT Inst)
will be rejected (See also our comment on section 4.3.2 and related Figure 5). The payer (originator)
needs to be informed of that. Confirmation of successful transactions need to not be an obligation,
the Originator Bank could offer this optionally to its customers.

Our closing remark for this introduction is that we are happy with this SCT Inst Rulebook as it lays the
foundation for the migration towards instant payments for a large number of payments (or all?) in the
coming years.
The above Introduction does not relate to proposed changes for the SCT Inst Rulebook which is under
consultation, on the contrary. It points out those elements of the proposed SCT scheme which the Dutch
Payments Association, on behalf of its members, considers as critical success factors for an up-to-par,
European real-time payment solution. As such consider this introduction part of the official comments on
the consultation of the SCT Inst Rulebook. We support these elements in the set-up as they are now
described in the SCT Inst Rulebook and we do not want them to be changed.
13.

EACHA

Separate letter received - see Chapter 5 of this document.
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The EPC
considers that
these
comments
should be
debated in
detail within
the EPC
Scheme
Technical
Forum
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N°

Contributor

14.

EBA Clearing

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EBA CLEARING is, together with a community of currently close to 40 banks, shaping the design, functionality
and interface specifications of its future pan-European Instant Payment infrastructure solution. The solution
will support and accept for processing any payment product that complies with the instant payment scheme
being developed by the European Payments Council. For that reason, EBA CLEARING and its community of
banks have been analysing the draft SEPA Instant Credit Transfer Scheme Rulebook in detail. We wish to
share, by way of response to the public consultation on the SEPA Instant Credit Transfer Rulebook, the main
concerns resulting from this analysis.
A. Introduction
EBA CLEARING and its community of future users strongly advocate for:
(1) a message flow that provides certainty of the status of an instant payment transaction prior to acceptance
for settlement in the inter-PSP domain and the making available of funds to the beneficiary and mitigate
financial risks arising under current flow;
(2) avoiding a flow for return of funds outside the context of the clearing channel used let alone outside of
the context of the scheme;
(3) scheme based message flows that allow for technical interoperability as commanded by the SEPA
Regulation;

EPC response
As a general
response: we
refer to the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
For point C. on
returns: the
expectation is
that the
volumes in
such specific
cases are low.
The contributor
can submit a
change request
for the version
2.0 of the SCT
Inst rulebook.

(4) real-time sending of recalls as individual messages;
(5) including returns and reversals as part of the scheme based messages.
The above concerns under (1) through (3) relate to the handling of transactions that are “in-flight” for
operational, technical or any other reasons, and are described in more detail under B below. The specific
points on recalls, returns and reversals are described in more detail under C. below.
B. Time-out/In-flight transactions:
Main concern for EBA CLEARING and its community is the so-called maximum execution time and time-out
deadline (section 4.2.3), and in particular the financial risks as well as the uncertainty on transaction status
potentially arising from still “in-flight transactions” after such timeout.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

To paraphrase: the draft SCT Inst Rulebook foresees that within 20 seconds after the Originator Bank’s (OB)
time stamp, either a positive or a negative confirmation message about the SCT Inst Instruction has to be
sent back to the OB. After these 20 seconds, any transaction shall be rejected by any party in the chain
(except the OB, section 4.2.3 C). The positive or negative confirmation
message then has to reach the OB within 5 seconds after this message has been sent to the OB. From the
draft Rulebook we understand that this time window should be sufficient to cover all exceptional processing
situations. However, the risk still remains that after the 25th second the OB has not yet received a
confirmation message regarding the SCT Inst Instruction (the “in-flight transaction”). For these cases, the
SCT Inst Rulebook foresees under 4.2.3 D. a “no news, good news” approach:
-

the OB shall make the assumption that the SCT Inst Instruction has been successfully processed and
has to provide settlement certainty for this SCT Inst transaction to the Beneficiary Bank (BB).
An action of cancelling the SCT Inst Instruction can only be taken by the OB when receiving a negative
confirmation (the rationale of the Rulebook is to avoid the BB facing open settlement position).

In consultation with our community, we have identified that three possible interpretations could arguably
co-exist of how the clearing and settlement layer could be requested by the OB to deal with in-flight
transactions in line with the Scheme. For completeness sake, we list the common stages leading up to the
point in the processing where the options materialise:
OB validates SCT Inst Instruction (time-stamp)
Sending to and receipt by the CSM of the SCT Inst instruction
Validation by the CSM, including, a reservation (or debit) made on the position of the OB, preventing
the latter to use the reserved/debited funds for other transactions
Forwarding the SCT Inst instruction to the BB and update of the transaction status in the CSM to “inflight”.
Absent any confirmation within 25 seconds, different implementations could be envisaged based on different
risk appetites:
1. a “wait & see” approach by queueing “in-flight” instructions and only settle them when confirmation is
received
2. a “no news good news” approach by settling “in-flight” instructions according to settlement schedule,
and leaving it up to the OB in case of “negative confirmation” to obtain funds unduly transferred directly
from the BB in a separate flow not foreseen by the scheme
3. a “no news bad news” approach by rejecting/time-out “in-flight” instructions while, in our reading of the
current draft of the Rulebook, the OB would maintain the obligation to make the funds available in case
a positive response is received later in time.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

EBA CLEARING advocates for a harmonised implementation of the Rulebook in support of technical
interoperability.
Within our user community there appears to be no support for the “no news, good news” approach (option
2), especially given that the case may arise where the instruction has settled but where the BB would reject
the transaction after settlement. In this scenario there is a financial risk on the OB, which has to claim
back the settled amount. The OB could send a recall but the original transaction is irrevocable and therefore
returning the funds is not guaranteed. The absence of incentives on the side of the BB to comply with Scheme
timing obligations and the fact that the Scheme does not support the claim back by the OB to the BB adds
to disfavoring this option especially in a pan-European and/ or multi-CSM context.
In a “wait & see” approach (option 1), unconfirmed instructions will be kept “queued”, so as to maintain
the risk status quo and required settlement certainty under the Rulebook. However, leaving transactions in
a potentially indefinite “pending” status is also for our users not acceptable as for such transactions it:
hinders the “instant” perception of the scheme by end-users and thus limits its use;
creates liquidity traps which would further require manual interventions and thus operational risks to
enable clearing of the “trapped” transactions.
The remaining “no news bad news” approach (option 3) would constitute a strict enforcement of the “hard”
time out-deadline by any party in the chain after 20 seconds. However, in case there is no certainty of the
status of the transaction (“no news”), the BB could be exposed to credit risk in case of rejection by any
party in the chain further to the “making available of funds” to the beneficiary.
Looking for alternatives, which should be valid both from a risk and a product perspective, our community
considers that the financial risks and uncertainty arising from the current work flow must be managed and
can be managed by adding one additional message from the (CSM of the) OB to the BB:
-

in the normal happy flow, the BB would send its confirmation to the OB (the OB itself in case of a bilateral
clearing channel, or its relevant CSM). As additional step, this party confirms the execution of the transfer
at inter-PSP level and sends then a simultaneous acknowledgment to the OB and BB. The “making
available of the funds” by the BB and other information duties of the OB/BB take place thereafter; and

-

in the exceptional time-out flow, the principle is the same: absent the BB’s confirmation within the timeout deadline, the OB or a party in the chain designated by the OB (e.g. CSM possibly interoperable with
a CSM of the BB) shall reject the message by informing simultaneously the OB and the BB.

The rationale for this proposal is the following:
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
-

-

Reason for change

EPC response

it eliminates the financial risk on the OB if the BB replies with a negative response after settlement as
well as the exposure of the BB in case of OB’s time out message (in line with the rationale of the
Rulebook);
such additional message enables a regular clearing of “in-flight transactions” (no traps);
there is certainty of the transaction both for the OB and the BB prior to (acceptance for) settlement in
the inter-PSP domain, and both the OB and the BB are in a position to handle funds in the relationship
with their customers in support of an ‘instant’ payment experience for the end-users and thus of the
use/uptake of the scheme;
more generally, it enables management of financial risks within the clearing and settlement layer, and
avoids the need for bilateral claims to be handled between any pair of OB and BB outside the context
of the clearing channel used let alone outside of the scheme;
this additional message flow is technically possible without significant impact on the maximum
execution time as defined in the Scheme or on costs. Similar instant scheme designs are in place in
other jurisdictions for instant payments and considered as satisfactory for users.

C. Recalls / Returns
There are two additional topics EBA CLEARING, also on behalf of the banks, would like to bring to your
attention already now: C.1) recalls and C.2) return messages.
C.1. On Recalls, the Scheme would benefit from a more explicit mentioning that recalls (both request and
answers) should always be sent as individual messages and in real-time under the SCT Inst Rulebook. This
does not suggest however, that recall replies should be processed instantly (the necessary time for
investigation by OB/BB should be preserved); it solely requires the recall request and reply in the interbank
space to use the messages from the Scheme. By embedding this in the Rulebook, possible diverging
implementations could be avoided in support of technical interoperability and simplification of PSPs’
infrastructures set up for the scheme.
C.2. The draft Scheme does not cover a Return/Reversal message initiated by the Beneficiary and EBA
CLEARING and its community are of the opinion that adding such a STP processing flow and supporting
messages would be beneficial to the Scheme.
The mere use of another SCT Inst to proceed to a “return/reversal” would trigger difficulties for Beneficiaries
(e.g. obtaining transaction reference data). If a payee initiated return would be part of the scheme as an
option for BB (both in case of errors or agreed reimbursement), this would enhance STP of such transactions,
reduce a possible poor customer experience and help mitigate the risk of duplicate payments.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

Such additional message should also be dealt with under the Scheme as single payment transactions
following the routing path used for the initial SCT Inst to enable smooth reconciliation process and
interoperability. We note that certain features (amount, reasons for reimbursement, or time period) of this
additional message shall be further assessed to define its exact scope of use.
15.

Equens

Administration messages for managing planned and unplanned PSP outages.
Despite the 24x7 rulebook requirement, PSPs will go offline from time to time. This will either be for planned
maintenance or because of a problem. If a payment is sent to such a PSP, it will ultimately timeout and the
investigation process will follow. This will not be answered leading to some degree of confusion. There are
various strategies that can be followed, often involving the CSMs monitoring the state of each PSP and
advising other PSPs when a bank is offline. Clearly such procedures are in the realm of the CSM, but the
problem is that if each CSM adopts a different strategy / set of messages for advising PSPs this will not work
well when CSMs are connected. Therefore we think that there needs to be a range of optional messages that
deal with this situation. EACHA is designing a set of 7 optional messages (e.g. heartbeat request and
heartbeat response messages…). We think these should be within the scope of the SCT Inst IG or possibly
in a separate technical document to ensure that there is alignment across all industry players.

16.

Equens

Settlement refunds
The rulebook specifies that if there is a timeout because of no response from the beneficiary PSP, the
settlement obligation between originator PSP and beneficiary PSP remains. Settlement takes place on the
basis of “no news is good news”. This will be the right course of action in most cases. However it is possible
that the beneficiary bank did not receive the payment and has not made funds available to the beneficiary.
In this case there will be a reject after settlement and a refund needs to be made by the beneficiary PSP to
the originator PSP. We think the Rulebook should specify the messages and process for such refunds.

17.

Equens

Rulebook versioning – It needs to be defined how all actors will switch rulebook versions bearing in mind
that SCT Inst is a 24x7 service.
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We refer to our
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general
comments from
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We refer to our
response to the
general
comments from
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18.

Eurocommerce

In order to comply with the Financial Action Task Force (FAFT)
recommendation (Feb 2012) regarding Cross-Border Qualifying
Wire Transfers, which states :

The originator address or qualifier
should be present and transported
throughout the entire transaction from
end to end for compliance to EU
847/2015 and FAFT recommendation.

The Rulebook is
compatible with
Regulation (EU)
2015 / 847 but
we are aware
that the
compliance
with FATF rules
and the
Regulation is a
matter for
scheme
participants.

CROSS-BORDER QUALIFYING WIRE TRANSFERS
6. Information accompanying all qualifying wire transfers should
always contain:
(c) the originator’s address, or national identity number, or
customer identification number, or date and place of birth;

19.

Febelfin

We are happy that the Rulebook caters for the possibility to do better in terms of throughput time and in
terms of amount limit. We aim for a throughput time of maximum 5 seconds and will not install any
amount limits at scheme level, not to jeopardise specific use cases.
There is one point that we see as a major issue and where we would like to see a solution at scheme level:
in an instant payment context, it is not acceptable that the originator bank stays in doubt because the
beneficiary bank is not responding. We are convinced that solutions can be found to rule out completely in
doubt situations.
Further we also are of the opinion that, although we aim for 24/7/365 availability of the service, PSP’s will
need some scheduled unavailability. By not allowing this, systems costs grow exponentially and might
jeopardise the interest of some PSPS’s, while reach is far more important than the fact that at some point
in time one PSP is not available….
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We refer to the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
Transactions
under the
scheme have to
be processed
24/7/365 at all
times. The
scheme does
not foresee
maintenance
windows.
Scheme
participants are
bound to
respect this.
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20.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

1. It is recommend that the EPC develops in close cooperation with CSMs and the EPC Scheme Technical
Forum (ESTF) separate “Guidelines for the Clearing and Settlement of SCT Inst transactions” in
order to ensure a common understanding about the relevant process steps.

2. It is proposed for the next change management cycle to add a clarification to chapter 4.3.2.2, second
para and the first sentence of last para to the SCT Inst Scheme Rulebook (and similar to chapter 4.4 the
SCT Scheme Rulebook):
Recall processing flow (PR-02)
The main characteristics of a Recall (DS-05 and DS-06) are:
• the amount sent back can differ from the Original amount of the SCT Inst transaction. The
Beneficiary Bank may decide to charge a fee for a successful recall to the Originator Bank if the
transaction was not fraudulent.

EPC response
This comment
will be
addressed with
the EPC
Scheme
Technical
Forum.
The contributor
can address a
change request
for this point
by 31
December
2017.

.....
“It is the decision of the Beneficiary Bank if it wants to charge a recall fee for a successful recall to the
Originator Bank if the transaction was not fraudulent. For this purpose, a field is dedicated in the
response message. This practice is purely limited and restricted for recalls only.”
Reason for change:
It is the common understanding that the Beneficiary Bank may charge for a successful recall only. If the
Beneficiary acted fraudulently the Beneficiary Bank should claim any compensation for the handling of
the recall request directly from the Beneficiary.
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Reason for change

21.

Jordi Garcia

About the SEPA Instant Transfer, I guess it will be an interesting way of transfer money however, to be
successful should be interesting to keep in mind:
- Receiver has to receive a notification that the money is the bank by a third part or the same mechanism
that will use both banks.
- Sender has to be the right to claim for Transfers with mistakes with a easy way (not instantly).
- It should be easy to simplify who is going to receive you money, and to type 24 digits, are not a easiest
way to send money.
- Should be necessary to check that you are going to send money to the right person entity.
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Most comments
lie in the
competitive
area between
PSPs.
The SCT Inst
rulebook now
includes the
‘Request for
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Originator’
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section 4.3.2.3)
if the
Originator want
to recall a SCT
Inst transaction
for another
reason than
other the
standard recall
procedure.
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22.

Lorenzo Gaston

We appreciate the opportunity given by the EPC to comment on this Draft specification.
As a general comment, we believe that instant credit payments introduce risks that must be managed and
mitigated. We also believe that this debate cannot be avoided when specifying such a scheme. Coordination
between stakeholders is key to ensure that the scheme is being effective in preventing fraud and misuse.
There are different mitigation options to fraud and security hazards. With that respect, even if this scheme
excludes card payments, the use of certified hardware tamper-resistant devices to store payment credentials
and generate instant credit payment messages, cryptographically protected, remains an appropriate
technological choice.

23.

Lorenzo Gaston

It’s understood that the SEPA Instant Payment Scheme is agnostic
with regards the channel established between the payment
instrument originating the payment and the originator bank.
The document lacks of a clause intended to describe how an instant
SEPA credit transfer may be initiated from a mobile device.
NOTE ISO 12812-4 subclause 8.5.3 provides with a high-level
description of a mobile payment to a person using a SEPA credit
transfer.

Mobile devices appear as appropriate
to initiate an instant payment (eg,
using a mobile wallet).
NOTE

EPC response
The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will cover
among others
these aspects.
The RMA will
only be shared
with (applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.
The initiation of
a SCT Inst
Instruction is
not within the
scope of the
scheme.

There is uncertainty in relation with
the content of the “SEPA Instant
Credit Transfer Scheme
Implementation Guidelines”
The author of these comments ignores
if the intention of the EPC is to address
mobile payment aspects in this
“Implementation
Guidelines”
document.
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EPC response

24.

Payments UK

A statement is required within the document to specify that funds
must be applied to beneficiary accounts within the agreed AT-50
+10 seconds or the beneficiary bank must reject the payment back
to the originator banks with R-message AT-R3.

The acknowledgement from ben bank
to originator bank – confirm this ack of
receipt of payment inst and of
application of funds.
Can the
application of funds take longer than
20 seconds? Section 2.2 within 10
seconds… funds being made available
to the Beneficiary – difference between
applied to Ben account?

We refer to the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

25.

Portuguese
banking
community

Include a § for the transition periods (adoption of a new Rulebook
version)

EPC should define how all actors will
switch Rulebook versions, bearing in
mind that SCT Inst is a 24x7 service

This point will
be covered
when v2.0 of
the SCT Inst
rulebook will be
published in
Nov 2018.

26.

SWIFT

Proposal:

Observation:

A change-over
to a newer/
newest version
of ISO 20022
will be applied
to all four EPC
schemes. Such
proposed
change must
be part of a
future public
consultation

SCTINST

We’d like to propose to base the
implementation
guidelines on the latest version of the ISO 20022 messages. This
will ensure alignment with global market practice and reduce
effort on banks having to implement multiple (domestic) instant
payment solutions beyond Europe, using the latest versions of the
messages.
The implementation of instant payments will anyhow require a
new implementation at banks and CSMs, so it would be a missed
opportunity not to apply the new SCTINST guidelines to the latest
version of the relevant ISO 20022 messages.

The related
implementation
guidelines will not be based on the
latest version of the ISO 20022
messages, but will be based on the
same (old) version as for SCT.
This will not be in line with globally
agreed ISO 20022 Real-Time
Payments Group (RTPG) market
practice, which hinders
interoperability and creates legacy
issues.
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27.

SWIFT

Manage expectations on Pan-European Reach

Reason for change

There is an expectation for full Pan-European reach of Instant
payments for all consumers and businesses, as per the 3rd ERPB
meeting statement of June 2015. An optional SCTInst scheme
cannot guarantee the required pan-European reach right from the
start, but is the logical choice. Some banking organisations in
major European countries have already made clear that their
banks will not participate to an optional scheme because there is
no need, requirement, request, nor business justification for the
customers in their targeted market segment, and getting ready
for Instant Payments has a significant, costly impact on banks’
back-office applications.
It will therefore be crucial to manage customer expectations, and
ensure efficient mechanisms are in place to ensure transparency
and visibility on which banks (and which customers) can be
reached for instant payments.

EPC response
The EPC takes
note and
welcomes the
suggestions.

Some suggestions:
Below a number of suggestions to ensure transparency on reach:
1) Design of a common, accurate pan-European SCTInst
directory to identify, as close to the source of any instruction
as possible, whether a Beneficiary is reachable at an SCTInst
participating bank
2) Design of a migration plan to support indirect participants,
and non-subscribers, in achieving service levels that are as
close to instant as their technical infrastructure would allow
them to.
3) Adequate communication that clarifies that 100% ubiquity to
the full pan-European end-consumer community cannot be
guaranteed within a foreseeable time in order to manage
expectations, to avoid disappointment and resignation from
the instant payment solutions. The solution will grow to full
pan-European availability in stages, probably driven by the
domestic communities, where the demand is significantly
higher than in the cross-border space in any case
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2.2.
N°

Chapter 0 and 1 – comments and change proposals
Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

Proposal: The text should be amended with
the valid version of the document

Versions of
referenced
documents
are not
mentioned.
From time to
time, the EPC
issues and
publishes
updated
versions
between two
rulebook
change
management
cycles. The
published
rulebook
would then
refer to an
outdated
version.

Logical correction

Change done.

0. Document information
1.

Anonymous

0.1
2.

In the list of documents to which SCT Instant RB refers are
defined numbers of documents while versions are not (for
example EPC409-09PC List of SEPA Scheme Countries valid is version of document 2.4)

References
Bank
Lithuania

of

[3]

ISO
13616

Financial services - International
bank account number (IBAN) -Part 1: Structure of the IBAN

EPC
ISO
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N°

Contributor

3.

Bank
Lithuania

4.

Lorenzo Gaston

5.

Portuguese
banking
community

0.1.1

Defined Terms

6.

Anonymous

of

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

Sequence of documents in the table

Documents can be arranged and numbered
either by importance (1. Interbank IP, 2. C2B
IP, 3. Guide to the Adherence) or by alphabet
(1. BIC, 2. Country Codes, 3. Currency Code
List)

No change in
order will be
done. The list
of referenced
documents is
limited and
static.

Some of the comments
implementation aspects.

Reference IDs
have been
added.

Some of the reference documents in §0.1 are TBD. Others
should be referenced ( see below)
Therefore the author is well aware that some of the
considerations/suggestions below may be in the process
to be addressed by the EPC.

below

address

Maximum amountValue limit for instructionstransactions
under the SCT Inst Scheme Rulebook

Update the document title

Change done.

The terms used in this Rulebook shall may not in all cases
correspond in meaning to the same or similar terms used
in the PSD.

It is important to align the definitions.

No change. It
requires a
legal review
and affects all
other EPC
schemes as
well. The
contributor
can make a
change
request for
the next
change
management
cycle.

Necessity to review also SCT and SDD
rulebooks in order to modify the text in the
same way.
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Reason for change

EPC
response
We would
welcome
detailed
suggestions
of those
terms where
an alignment
of the
definitions
would be
appropriate.

0.5.2

SCT Inst Adherence Agreement

7.

Bank
Lithuania

8.

Portuguese
banking
community

1.1

Vision

9.

Anonymous

of

The rules and procedures for applying to join the Scheme
are set out in Scheme Management Internal Rules (the
"Internal Rules") [x].

Document might be included in the Reference
list under 0.1

No change.
Annex II of
the rulebook
contains the
Internal Rules

(…)The rules and procedures for applying to join the
Scheme are set out in Scheme Management Internal Rules
(the "Internal Rules"). The text of the "Internal Rules" is
available in Annex II.(…)

A reference should be made to inform that the
SEPA Scheme Management Internal Rules are
in Annex II

Reference
added to
Annex III.

May participate in the scheme only banks or also TPPs?
In the Rulebook there is stated in the chapter 1.1. Visions
& Objectives: »The scheme provides interbank rules,
practices and standards….« or »Whilst the payment
service is provided by a bank….«,, while in the chapter 2.2
(second paragraph, third line) there is stated »Adherents
to the Scheme are participants who have agreed…«.

Proposal: All documents should be
harmonized so that in texts is written
payment services providers and not only
banks.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

As clarified in
several
instances in
the rulebook
(including in
section 5.4),
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

Point (chapter) 5.4 states as participants of the scheme
also non-banking providers payment services (payment
institutions or others in line with PSD), therefore (so) the
text of the Rulebook is inconsistent.
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EPC
response
any reference
to a "bank"
shall be
construed as
any
undertaking
or institution
which is
eligible under
any of the
categories
listed in
section 5.4;
section 5.4
clarifies that
TPPs are not
eligible to
participate in
the Scheme
as they are
not active in
the business
of providing
Payment
Accounts
used for the
execution of
payments.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

10.

Nordea bank

It is understandable and accepted that the Rulebook is
created in order to create the frames for interoperability,
avoid fragmentation and ensure free competition.
However – the rulebook should pin out the minimum
requirements for Instant Payment solutions across Europe
and not make it difficult or even impossible for participant
to create solutions that are exceeding the minimum
requirements in term of e.g. :

Make it more specific that participants
adhering to the SCT Inst Scheme are obliged
to be compliant with the terms and conditions
as a minimum. The participants – including
CSM’s are allowed to make own individual
features that makes the service even better
from a customer perspective.

Obligations
have been
added in
sections 5.7
and 5.8 for
scheme
participants.
The rulebook
contains clear
principles on
Additional
Optional
Services
(AOS).

- Time for processing IP end-to-end
- Prefunded clearing and settlement models
- Message flow that ensures best possible interaction
between the participants and their customers
- IT design/process flow that eliminates a number of
situations where the customers end up in a situation
with uncertainty regarding the final status of an IP
As industry we need to make sure that we are able to
offer reliable and trustworthy solutions that meet
customer expectations in all elements – or as mentioned
in the Rulebook: “contribute to safe, reliable and
efficient solutions”
1.2
11.

Objectives
Lorenzo Gaston

The Rulebook does not address security aspects even if
one of objectives of this document is
“To support the achievement of high standards of
security, low risk and cost efficiency for all actors in the
payments process” but the document under consultation
fails to explain how to achieve this objective.
Assessment and management of such risks should be
properly addressed and be the object of a chapter in this
Rulebook or be specified in a separate document, the
rulebook might refer to.

Instant Payments raises significant security
risks due to different vulnerabilities intrinsic
to the scheme
( “Faster payment =
Faster fraud”).
In that sense clause 4.2.1 refers to the
originator bank “applies checks regarding
originator authentication and authorization”.
However the whole document does not refer
to any specific authentication method nor
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The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Add a reference to the European Banking Authority ( EBA)
Regulatory Technical Standard on Strong Customer
Authentication and Secure Communication under PSD2.
Add a reference to the European Banking Authority ( EBA)
document:
“Joint Guidelines under Article 17 and 18(4) of Directive
(EU) 2015/849 on simplified and enhanced customer due
diligence and the factors credit and financial institutions
should consider when assessing the money laundering
and terrorist financing risk associated with individual
business relationships and occasional transactions”
The security requirements ( including security
certification) applicable to the customer payment
instrument originating the instant credit transfer.
1.3

Commercial Context for Users and Providers of Payment Services

12.

Bank
Lithuania

of

The demand for payment services using an SCT Inst arises
from an Originator, who wishes to transfer funds instantly
for whatever reason to a Beneficiary. Whilst the payment
service is provided by a payment service providerbank, the
underlying demand and its nature are outside the control
and responsibility of the payment banking industry or any
individual payment service providerbank

Reason for change

EPC
response

mentions an applicable framework for
customer authentication and authorization.

which will
cover among
others these
aspects. The
RMA will only
be shared
with
(applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

Instant payments may facilitate money
laundering. Even if clause 5.4 requires a
scheme participant to comply fully with
applicable regulations in that respect, some
harmonization on the rules for customer
enrolment to the instant credit transfer service
could be useful to mitigate risks.
The AML/CFT Directives require institutions to
apply CDD measures before entering into a
business relationship. CDD includes measures
to verify the customer’s identity on the basis
of documents, data or information obtained
from a reliable and independent source

In the spirit of the revised Directive on
Payment Services (PSD2), it is advisable to
change “the bank” to “the payment service
provider” where applicable.
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several
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
undertaking
or institution
which is
eligible under
any of the
categories
listed in
section 5.4.

13.

BPFI

Based on these means of transfer the Beneficiary Bank will
use the information received to make the funds
immediately available

Both instant and immediately used
throughout this rulebook. Section 7
definition of immediately is “synonym for
instant”. No definition of instant – needs to
be defined in section 7.

Definition for
instant(ly) in
section 7 has
been added.

14.

Payments UK

Based on these means of transfer the Beneficiary Bank will
use the information received to make the funds
immediately available

Both instant and immediately used
throughout this rulebook.
Section 7
definition of immediately is “synonym for
instant”. No definition of instant – needs to be
defined in section 7.

Definition for
instant(ly) in
section 7 has
been added.

1.4

Conceptual work flow of an SCT Inst

General EPC response: the EPC studied in detail all
comments for section 1.4. The EPC concurred the
following major changes:
•

A hard deadline of 20 seconds after the time stamp
for both the Beneficiary Bank and its clearing
mechanism. The clearing mechanism of the
Beneficiary Bank has to receive the confirmation
message from the Beneficiary Bank by that time. If
no confirmation message received in 20’’, this
clearing mechanism has to reject the initial SCT Inst
Transaction.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

•

The Beneficiary Bank can only make the Funds
available once it has the certainty that its positive
confirmation message to the SCT Inst Transaction
was well received by its clearing mechanism within
the hard deadline of 20’’. The Beneficiary Bank and
its clearing mechanism are free to agree on the type
of message giving the certainty of such confirmation
message receipt.

•

The confirmation message then has to reach the
Originator Bank within 5 seconds after the hard
deadline of 20”.

•

The Originator Bank cannot not unilaterally reject an
SCT Inst Transaction and has to wait for a
confirmation message from the (clearing mechanism
of the) Beneficiary Bank.

•

The Originator Bank has the option to start an
investigation message 25’’ after the timestamp to
know the final status of the SCT Inst Transaction.
The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary Bank and the
parties in the Interbank Space to instantly process
the investigation and to respond instantly to this
investigation procedure.

These major changes are reflected in the work flow in
section 1.4 and the business rules in chapter 4. It
includes rewording in the section 4.2.1 on the
Commencement of the SCT Inst Execution Time Cycle
now specifying the concrete start of counting the 10”.
15.

Anonymous

Step (2):… Certain Various validation checks should be
defined.

We would suggest to establish certain
validation checks to ensure adequate accuracy
of the process.
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16.

Anonymous

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
Work flow steps:
• (1) The Originator Bank receives an SCT Inst Instruction
from the Originator.
• (2) The Originator Bank verifies if it has all necessary
information to execute the SCT Inst Instruction and
executes various validation checks.
When these validation checks are successful, the
Originator Bank instantly makes a reservation of the
amount of the SCT Inst transaction on the Originator’s
payment account with this information instantly accessible
to the Originator and immediately sends an SCT Inst
transaction message to the clearing mechanism.

Reason for change
The contributor suggests the transaction
flow in the SCT Inst Scheme to be amended
so transactions are finalized with a status
response (enriched Pacs.002) to both
Originator and Beneficiary PSP.
Simultaneous notification ensures that both
PSPs know when the transaction is
successful and funds can be released to the
Beneficiary, whereby the consequences of
transactions getting lost in flight is lower.

EPC
response
See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

• (3) Out of scope of the Scheme: the clearing
mechanism directs the SCT Inst transaction message
immediately to the concerned Beneficiary Bank.
• (4) The Beneficiary Bank:
(A) (i) Verifies if it can apply the SCT Inst transaction to
the Beneficiary account and executes various validation
checks.
(ii) When the SCT Inst transaction message is complete
and correct and the validation checks are successful. , the
Beneficiary Bank makes the funds immediately available
to the Beneficiary. This action means that the Beneficiary
has immediate use of the funds subject to the terms and
conditions governing the use of the account of the
Beneficiary.
(B) Is obliged to send immediately a message back to the
Originator Bank through the same clearing mechanism to
confirm whether the SCT Inst transaction has been

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

38

N°

Contributor
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Reason for change

EPC
response

accepted and funds have been made immediately
available to the Beneficiary (positive confirmation) or not
(negative confirmation with an immediate reject).
(C) Sends the Beneficiary an instant notification message
about the funds made available to the Beneficiary if
agreed with the Beneficiary. The information about the
new available funds is instantly accessible to the
Beneficiary.
(5) The CSM receives the positive confirmation message
from the Beneficiary Bank and then sends a confirmation
message simultaneously to both the Beneficiary and the
Originator Bank that the transaction is accepted. If the
transaction is rejected, CSM only sends a message to the
Originator Bank.
(A) If the transaction is accepted, the Beneficiary Bank
makes the funds immediately available to the Beneficiary.
The Beneficiary bank sends the Beneficiary an instant
notification message about the funds made available to
the Beneficiary if agreed with the Beneficiary. The
information about the new available funds is instantly
accessible to the Beneficiary.
(56) The Originator Bank:
(A) Is obliged to inform or to send immediately a
negative confirmation message to the Originator in case
the Originator Bank has received a negative confirmation
message from the Beneficiary Bank or the clearing
mechanism indicating that the funds had not been made
available to the Beneficiary.
(B) Sends the Originator an instant notification message
about the funds made available to the Beneficiary if
agreed with the Originator.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

The contributor requests the Scheme to some
extent incorporating settlement due to the
high degree of dependencies between three
layers.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.
Description
on clearing
and
settlement
layers have
been added.

• Out of scope of the Scheme: the amount of the SCT
Inst transaction is included in the settlement5 procedure
between the Originator Bank and the Beneficiary Bank,
and as such credited by the settlement mechanism to the
Beneficiary Bank during the settlement process.
17.

Anonymous

TBD.

On that note it is suggested for the Scheme to
contain detailed processes concerning the
communication between two PSPs about how
and what to settle in settlement cycles.
The Scheme should also require transactions
to be stamped with settlement cycle ID and
date for reconciliation purposes.
18.

Anonymous

Work flow steps: a bullet point to be added before the item
(5) instead of before “Out of the scope of the scheme”

Typo

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

19.

Anonymous

Footer n° 2:

As the rulebook will be applicable before PSD2
transposition will enter into force, it is better to
just refer to the legislation currently applicable.

Footnote 2
changed into
Footnote 3.

Directly or indirectly initiated in compliance with the
Payment Services Directive 2 (PSD2)
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
No change to
contents.
Only PSD 2
foresees a
direct or
indirect
initiation.
Special
reference to
PSD 2 for this
aspect should
be kept.
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20.

Bank
Lithuania

of

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

(4) The Beneficiary Bank:

The ERPB note titled Pan-European instant
payments in euro: definition, vision and way
forward and the ERPB definition on instant
payments “are defined as electronic retail
payment solutions available 24/7/365 and
resulting in the immediate or close-toimmediate
interbank
clearing
of
the
transaction and crediting of the payee’s
account with confirmation to the payer (within
seconds of payment initiation). This is
irrespective of the underlying payment
instrument used (credit transfer, direct debit or
payment card) and of the underlying
arrangements for clearing (whether bilateral
interbank
clearing
or
clearing
via
infrastructures) and settlement (e.g. with
guarantees or in real time) that make this
possible.” explain the concept and the intended
notion of the instant payments. “Instant
payment solutions should be understood as
“cashless cash”: in the era of e-commerce
and digital communication users expect such
solutions to be available and to deliver the
same payment experience as cash, i.e. not
only provide immediate confirmation that
funds are available on the payer’s account, but
also immediate availability of such funds to
the payee.”

No change.
The Nov.
2015 ERPB
meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant
scheme with
notification
messages to
the Originator
and the
Beneficiary as
an ‘opt-in’
feature.

(C) Always Sends sends the Beneficiary an instant
notification message about the funds made available to the
Beneficiary if agreed with the Beneficiary. The information
about the new available funds is instantly accessible to the
Beneficiary.

The Beneficiary without the instant notification
wouldn’t know about newly available funds,
therefore the experience of cashless cash can’t
be achieved without the mandatory notification
to the Beneficiary.
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21.

Bank
Lithuania

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
of

(5) The Originator Bank:
(B) Always Sends sends the Originator an instant
notification message about the funds made available to the
Beneficiary if agreed with the Originator.

Reason for change

EPC
response

The ERPB note titled Pan-European instant
payments in euro: definition, vision and way
forward and the ERPB definition on instant
payments “are defined as electronic retail
payment solutions available 24/7/365 and
resulting in the immediate or close-toimmediate
interbank
clearing
of
the
transaction and crediting of the payee’s
account with confirmation to the payer (within
seconds of payment initiation). This is
irrespective of the underlying payment
instrument used (credit transfer, direct debit or
payment card) and of the underlying
arrangements for clearing (whether bilateral
interbank
clearing
or
clearing
via
infrastructures) and settlement (e.g. with
guarantees or in real time) that make this
possible.” explain the concept and the intended
notion of the instant payments. “Instant
payment solutions should be understood as
“cashless cash”: in the era of e-commerce
and digital communication users expect such
solutions to be available and to deliver the
same payment experience as cash, i.e. not
only provide immediate confirmation that
funds are available on the payer’s account, but
also immediate availability of such funds to
the payee.”

No change.
The Nov.
2015 ERPB
meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant
scheme with
notification
messages to
the Originator
and the
Beneficiary as
an ‘opt-in’
feature.

Without the mandatory confirmation (positive
or negative) the Originator wouldn’t know the
final status of the transaction and therefore
wouldn’t get the same experience as cash,
which was not the aim of the ERPB.
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22.

Bank
Lithuania

of

23.

Bank
Lithuania

of

(5) The Originator Bank:
(A) Iis obliged to inform or to send, in 20 seconds,
immediately a negative confirmation message to the
Originator about the final status of the instant payment.
The confirmation message can be either in case the
Originator Bank has received a negative confirmation
message from the Beneficiary Bank or the clearing
mechanism indicating that the funds had not been made
available to the Beneficiary or a positive confirmation .
(B) Sends the Originator an instant notification message
about the fact that funds had been made available to the
Beneficiary if agreed with the Originator.
(4) (A) (ii) When the SCT Inst transaction message is
complete and correct and the validation checks are
successful, the Beneficiary Bank makes the funds
immediately available to the Beneficiary. This action means
that the Beneficiary has immediate use of the funds subject
to the terms and conditions governing the use of the
account of the Beneficiary.

Reason for change

EPC
response

Based on the same arguments provided above,
5 (A) and 5 (B) steps can be merged into one
step No. 5

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

We believe that the time requirements for the
standard
validation
checks
might
be
established by the scheme, e.g. validation
checks should not last longer than 20 seconds.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.
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24.

BITKOM

25.

BITKOM

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
(4) The Beneficiary Bank:
(C) Sends the Beneficiary an instant notification message
about the funds made available to the Beneficiary if agreed
with the Beneficiary. It is the bank’s obligation to send the
notification if required by the Beneficiary.

(5) The Originator Bank:
(B) Sends the Originator an instant notification message
about the funds made available to the Beneficiary if
agreed with the Originator. It is the bank’s obligation to
send the notification if required by the Originator.

Reason for change

EPC
response

It must be clear that it is the bank’s obligation
to send the notification if required by the
Beneficiary

No change.
The Nov.
2015 ERPB
meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant
scheme with
notification
messages to
the Originator
and the
Beneficiary as
an ‘opt-in’
feature.

It must be clear that it is the bank’s obligation
to send the notification if required by the
Originator

No change.
The Nov.
2015 ERPB
meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant
scheme with
notification
messages to
the Originator
and the
Beneficiary as
an ‘opt-in’
feature.
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26.

BPFI

(2) When these validation checks are successful, the
Originator Bank instantly makes a reservation of the
amount of the SCT Inst transaction on the Originator’s
payment account with this information instantly accessible
to the Originator and immediately sends an SCT Inst
transaction message to the clearing mechanism. It is at
this point that the payment is considered as initiated
under the scheme and the Timestamp is set as
defined in section 4.2.3(A)

Current wording needs to confirm from the
outset that the starting point of the Instant
payment processing time is post-validation.
Confirm that starting point of clock is post
validation and reservation of funds happens
after AT-50.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

27.

Dutch payments
association

(2) When these validation checks are successful, the
Originator Bank instantly makes a rReservation3 of the
aAmount of the SCT Inst transaction on the Originator’s
payment account with this information instantly accessible
to the Originator and immediately sends a SCT Inst
transaction message to the clearing mechanism4.

In line with the defined terms (chapter 7). Also
check further consistency.

Change done.

28.

EBA Clearing

Work flow steps: we suggest amending the work flow from
the moment the Beneficiary Bank (BB) has verified the SCT
Inst:

Under current rulebook work flow, different
interpretations could co-exist of how the
clearing and settlement layer could be
requested by the OB to deal with in-flight
transactions in line with the Scheme

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

i.

ii.
iii.

Reason for change

the BB sends a confirmation to the Originator Bank
(OB) or a party in chain to whom the OB delegated
this task (e.g. its CSM) that SCT Inst has been
1. Wait & see: “in-flight” instructions are
verified and funds can be credited;
queued and only settled when confirmation
this party sends an acknowledgement to the BB in
is received. A scenario which could lead to
addition to message sent to the OB confirming
an indefinite “pending” status of the
execution of the transfer in the inter-PSP space;
transaction hindering the “instant”
Following this simultaneous confirmation, the BB has
perception of the scheme and introducing
the obligation to credit its customer and both the OB
liquidity traps.
and the BB can confirm the instant payment to their
2. No news good news: “in-flight” instructions
customer.
can be settled by the CSM according to its
schedule. A scenario disfavoured especially
given the case where the instruction has
settled but where the BB would reject the
transaction after settlement creating a
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

financial risk on the OB, which has to
claim back the settled amount.
3. No news bad news: “in-flight” instructions
are rejected/time-out at 20+5 sec. by any
party in the chain while the obligation of
making the funds available in case a
possible information is received after the
rejection remains with the OB. A scenario
leading to credit risk for the BB in case of
confirmation of the payment after the
rejection
further
to
crediting
the
beneficiary.
EBA CLEARING and its community of banks
consider that the financial risks and
uncertainty arising from this aspect of the
workflow can be managed by adding one
necessary message (see proposed change).
This additional message is necessary to
eliminate the risk identified above (traps/tx
status uncertainty, financial risks on OB or BB),
preserve
the
instant
product/end-users
experience and is possible technically without
significant impact on timing/costs (as other
international examples show).
29.

FIS Global

This is a new feature request to the scheme rather than a
change.
In the conceptual flow the beneficiary could have a feature
to request to the originator an iSCT.
The conceptual flow will be:
1. Beneficiary instructs the beneficiary bank to send to the
originator bank an iSCT request with the DS-01 dataset
already filled.

As iSCT could be used as a framework for
innovative business solutions it’s mandatory to
have a credit request from the beneficiary.

No change for
this version.

This will make iSCT an ideal candidate for all
the business cases where the payment details
are to be decided by the beneficiary, for
example:
•

C2C features, like friends requesting
money to each other.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

47

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
2. Originator bank will handle the iSCT request and
forward it to the originator that must explicitly accept
every single request.
3. Upon having the confirmation from the beneficiary the
standard iSCT flow could start, with all the data already
being provided.
The request for iSCT could be managed by the clearing
houses as a non-financial message.

Reason for change
•

B2C features, like e-commerce, where
the beneficiary is to set the amount
and details of the transactions.

Overall the business industry, by having a
richer feature in the rulebook could straight
away implement additional services without
relying on AOS.

EPC
response
The
contributor
can make a
change
request for
the next
change
management
cycle.

The request for iSCT can stay in a pending state on the
originator bank (waiting for the originator acceptance) for
10 days, after that time the originator bank can discard it.
No response is provided to the beneficiary, if the request
for iSCT is accepted the beneficiary will see a new iSCT
incoming that can be reconciled with the use of DS-01
dataset (remittance information and the identification
code). If the request for iSCT is not accepted or goes in
timeout no response is given to the beneficiary.
30.

French banking
federation

(2) The Originator Bank verifies if it has all necessary
information to execute the SCT Inst Instruction and
executes various validation checks.
When these validation checks are successful, the Originator
Bank instantly makes a reservation3 of the amount of the
SCT Inst transaction on the Originator’s payment account
with this information instantly accessible to the Originator
and immediately sends an SCT Inst transaction message to
the clearing mechanism4.
The regulatory checks must be performed by PSPs
according to their own procedure and within the respect of
the timeframe of the scheme.

We suggest to add this sentence :
-

to answer the questions regarding the
types of checks which are not included
in the current RB proposal, i.e.
regulatory checks (fraud, …)

-

to underline that the time between the
time stamp and sending the SCT Inst
message should be as short as possible
in order to allow any party involved in
the chain to execute the SCT Inst in
due time.
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31.

Contributor

Icon solutions

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

(4) (B) Is obliged to send immediately a message back to
the Originator Bank through the same clearing mechanism
to confirm whether the SCT Inst transaction has been
accepted and funds have been made immediately available
to the Beneficiary (positive confirmation) or not (negative
confirmation with an immediate reject). When a negative
confirmation has been sent, the Beneficiary Bank shall not
send a subsequent positive confirmation to the instruction.
When a positive confirmation has been sent, the
Beneficiary Bank shall not send a subsequent negative
confirmation to the instruction, unless a duplicate
instruction is received, in which case the instruction may
be rejected with attribute AT-R3 set to “Duplicate sending”.

Reason for change

EPC
response

More generally, the AML/CFT controls are to be
clearly defined under this scheme: such
controls are to be fully executed according the
current regulation (as well as the 2015/847
from June 2017) but details in their application
must be set out, notably those related to the
procedure to be applied in case of a
positive/false positive hit.

The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will
cover among
others these
aspects. The
RMA will only
be shared
with
(applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

Clarification that a beneficiary bank cannot
send a “provisional” response while AML or
sanctions checking is carried out.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

Clarification
instructions.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

32.

Payments UK

(2) When these validation checks are successful, the
Originator Bank instantly makes a reservation of the
amount of the SCT Inst transaction on the Originator’s
payment account with this information instantly accessible
to the Originator and immediately sends an SCT Inst
transaction message to the clearing mechanism4. It is at
this point that the payment is considered as initiated
under the scheme and the Timestamp is set as
defined in section 4.2.3(A)

Current wording needs to confirm from the
outset that the starting point of the Instant
payment processing time is post-validation.
Confirm that starting point of clock is post
validation and reservation of funds happens
after AT50.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

33.

Payments UK

(4)(A)(ii) The Beneficiary Bank makes the funds
immediately available funds available in exact time ss
seconds funds supposed to be in ben account.

Clarify time it should take to be in beneficiaries
account. Throughout, when we suggest a
definition of seconds, one suggestion would be
to use the expected maximum timing for each
step (ss after the process for example) then
this could set the maximum SLA for each step
and make it easier for PSPs to define the
operation of the scheme.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

34.

Payments UK

(4)(B) is obliged to send immediately to is obliged to send
in ss seconds”

Again need to confirm amount of time required
to do this.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

35.

Payments UK

(4)(B) Is obliged to send immediately* a message back
to the Originator Bank through the same clearing
mechanism to confirm whether the SCT Inst transaction
has been accepted and funds have been made immediately
available to the Beneficiary (positive confirmation) or not
(negative confirmation with an immediate reject).

Immediately is defined as synonym for
instantly in section 7. Insert footnote at first
occurrence of Immediately in section 1.4(4)(B)

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

Section 7 Insert:

Definitions of
immediately
and instantly
have been
reviewed in
chapter 7.

*See definition of Immediately in Section 7

Immediate(ly): As defined within the
target maximum operating time of the
Instant payments scheme defined in
section 4.2.3(B). Immediately needs to
be defined to an exact time in ss seconds
to
prevent
different
interpretations
throughout participants.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

36.

Payments UK

(5)(A) Is obliged to inform or to send immediately a
negative confirmation message to the Originator in case
the Originator Bank has received a negative confirmation
message from the Beneficiary Bank or the clearing
mechanism indicating that the funds had not been made
available to the Beneficiary. This message is sent in a
means agreed between the Originator Bank and
Originator.

The means and manner of communication is in
the Bank to customer space and to be
determined by each Originator bank as part of
their product offering.

The rulebook
remains
neutral to this
and thus does
not specify a
dataset for
this message.

37.

Portuguese
banking
community

Legal framework alignment

In some chapters it refers to PSD others to
PSD2 (see chapter 1.4 footnote #2)

No change.
Only PSD 2
foresees a
direct or
indirect
initiation.
Special
reference to
PSD 2 for this
aspect should
be kept.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

38.

S&T Slovenia

Conceptual work flow of an SCT Inst

The SCT Inst is a typical “Two General
Problem”. see Two Generals Paradox by Jim
Gray.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

Bottom line of the paradox is that the generals
cannot 100% sure coordinate joint attack and
in the SCT Inst case being 100% sure that
money is credited and debited correctly.
For illustration (existing model):
1. CSM sends the message to Beneficiary
Bank (msg 3)
2. Beneficiary Bank answers positively (msg
4B), but the message is lost before
accepted by SCM.
Existing model might force Beneficiary Bank to credit the
Beneficiary due to the system malfunction.

3. CSM times out and consequentially rejects
the operation with 4B towards Originator
Bank.
4. Beneficiary Bank credits the Beneficiary
account and the Beneficiary spends the
money immediately.
5. At settlement time CSM does not credit
Beneficiary Bank for this transaction, since
it was not confirmed.
6. Beneficiary Bank needs to refund the funds
from the possibly empty account. 
It is similar situation even if we assume that
the lost message is always positive.
Since
the
problem
is
theoretically
nondeterministic the model needs to be fixed
to at least minimise the damage.

Benefits of the altered model:

If the messages are lost:
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
1. Beneficiary cannot be credited by mistake, due to
malfunction of the system (i.e. message lost).
2. System malfunction is taken into account as regular
system mode of operation. This is prerequisite for
24/7 systems.
3. Model is deterministic, therefore the reconciliation
can be automatic.
4. PR-03 is not necessary.
Proposed altered model

Originator
Bank

CT Request
CT ACK

CSM

CT Request
CT Request Status
CT ACK

Reason for change

EPC
response

1. CT request is lost (OB->CSM)
a.

CSM gets no msg

b.

OB doesn’t get CT ACK; reject transaction

c.

CSM and OB positions are the same

2. CT request is lost (CSM->BB)
a.

BB does not get msg

b.

CSM does not get
transaction (OB & BB)

c.

CSM, BB and OB positions are the same

Status;

reject

3. CT Request Status is lost (BB->CSM)

Beneficiarya. CSM does not get Status, assumes
negative, signals negative to OB and BB.
Bank b. BB either gets negative from CSM or

Altered model:
1. OB allocate Originator funds (funds can be released
only on negative CT ACK, on timeout stays allocated)

timeout CT ACK and therefore does not
deliver the money to the Beneficiary.

c. OB, CSM and BB positions are the same.
4. CT ACK is lost
a. OB does nothing (timeout)

2. Originator Bank (OB) send CT request to CSM.

b. BB does not deliver funds (timeout).

3. CSM sends CT request to Beneficiary Bank (BB).

c. OB, CSM, BB positions might not be the
same (i.e. positive ACK lost), but
statement helps to reconcile.

4. BB return with status (positive/negative)
5. CSM notifies OB and BB banks with status of the CT
request (CT ACK).
6. According to the status (CT ACK):
a.

positive – BB credits Beneficiary
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
b.

Reason for change

EPC
response

negative – OB releases allocated debtor funds.

7. Immediately after the settlement OB and BB gets
statement (camt.053) from CSM, which clarifies:
a.

OB – timeouted CT Requests (which funds to
release and which not)

b.

BB – for timeouted CT ACK, which Beneficiary
accounts to credit and which not.

Statement is currently not part of the SEPA standard, but
there are at least 7 SEPA compliant payment systems that
uses this extension mechanism for the end of the cycle
reconciliation. It is also popular with old SWIFT standard
through messages MT 950, MT 970.

39.

S&T Slovenia

simplified model
•

assuming that CSM can offer the account validation and
AML checks on behave of the Beneficiary Bank
(competitive add on), this can simplify the model

Originator
Bank

CT Request
CT ACK

CSM

CT ACK

•

CSM can offer competitive add ons

•

Beneficiary banks can have planned
disruption of services due to regular
(nightly) maintenance.

•

More banks will join initially, since this
model requires less demanding changes on
the existing bank cores and operating
procedures.

See general
EPC response
for 1.4.

Beneficiary
Bank
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

To facilitate better understanding.

Wording in
figure 1 has
been
updated.

1. Originator send the CT request stating whether
he/she wants strict or relaxed processing model.
Strict model is SCT Inst model, relaxed model is
depicted above.
2. CSM make all the checks (existence of the account,
suitability of the account for this operation, AML
checks, …). The result (positive/negative) and whole
CT request is signalled via CT ACK messages.
3. Actual transfer of the funds on BB for Beneficiary can
occur immediately when the bank is on-line (i.e. can
read the message queue or at most at the SCT Inst
settlement time.
4. OB gets a reply whether the payment is already
executed (i.e. funds are on the Beneficiary account)
or the transaction is put in queue.
Banks can enter this mode in agreement with the CSM on
regular basis (e.g. every working day 02:00-03:00 during
global backup) or due to accident (e.g. communication
lines failure).
40.

Shahid Ali

Abbreviation has been used for Inst Payment as “IP Order”
in figure 1. It is suggested to add the abbreviation for “IP
Order” in abbreviation section or in starting sections before
using it.
Another way is to use “SCT Inst Payment” rather than
introducing new abbreviation as IP Order.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

41.

Tata consulting
services

Original expression:

General Finding

The clearing and settlement mechanism is a
central element in an instant payment chain
and some requirements would be helpful to
establish instant payments as a new industry
standard.

The availability (7/24/365) and the real-time capability of
the settlement procedure between the originator Bank and
the Beneficiary Bank is a critical element for instant
payment concepts.

Based on our experience in realtime and card
processing systems, the offline functionality of
originator bank, Beneficiary Bank has to be
described as well.

EPC should also cover this central topic and illustrate how
real time clearing and settlement could be achieved.

As clearing and settlement mechanism is a
central element, offline handling of the
Beneficiary Banks has to be defined as well.

No change.
Transactions
under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 with
no formal
offline status.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this
and need to
obtain such
reliability
from the
CSMs.

Clearing and Settlement mechanism: Out of scope of the
Scheme
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

42.

Tata consulting
services

Original text:

Clear and common behaviour rules make the
system more resilient, in case any of the actors
is off-line.

No change.
Transactions
under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 with
no formal
offline status.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this
and need to
obtain such
reliability
from the
CSMs.

4B The Beneficiary Bank:
(B) Is obliged to send immediately a message back to the
Originator Bank through the same clearing mechanism to
confirm whether the SCT Inst transaction has been
accepted and funds have been made immediately available
to the Beneficiary (Positive confirmation) or not (negative
confirmation with an immediate reject).
Finding:
What happens if the Beneficiary Bank is down due to
maintenance or technical reason and no positive or
negative confirmation can be sent back? A general
description of the off-line behaviour of the actors is
missing.

Figure 1: SCT Inst Overview

General EPC response: following the conceptual work flow
changes, figure 1 has been updated

43.

Anonymous

to add the arrow meaning on the figure for 4C, 5A, 5B

Coherence and readability.

See general
EPC response
for figure 1.

44.

Bank
Lithuania

The Figure 1 is too much simplified, it should be elaborated
to include the Originator PSP, the Sending PSP; a CSM; the
Receiving PSP and the Beneficiary PSP

We believe that a failure to present the whole
chain of actors oversimplifies the workflow and
creates a space for misinterpretations, e.g. the
Originator can only be the client of the CSM
direct participant; the indirect participation of
PSPs in the SCT Inst scheme is not foreseen

See general
EPC response
for figure 1.

of
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N°

Contributor

45.

Bank
Lithuania

46.

Dutch payments
association

47.

Lorenzo Gaston

48.

Portuguese
banking
community

1.5
49.

of

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

The lines in 4(C) and 5 (B) steps should be depicted in the
same manner as in other steps (1, 2, 3, 4 (A) , 4(B) and
5(A)

See comments bellow

See general
EPC response
for figure 1.

Figure 1: IP-order SCT Inst Instruction

In line with the defined terms (chapter 7) and
with Work flow step (1)

Wording
changed.

Figure 1 seems to indicate that both the originator and
the beneficiary are persons.
However, the specification seems to be agnostic in terms
of the nature of the originator and/or the beneficiary that
could be either a person or a legal person.

Clarification

Figure 1: Include a legend for the different flow’s colours:
mandatory (green) and optional (light green) flows

Clarification

Icon of
private and
legal persons
added.

Binding nature of the Rulebook
German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Binding nature of the Rulebook
Delete the following sentence: “For the relationships
between an Originator and a Beneficiary, the Rulebook also
specifies the minimum requirements of the Scheme.”

It is not clear how and where the Rulebook
specifies requirements for the relationships
between the Originator and the Beneficiary.

No change.
The EPC will
consider this
for the next
change
management
cycle as this
comments
applies as
well to the
standard SCT
rulebook.

1.6 Separation of the Scheme from the Infrastructure
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

50.

Payments UK

The result is that the SCT Inst instrument based on a single
set of rules, practices and standards is operated on a fully
consistent basis by CSMs chosen by individual Participants
as the most appropriate for their needs. To ensure
connectivity all CSMs must allow for inter-operability
and connectivity with other CSMs within the scheme.

There should be a set of guidelines for
operation as a CSM within the IPS outlining the
required inter-operability aspect of their
operation as Individual PSP participants cannot
be forced to enter into agreement with multiple
CSMs to ensure reachability across the entire
scheme. All CSMs must be able to reach each
other on behalf of Participant PSPs.

No change.
Interoperabili
-ty and
connectivity
between
CSMs is not
within the
scope of the
scheme.
Interoperabili
-ty of
payment
systems is
required by
law (please
refer to
Article 4 (2)
of the ‘SEPA
Regulation’
(EU
Regulation
260 / 2012).

N.B. This may be subject to discussions
between CSMs and the Eurosystem, however it
may be important to define this in the scheme
rules.

1.7

Other Features of the Scheme

51.

BPFI

The rules ensure that responsibility for risk management
is allocated to where the risk lies and that liability falls
where the fault lies.
Each SEPA Instant Payment Transaction should be
easily traceable throughout each step of it’s
processing from Originator to beneficiary and receipt
of Ack/Nak messages with clearly identifiable
standards relating to the timing of each processing
step for the message.

Without a defined outlined map of
responsibility and associated timings for each
stage who determines where risk lies and
where fault lies?
Pre-determined set of rules stating at what
point payment is no longer originator
responsibility etc. are required.
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No change.
Each SCT Inst
scheme
participant
has the full
flexibility to
determine the
concrete
traceability
messages

59

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

Will this be clarified in the Guide to the
Adherence Process for the SEPA Instant Credit
Transfer Scheme?

(can be an
ACK message
or a specially
designed
application
message)
with its CSM.
The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
scheme now
sets 20’’ as a
hard deadline
for certain
parties with
concrete
actions.
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N°

Contributor

52.

Payments UK

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The rules ensure that responsibility for risk management
is allocated to where the risk lies and that liability falls
where the fault lies. Each SCTinst Payment
Transaction should be easily traceable throughout
each step of it’s processing from Originator to
beneficiary and receipt of ack/Nak messages with
clearly identifiable standards relating to the timing
of each processing step for the message.

Reason for change

EPC
response

Without
a
defined
outlined
map
of
responsibility and associated timings for each
stage who determines where risk lies and
where fault lies? Pre determined set of rules
stating at what point payment is no longer
originator responsibility etc. are required.

No change.
Each SCT Inst
scheme
participant
has the full
flexibility to
determine the
concrete
traceability
messages
(can be an
ACK message
or a specially
designed
application
message)
with its CSM.

Will this be clarified in the Guide to the
Adherence Process for the SEPA Instant
Credit Transfer Scheme?
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
scheme now
sets 20’’ as a
hard deadline
for certain
parties with
concrete
actions.

1.8

The Business Benefits of the Scheme

53.

Bank
Lithuania

of

A target maximum execution time of 10 seconds to
process an SCT Inst instruction with the Beneficiary Bank
reporting to the Originator Bank either the funds being
made available to the Beneficiary or the reject of the SCT
Inst transaction.

It could be explained in a more detailed way,
when the 10 seconds start to count in case the
sender is the bank which belongs to the
banking group, e.g. the 10 seconds start to
count after SCT Inst message is created in the
bank AB which belongs to the banking group
YZ in the OO country and which is not a direct
participant in the CSM, or in the main bank CD
of banking group YZ in the II country before
submission to the CSM.
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10” is the
target
execution
time.
Each scheme
applicant
needs to
assess how or
with which
parties it will
meet such
target.
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N°

Contributor

54.

Bank
Lithuania

of

Bank
Lithuania

of

55.

56.

BITKOM

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

For Participants:

An explanation is needed. Does such a
statement mean that the same Participant
(with the same BIC) can be reached via
different CSMs or participate at the same time
in different CSMs?

Each scheme
applicant is
free how it
wishes to be
reachable.

We believe that such benefit is too much
ambiguous.

Stakeholders
expect PSPs
to provide
payment
solutions that
evolve with
the needs of
payment endusers. The
development
of this
scheme is an
answer to
such
expectations.

Instant Payments can only be successful if they
can be used at the point of sale. Therefore an
average execution time below two seconds is
required.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space.

Participants can choose the most efficient and costeffective routing of transactions.

For Participants:
Satisfies the expectations of stakeholders.

For Originators and Beneficiaries as users:
…..
• A target maximum execution time of 10 seconds to
process an SCT Inst instruction with the Beneficiary Bank
reporting to the Originator Bank either the funds being
made available to the Beneficiary or the reject of the SCT
Inst transaction. The average execution time should be
below two seconds.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
The EPC
cannot rely
on like-forlike
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.

57.

BPFI

The Scheme delivers the end-to-end carrying of customer
remittance data on either a structured and or
unstructured basis.

The sentence
Either/and

should

be

Either/or

not

Change done.

58.

BPFI

‘A target maximum execution time of 10 seconds to
process an SCT Inst instruction with the Beneficiary bank
reporting to the Originator Bank either the funds being
made available to the Beneficiary or the reject of the SCT
Inst transaction’

We would suggest that the same base Time
Stamp is clearly defined in terms of time zones,
so that banks do not need to perform any
calculations/conversions.

The time can
be expressed
in UTC time
or in the
equivalent
local time as

What base clock will all banks have to operate
off?
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
defined by
the ISO
standard.

59.

60.

Dutch payments
association

French banking
federation

For Originators and Beneficiaries as users:

In line with paragraph 2.7.

Change done.

Use of verb in each bullet point to be
consistent.

Wording
changes
done.

• The Scheme delivers the end-to-end carrying of customer
remittance data on either a structured and or unstructured
basis.
For Originators and Beneficiaries as users:
• The services based on the Scheme are available 24
hours a day and on all calendar days of the year.
• Payment are certain for the Originator and the
Beneficiary.
• Payments are made for the full Original Amount.
• The Originator and Beneficiary are responsible for their
own charges.
• Beneficiary accounts of participating Banks within SEPA
are reachable.
• A target maximum execution time of 10 seconds to
process an SCT Inst instruction with the Beneficiary Bank
reporting to the Originator Bank either the funds being
made available to the Beneficiary or the reject of the SCT
Inst transaction.
• The use of accepted standards and data elements
facilitates payment initiation and reconciliation on an STP
basis.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

61.

Nordea bank

For Originators and Beneficiaries as users:

Reason for change

The mentioned maximum execution time of 10 seconds
have to be end-to-end including that the funds have been
made available to the beneficiary and both originator and
beneficiary have been informed regarding the status of
the payments and (if processed successfully) that the
funds are available.
Reason:
If the entire end-to-end process takes more than 10
seconds – it is not a customer friendly solution. Imagine a
POS situation where the customers need to wait more
than 10 seconds for confirmation. It is not user friendly or
convenient.
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EPC
response
No change.
The 10” cover
only the time
span from the
moment the
Originator
Bank has put
the time
stamp until
the Originator
Bank receives
the
confirmation
message.
The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
including the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space and
cross-border
payments.

66

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

62.

Payments UK

The Originator and Beneficiary are responsible for their
own charges. These are agreed with their PSPs.

63.

Payments UK

64.

Payments UK

The Scheme delivers the end-to-end carrying of customer
remittance data on either a structured and or
unstructured basis.
A target maximum execution time of 10 seconds…

Reason for change

EPC
response

This charging is external to the scheme and
based on competition between PSPs for the
provision of the service to customers. This
should be made explicitly clear in the rulebook.

No change.
The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook.

The sentence
Either/and.

not

Change done.

be broken down between
so exact point of liability
i.e. 4 seconds Originating
& 4 Beneficiary PSP.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
EPC cannot
rely on likefor-like
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of

should

Should 10 seconds
each scheme actor
can be determined
PSP 2 seconds CSM
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Either/or
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
seconds for
each involved
party.
Setting a
tight SCT Inst
execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.

65.

Payments UK

Rejects are handled immediately in an automated way.

Define when a transaction is to be rejected.
Immediate again would be useful to be defined
- cross reference in rulebook to 4.2.3 and 4.3.2
yet no clear definition of exact timeframe
required to reject a transaction.
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Definition of
‘immediate’
adapted in
line with
‘instant’.

68

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
The
Originator
Bank, the
interbank
Space or the
Beneficiary
Bank can
reject. The
scheme now
defines that
after 20”, the
clearing
mechanism of
the
Beneficiary
Bank has to
reject due to
time-out.

66.

Payments UK

Efficient and effective end-to-end processing of SCT Inst on
a STP basis

If an account cannot facilitate STP is it in
breach of rulebook or does ben bank have
option to acknowledge receipt of SCT Inst and
apply to ben account outside AT50.

This is
correct.

67.

Swedish
bankers
association

The Originator Bank and Beneficiary Bank are
responsible for their own charges.

The participants, not the customers.

No change.
The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

68.

Swedish
bankers
association

The CSMs may add features and services to the benefit of
choice and competition among themselves, provided
that the rules, practices and standards of the Scheme are
fully met and not affect the payment services
provided by the PSPs.

A CSM shall not offer any payment services.

No change.
CSMs are not
authorised to
provide
payment
services.
Therefore, we
feel there is
no need for
such
clarification.

This paragraph is meaningless.

No change.
The purpose
of this
paragraph is
to clarify the
common legal
framework
which is
assumed for
purposes of
the scheme.
There are
further
references to
level-playing
obligations for
those

1.9
69.

Common Legal Framework
Anonymous

It is a prerequisite for the use of the Scheme that the PSD
(or provisions or binding practice substantially equivalent
to those set out in Titles III and IV of the Payment Services
Directive) is implemented or otherwise in force in the
national law of SEPA countries.

What is the purpose of this paragraph?
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
participants
to whom the
PSD does not
apply directly
in Section 5.1
and 5.14.
The scheme
relies on the
implementati
on of PSD (or
equivalent
legislation in
non-EEA
countries) to
guarantee a
level playing
field for all
scheme
participants.

70.

Bank
Lithuania

of

This Scheme is a ‘payment scheme’ within the meaning of
the SEPA Regulation7;

SEPA Regulation might be included in the
Reference list under 0.1

No change.
SEPA
Regulation is
covered in
Section 7.

71.

Dutch payments
association

It is a prerequisite for the use of the Scheme that the PSD
(or provisions or binding practice substantially equivalent
to those set out in Titles III and IV of the Payment Services
Directive) is implemented or otherwise in force in the
national law of SEPA countries.

Please refer to the PSD II. At the moment the
RB is applicable, PSD II is in place.

No change.
With the
rulebook to
be effective in
November
2017, PSD 1
still applies.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

72.

Portuguese
banking
community

Legal framework alignment

In some chapters it refers to PSD others to
PSD2 (see chapter 1.4 footnote #2)

No change.
With the
rulebook to
be effective in
November
2017, PSD 1
still applies.
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2.3.
N°
2.

Chapter 2 – comments and change proposals
Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

We are aware that clearing- and
settlement mechanism (CSM)
is
outside the scope, but we would like to
point out that the role of CSM will be
essential in a scheme involving banks
with different CSM providers.

Section 1.4
and the
process flows
in chapter 4
state the
roles the
CSMs will
play.

Proposal: The texts should be
amended with a clearer definition on
when the period of 10 seconds ends
and what includes 20 seconds

This section
just briefly
explains the
execution
time. Chapter
4 specifies in
detail when
the scheme
actually
starts, the
target
execution
time, the
time-out
deadline and
the actions
each actor
has to take.

Scope of the scheme

73.

2.2
74.

Norwegian
banking
community

Description of Scope of the Scheme
Anonymous

Execution time for transaction: The rulebook in the chapter 2.2
defines execution time for transactions within 10 seconds with
Beneficiary Bank reporting to the Originator Bank either the
transaction has been successfully executed or rejected. It is not
clearly defined when the transaction is completed (with Beneficiary
Bank report or after the Originator Bank receive the report?) If the
transaction is rejected, should the payee account be reauthorized
within 10 seconds? What happens if the communication between
Beneficiary Bank and the Originator Bank for any reason is not
possible? Who will be responsible? What happens if execution time
for transaction exceeds 10 seconds?
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

75.

Bank
Lithuania

of

76.

Bank
Lithuania

of

Adherents to the Scheme are Participants who have agreed to
subscribe to the Scheme and its rules.

The Scheme specifies a target maximum execution time of 10
seconds to process an SCT Inst instruction with the Beneficiary
Bank reporting to the Originator Bank either the funds being
made available to the Beneficiary or the reject of the SCT Inst
transaction.

Reason for change

EPC
response

An explanation is needed. Who should
adhere to the Scheme, only the
Originator and Beneficiary Banks?
What about banks belonging to the
banking groups, branches of the
banks, savings banks which have no
direct access to the CSM or act as the
Intermediate banks?

We refer to
section 5.4 of
the Rulebook,
section 3.2 of
the Scheme
Management
Internal Rules
and the EPC
scheme
adherence
guides.

An explanation is needed. Can we read
that the Originator Bank might consist
of two or more layers: e.g. the first
Originator bank (the local bank
belonging to the banking group,
branches of the bank, savings bank
which has no direct access to the CSM)
and the Intermediate Originator bank
(mother
bank,
headquarters,
Landesbank with access to the CSM)?

There can be
only one
Originator
Bank being
the institution
servicing the
payment
account.
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This party
might use an
intermediary
which by
itself is a
direct
participant to
a CSM.

74

N°

Contributor

77.

BITKOM

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

An SCT Inst is a payment instrument for the execution of credit
transfers in euro
− within 10 seconds with the Beneficiary Bank reporting to the
Originator Bank either the funds being made available to the
Beneficiary or the reject of the SCT Inst transaction. The average
execution time should be below two seconds.

Instant Payments can only by
successful if they can be used at the
point of sale. Therefore an average
execution time below two seconds is
required.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
EPC cannot
rely on likefor-like
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

75

N°

Contributor

78.

BITKOM

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The following key elements are included within the scope of the
Scheme:
•
The Scheme specifies a target maximum execution time of 10
seconds to process an SCT Inst instruction with the
Beneficiary Bank reporting to the Originator Bank either the
funds being made available to the Beneficiary or the reject of
the SCT Inst transaction. The average execution time should
be below two seconds.

Reason for change

EPC
response

Instant Payments can only by
successful if they can be used at the
point of sale. Therefore an average
execution time below two seconds is
required.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
EPC cannot
rely on likefor-like
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

79.

BPFI

An SCT Inst is a payment instrument for the execution of credit
transfers in euro.

We request that the Scheme should
clearly state that all messages,
including batches/bulk files should be
treated as single messages and
processed in real-time.

No change.
Section 1.4,
chapter 4 and
the
Implementati
on Guidelines
provide such
specific
details.

80.

Febelfin

The services based on the Scheme are in principle available 24
hours a day and on all calendar days of the year, but
maintenance windows at the level of the PSP’s can be foreseen.

Requiring 100% at the level of the
PSP’s:
- will increase costs exponentially

Transactions
under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 at
all times. The
scheme does
not foresee
maintenance
windows.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this.

- might prove to be a barrier for PSP’s
to adhere to scheme
- might jeopardize reach and thus the
attractiveness of the scheme
-The card scheme even caters for
“joint” maintenance windows.
We support 100% availability at the
level of the CSM. The system would
continue non-stop, though at some
points in time one or more banks
might not be reachable.
81.

Nordea bank

The service is available 24-7-365 – but the participants have to be
allowed to have short and planned maintenance windows e.g. in
order to update the systems. The participants have to be obliged
to conduct the maintenance when only very few customers are
expected to use the service, only for a short time (e.g. a few hours)
and only when needed (not every day but once every Q).
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under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 at
all times.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
The scheme
does not
foresee
maintenance
windows.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this.

82.

Norwegian
banking
community

83.

Payments UK

84.

Payments UK

The first point describes the 10
seconds limit for reporting whether the
funds are being made available or not,
is not consistent with the description in
4.2.3 describing the time-out deadline
of 25 seconds. These time factors have
to be described more detailed to
ensure a common understanding.

Wording
changes done
in section
4.2.3

Within 10 seconds

Confirm is this 10 seconds from
initiation of sct from originating bank
and after this time should the
transaction be timed out by CSM or
Beneficiary PSP?

Wording
changes done
in section
4.2.3

A set of interbank rules…

When are these documents going to be
made available for public consultation?

They are
covered in the
rulebook
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85.

Payments UK

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The Beneficiary Bank needs settlement certainty of the funds it
will make available to the Beneficiary. Therefore, the Scheme
obliges the Originator Bank to settle a successfully completed SCT
Inst transaction where the Ack has been sent to the
Originator Bank and received prior to the 20+5 second
timeout limit and to provide settlement certainty through a
settlement mechanism.

Reason for change

EPC
response

The scheme cannot ask Originators to
be held liable for any SCT Inst
transaction for which they have not
received an Ack within the 25 seconds.
To do so would remove incentive to
become an originating bank on the
scheme and introduce a credit risk
caused by a Beneficiary bank or
associated CSMs failure to comply with
the rulebook which conflicts with
section 1.7 (risk Management) &
section 1.8 (funds made available
within 10 seconds or reject).

See general
EPC response
for section
1.4.
Various
changes in
section 1.4
and in
chapter 4
have been
made.

It would also be useful to clarify if this
is before or after crediting (ie making
the funds available) to the end-user.
86.

Portuguese
banking
community

24x7 availability
Include a footnote, where applicable, explaining that limited
unavailability windows can occur

The description of scope of the scheme
states that the services based on the
scheme are available 24 hours a day
and on all calendar days of the year.
However, due to several technical
reasons
(egg.
planned
limited
maintenance
windows),
this
requirement may not be entirely
fulfilled
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Transactions
under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 at
all times. The
scheme does
not foresee
maintenance
windows.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

87.

Portuguese
banking
community

PSPs unavailability information management

Despite the 24x7 scheme requirement,
PSPs may be unavailable from time to
time
(egg.
planned
limited
maintenance windows). If a payment is
sent to such a PSP, it will ultimately
timeout and the investigation process
will follow. This will not be answered
leading to some degree of uncertainty.
There are various strategies that can
be followed, often involving the CSMs
monitoring the state of each PSP and
advising other PSPs when a bank is
offline.
Clearly
such
procedures/messages should be within
the scope of the SCT Inst IG or possibly
in a separate technical document to
ensure that there is alignment across
all industry players

Transactions
under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 at
all times. The
scheme does
not foresee
maintenance
windows.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this.

88.

Swedish
bankers
association

The Scheme provides the basis for SCT Inst products provided
by Participants to all users their customers. Such products
provide a straightforward payment instrument, with the
necessary reliability and reach to support a competitive
marketplace. Participants remain responsible for the products
and services provided to their customers.

89.

Swedish
bankers
association

The Beneficiary Bank needs settlement certainty of the funds it
will make available to the Beneficiary. Therefore, the Scheme
obliges the Originator Bank to settle a successfully completed
SCT Inst transaction and to provide settlement certainty through
a settlement mechanism.

Change done

Consistency.
The wording concerning “to settle a
successfully completed SCT Inst
transaction” should be rephrased
based on the “no news is good news”
principle, where even non successfully
completed
transactions
shall
be
settled.
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Various
changes in
section 1.4
and in
chapter 4
have been
made moving
away from
this principle.
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N°
2.4
90.

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

Currency – All transactions are in euro.

Since about 33% of the EU citizens do
not have euro as currency, the SCT
Inst Scheme Rulebook should
preferably also cater for the other
currencies in EU/EES – at least
optional for the respective country.

The SCT Inst
rulebook is
for
transactions
in euro, but
accounts
denominated
in another
currency can
be used.

Currency
Bankgirot

Further, it would be desirable to have
attributes in the messages also for the
original currency and amount, to
support future interoperability
between different Instant Payment
systems across the EU/EES, in
different currencies.
91.

French banking
federation

All transactions are in euro in all process stages, including all
exceptions handling, i.e. Rejects, and Recalls.
The accounts of the Originator and of the Beneficiary may be in
euro or any other currency. Any currency conversion is executed
in the Originator Bank or Beneficiary Bank and is not governed by
this Scheme.

Although the rule is the same as in the
SCT Scheme, the immediacy required
in the SCT Inst Scheme calls for a
precision on the timestamp put in the
message.

The Timestamp has to be put after the conversion procedure.
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and in
chapter 4
have been
made to put
more
precision.
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N°

Contributor

92.

Payments UK

93.

Swedish
bankers
association

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The accounts of the Originator and of the Beneficiary may be in
euro or any other currency. Any currency conversion is executed
in the Originator Bank or Beneficiary Bank and is not governed by
this Scheme.

Suggested addition – clarification – based on the Q&A for SEPA
Credit Transfers (SCT).

Reason for change

EPC
response

Whilst currency conversion should not
governed by the scheme there may be
some PSD2 related provisions around
transparency
and
customer
information which may be relevant in
this context.

No such PSD
2 related
changes have
been
identified for
this scheme
and other EPC
SEPA
schemes.
Transparency
and customer
information
issues are for
the PSP to
customer
level and are
outside the
scope of the
scheme.

Should follow the same procedures as
explained in the Q&A for SCT.

No change.
The
Beneficiary
Bank may
charge a fee
for a positive
response to a
recall (if
foreseen
under the
customer
Terms and
Conditions).

In the event of an SCT [Inst] recall, where the SCT [Inst] was
subject to a currency conversion at the Beneficiary Bank, who
should be liable for any potential currency loss?
A recall is always initiated by the Originator Bank, possibly on
behalf of its customer. Neither the Beneficiary nor the Beneficiary
Bank has any influence on it. As a consequence, they should not
bear any loss related to it.
The positive response of the Beneficiary Bank to a recall request
is a return message with a specific return reason “following
cancellation request” (FOCR).

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

82

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

The scheme allows for the Beneficiary Bank to charge a fee for
such a positive response. This fee is clearly identified in the return
message, which also contains the amount of the original SCT
[Inst] and the amount of the return transaction. Currency
conversion losses may be included in the recall fee that may be
charged by the Beneficiary Bank.

EPC
response
A currency
conversion
loss may be
included in
the Recall fee.

In exceptional cases, currency conversion loss can be settled
outside the Recall procedure by rejecting the Recall request and
settling the issue in a bi-lateral way.
2.5

Value Limits

94.

Bankgirot

”Any SCT Inst instruction having an amount higher than the
maximum is rejected by the interbank parties…”
At the same time, it is stated:”… unless otherwise agreed
between individual Participants or communities of Participants…”

95.

Eurocommerce

States in the final paragraph “A lower value limit may be applied
by the Originator Bank to its products and services offered to its
customers that are founded on the Scheme according to its own
risk management analysis and controls and based on the
channels used to issue a SCT Inst by its customers.”

Conclusion: Since there might be
bilateral agreements between
Participants, this control should not be
placed on the CSM, but the Originator
Bank and Beneficiary Bank.

Scheme
participants
wishing to set
a higher SCT
Inst amount
can agree at
what level
(e.g., CSM,
intragroup)
such controls
can be set.

The EPC is able to set a higher limit of
€15,000 in their scheme rules, why
isn’t the same approach taken for
lower value limits?

Following this
consultation,
the limit of
15.000 EUR is
not
contested.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
The SEPA
End-Date
regulation
forbids
minimum
amount
thresholds at
scheme level
(see 1 (f) in
the Annex).

96.

Value Limits

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

2.6

Reachability

97.

Bank
Lithuania

Comment: We support any initial
maximum amount up to 15.000 Euro.

of

2.6 Reachability
Participants commit to be at least reachable as a Beneficiary Bank
by receiving payments under the Scheme and to processing them
according to the rules of the Scheme.

The Scheme is optional, therefore such
a requirement is ambiguous and
unnecessary.
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No change.
The Nov.
2015 ERPB
meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant
scheme outlining that an
SCT Inst
scheme
participant
should at
least be

84

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
reachable as
a Beneficiary
Bank.
The minimum
obligations for
scheme
participants
should not be
confused with
the fact that
participation
in this
scheme is
optional.

98.

Eurocommerce

Participants commit to be at least reachable as a Beneficiary Bank
by receiving payments under the Scheme and to processing them
according to the rules of the Scheme.

If there is to be wide adoption, it is
important to have an overview of not
only the bank reachability for
receiving SCT inst. payments but also
for issuance of SCT inst. payments.
This is critical for the users of the
service. The experience of the SDD
B2B has shown that such reachability
and transparency is an important
criteria for the success of an SCT
inst.
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The EPC will
only publish
those
institutions
that adhered
to the
scheme. The
EPC expects
that the
majority of
scheme
participants
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
will take up
the role of
Originator
Bank and
Beneficiary
Bank to give
their
customers a
full SCT Inst
service.

99.

Tata consulting
services

Original Text:
Participants commit to be at least reachable as a Beneficiary Bank
by receiving payments under the Scheme and to processing them
according to the rules of the Scheme.

The missing off-line procedures make
the
SEPA
INST
Scheme
very
vulnerable.

Finding:
The 7x24x365 Non-functional requirement requires a high
availability of all Beneficiary participants.
Off line procedures are missing.

2.7

No change.
Transactions
under the
scheme have
to be
processed
24/7/365 with
no formal
offline status.
Scheme
participants
are bound to
respect this
and need to
obtain such
reliability
from the
CSMs.

Remittance Data
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Contributor

100.

Anonymous

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

To align the SCT Inst Rulebook with all
other rulebooks (SCT and SDD), if the
change request below is accepted:

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters.

"CR-37: Making storage location for
additional
customer-to-customer
information available outside the
payment transaction"
101.

Bank
Lithuania

of

102.

Eurocommerce

•

to carry unstructured remittance data of up to 140 300
characters

The credit transfer dataset provides for a remittance data field,
which may be used as follows:
• to carry structured remittance data of up to a max of 140
characters

In line with current consultations on
review SCT and SDD Schemes, we
suggest to increase the number of
characters

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters.

It is very difficult to control how many
characters a structured remittance
data field contains. Instead of limiting
to a max of 140 characters, It would
be better to refer to one instance of
structured remittance data and to
recommend the usage of ISO 11649
structured creditor reference.

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters.
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Contributor

103.

Payments UK

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The credit transfer dataset provides for a remittance data field,
which may be used as follows:
• to carry structured remittance data of up to a max of 140
characters
OR
• to carry unstructured remittance data of up to 140 characters
&
The remittance data supplied by the Originator in the SCT Inst
instruction must be forwarded in full and without alteration by the
Originator Bank and any intermediary institution and CSM to the
Beneficiary Bank.

104.

S&T Slovenia

The credit transfer dataset provides for a remittance data field,
which may be used as follows:
• to carry structured remittance data of up to a max of 140
characters
OR
• to carry unstructured remittance data of up to 140 characters

Reason for change

EPC
response

Will this follow the same process as the
SCT and SDD Core schemes with
extended remittance information? It
may be useful to clarify.

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters as
the number of
characters in
remittance
information
for SCT, SDD
Core and SDD
B2B remains
unchanged.

Remittance data being handed on in
full may have some impacts. Whilst
this is true of SCT transactions, it may
result in some issues in an instant
scheme.

1. 140 character/bytes limit is legacy
(e.g. MT 103 STP, field :70:
Remittance information (4×35x),
SWIFT Category 1 - Customer
Payments and Cheques).
2. ISO 20022 and SEPA messages are
based on XML documents. Unit of
work in xml document is tag and
not a character.

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters.

3. A character in XML document is
stored in 1,2 or 4 bytes. All EU
national character sets but in UK
and in Ireland are using more than
one byte for national character
encodings (i.e. utf-8, utf-16, …),
which
effectively
decreases
payload of 140 characters to much
less.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

4. Assuming worst case character
encoding
and
xml
syntax
components (start tag, end tag,
meta characters) this leads to less
than 35 displayable characters
with customer / bank relevant
information.
5. This
limitation
makes
the
structured
remittance
almost
unusable (i.e. usable payload is too
limited).
6. This limitation makes technical
development much more difficult
and expensive.
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2.4.
N°
3.1
105.

Chapter 3 – comments and change proposals
Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

An explanation is needed on definition
of an account holder. Can there be
cases where a non-account holder, e.g.
an underage under power of attorney,
initiates the SCT Inst payment by
debiting the account?

Originator is
the person or
entity in
whose name
the payment
account has
been opened.
Any further
questions on
specific
scenarios
need to be
considered
under
national law
in light of the
terms and
conditions
applying
between the
scheme
participant
and the
customer
(Originator).

Actors
Bank
Lithuania

of

The Originator: is the customer who initiates the SCT Inst by
providing the Originator Bank with an instruction. The funds for
such an SCT Inst are made available by means of a debit from a
specified payment account of which the Originator is account
holder.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

106.

BPFI

The Beneficiary Bank: is the Participant that receives the SCT Inst
Transaction from the Originator Bank and makes the funds
immediately available to the Beneficiary, according to the
information provided in the transaction and in accordance with
the provisions of the Scheme. The Beneficiary Bank is also obliged
to send a confirmation message (positive or negative)
immediately through the same clearing mechanism to the
Originator Bank to confirm whether the SCT Inst transaction has
been accepted and funds have been made immediately available
to the Beneficiary (positive confirmation) or not (negative
confirmation).

The beneficiary bank needs to comply
with
the
timeout
principle
for
application
of
payments
and
confirmation to the originator or suffer
the possibility of being held liable for
payments being cancelled by the
Originator bank when timeout has
been breached.

The updates
in section 1.4
and chapter 4
set now clear
rules for the
Beneficiary
Bank and the
Originator
Bank in case
of time-outs

107.

French banking
federation

Originator bank / confirmation to the originator

The positive customer confirmation
should remain as optional and not
become compulsory. This point was
previously discussed at the time of the
elaboration of the rulebook and was in
the end endorsed at the ERPB meeting
in November 2015. This message
should remain at the only initiative of
the ordering bank.

No change in
this respect
has been
done in the
rulebook.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

108.

French banking
federation

Definition intermediary bank: intermediary payment service
provider’ means a payment service provider that is not the
payment service provider of the payer or of the payee and that
receives and transmits a transfer of funds on behalf of the payment
service provider of the payer or of the payee or of another
intermediary payment service provider;

For the definition of Intermediary bank
as for the other ones such as
settlement or settlement date, we
would prefer to use the same definition
as PSD2.

No change as
it affects as
well the three
other EPC
rulebooks.
The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook.

109.

Lorenzo Gaston

The Originator.

Compliance with PSD2 may create a
competition case. This comment does
not pretend at all that the proposed
scheme fails to comply with the PSD2
but seeks for clarification as to whether
the originator might also be a Payment
Service Provider acting on behalf of the
account holder.

Originator is
the person or
entity in
whose name
the payment
account has
been opened.
A TPP PIS is a
channel
through which
an Originator
can initiate an
Instruction.

According to PSD2, the originator of the payment instruction may
not necessary be the account holder but a Payment Initiation
Service (PIS) on behalf of the account holder.
May a TPP PIS ( under PSD2 licencing conditions) adhere as a
participant in the SEPA Credit Transfer scheme?- This does not
seem the case, because §5.4 excludes those PSPs which cannot
held customer payment accounts for the execution of the service.
But this aspect should be further clarified. See also next comment.
If this the case replace in “The originator” bullet the last sentence
by: “ The funds for such an SCT Inst are made available by means
of a debit from a specified payment account of which the originator
is the account holder or a payment service provider acting on behalf
of the account holder”
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outlines in
detail which
categories of
institutions
can adhere to
the scheme.
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N°

Contributor

110.

Payments UK

111.

Payments UK

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The Beneficiary Bank: is the Participant that receives the SCT
Inst Transaction from the Originator Bank and makes the funds
immediately available to the Beneficiary, according to the
information provided in the transaction and in accordance with
the provisions of the Scheme. The Beneficiary Bank is also obliged
to send a confirmation message (positive or negative)
immediately through the same clearing mechanism to the
Originator Bank to confirm whether the SCT Inst transaction has
been accepted and funds have been made immediately available
to the Beneficiary (positive confirmation) or not (negative
confirmation).
CSMs: Such mechanisms could include the services of a Clearing
and Settlement provider such as an automated clearing house or
other mechanisms such as intra-bank and intra-group
arrangements and bilateral or multilateral agreements between
Participants. The term CSM does not necessarily connote one
entity, for example, it is possible that the Clearing function and
the Settlement function are conducted by separate actors. Any
CSM used by a participant bank is required to ensure they
comply with all aspects of the rulebook in terms of
facilitating the exchange, clearing and Settlement of the
SCT Inst payment, any failure to do so will pass the liability
onto the associated PSP of that CSM.

Reason for change

EPC
response

The beneficiary bank needs to comply
with
the
timeout
principle
for
application
of
payments
and
confirmation to the originator or suffer
the possibility of being held liable for
payments being cancelled by the
Originator bank when timeout has
been breached.

The updates
in section 1.4
and chapter 4
set now clear
rules for the
Beneficiary
Bank and the
Originator
Bank in case
of time-outs.

This is to highlight the need that if
CSMs are to be outside the scope of the
Rulebook, the PSP using their services
needs to be held accountable for any
failure of the associated CSM to
undertake their processing within the
relevant timescale of the SCT Inst
scheme or failure to comply with any of
the defined standards, datasets or
operations outlined in the rulebook.

The EPC
publishes the
names of
CSMs that
have
disclosed to
be an SCT
Inst schemecompliant
CSM.
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This assists
future SCT
Inst scheme
participants in
their search
for a CSM
that can
support their
SCT Inst
solutions.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
Accountability
and
obligations of
scheme
participants
are clearly
defined in
sections 5.7
and 5.8.
No change as
it affects as
well the three
other EPC
rulebooks.
The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook.

112.

Payments UK

The originator bank is also obliged to inform or to send immediately
within ss seconds maximum amount of time”

Again need to clarify timeframe
allowed confirming to originator that
funds have not been applied to
beneficiary.
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No change.
The rulebook
now defines
immediately
as ‘At once,
without
delay”.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

113.

Payments UK

And makes the funds available immediately to the beneficiary
within ss specified maximum amount of time to the beneficiary.

Clarity around exact amount of time
beneficiary should receive funds.

No change.
The rulebook
now defines
immediately
as ‘At once,
without
delay”.

114.

Payments UK

The beneficiary bank is the participant that receives the SCT Inst
Transaction form the Originator bans and makes funds immediately
available in maximum ss seconds.

Again need clarification on max time to
ack or nack message.

No change.

Intermediary Banks: Banks offering intermediary services to
Originator and/or Beneficiary Banks, for example in cases where
they are not themselves direct participants in a CSM.

If there are any other examples of
the role of an Intermediary Bank in
relation to the SCT Inst that should
be stated clearly.

Wording
change done.

For more clarity, we would like this
relationship to be illustrated in the
figure 2.

No change.
As stated in
the text,
Intermediarie
s are not part
of the scheme
and should
not be
illustrated in
this figure.

115.

3.2
116.

3.3

Swedish
bankers
association

The rulebook
now defines
immediately
as ‘At once,
without
delay”.

The Four Corner Model
French banking
federation

6. As applicable, between the Originator Bank and/or the
Beneficiary Bank and any other bank acting in an intermediary
capacity. Provisions for these relationships and their functioning
are not governed by the Scheme. This relationship is not
illustrated above.

Clearing and Settlement Mechanisms (CSMs)
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

117.

Portuguese
banking
community

The Rulebook should include the business requirements concerning
standard and interoperability provisions for CSMs

The definition of the settlement and
risk mitigation models is a critical
success
factor
for
delivering
interoperable clearing services for
instant payments in euro at a panEuropean
level.
Leaving
these
provisions out of the scope of the
scheme
may
hamper
its
implementation

No change.
The rulebook
does not have
in scope the
interoperability between
CSMs.

Developing a network of interoperable
SCT Inst services will be more
technically
complex
for
all
stakeholders, including PSPs and
CSMs, than SCT. This is because of the
real-time nature of the services and
the consequent need for very close
technical alignment, which should
follow a well-documented and binding
set of standards within the scope of the
SCT Inst IG or possibly in a separate
technical document
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The
interoperability between
CSMs is
addressed
under Article
4 (2) of the
SEPA
Regulation
(Regulation
EU 260/2012)
whereas a
payment
scheme
should remain
separated
from any
infrastructure
or payment
system that
supports its
operation
(please refer
to Article 2
(7) of the
SEPA
Regulation.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
The risk
mitigation
aspects of the
scheme will
be addressed
in a risk
management
annex (RMA).

3.4
118.

Intermediary Banks
Icon solutions

If any actor uses the services of an Intermediary Bank to perform
any function in relation to a credit transfer, this should:
• Be transparent to the Scheme and in no way affect or modify the
obligations of the Participants. In particular, the maximum
execution time is unaffected by the use of Intermediary Banks.

119.

Lorenzo Gaston

There is some ambiguity in the role definition of the “Intermediary
bank”. Is this a bank which is accessed by either the originator
bank or the beneficiary bank for the purpose of access to the
payment system for the settlement of the credit transfer

Clarification that the 10 second timer
always refers to the timestamp applied
by the Originator Bank.

Alternative
wording has
been
inserted.

Clarification

PISPs are not
acting as
intermediary
banks. The
role of PISPs
has been
included in
section 3.1.

Compliance with PSD2.

On the other hand according to the PSD2 this “Intermediary Bank”
could also be a bank acting as a TPP PIS, originating the credit
transfer on behalf of its customer, the account holder ( in that case
the TPP PIS may offer payment accounts even if the instant credit
transfer is executed by a debit on an account of the customer held
by an Account Servicing PSP).
Add a Note to clarify where positions the “intermediary bank”
during the credit transfer.
3.5

Governing laws
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

120.

Lorenzo Gaston

This clause states that “ The Rulebook is governed by Belgian Law”.
Does this refer only to the copyright of the Rulebook? Does this
refer to the Scheme itself? Does this mean that the rules applicable
to the Instant Credit Transfer must comply with the Belgium law (
even if neither the originator bank nor the beneficiary bank are
located in Belgium)? Does this mean for instance that any rule in
terms of KYC and/or Customer Due Diligence applicable to the
instant credit transfer service must conform to the Belgium
transposition of the 4th AML Directive?

Clarification

The
multilateral
agreement
involving all
scheme
participants
and the EPC
is subject to
Belgian law.
The
relationships
between the
scheme
participants –
to the extent
that the
scheme rules
govern – are
subject to
Belgian law –
given that the
EPC is a
contractual
party to the
agreement.

Compliance
with
EU
regulation
governing the transfer of funds

Because this is not the case according to what clause 5.14 states,
the sentence “ The Rulebook is governed by Belgian Law” might be
reformulated.

The
transactions
based on the
scheme are
not subject to
Belgian law.
The local
rules for KYC
and/ or
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
Customer Due
Diligence
under which
the scheme
participants
fall under, do
apply. As
regards AML,
the local /
national rules
implementing
the AML
Directive
apply.
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2.5.
N°
4.

Chapter 4 – comments and change proposals
Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Business and operational rules

Reason for change

EPC
response

General EPC response: the EPC studied in detail all comments for chapter 4. The EPC concurred
the following major changes:
•

A hard deadline of 20 seconds after the time stamp for both the Beneficiary Bank and its
clearing mechanism. The clearing mechanism of the Beneficiary Bank has to receive the
confirmation message from the Beneficiary Bank by that time. If no confirmation message
received in 20’’, this clearing mechanism has to reject the initial SCT Inst Transaction.

•

The Beneficiary Bank can only make the Funds available once it has the certainty that its
positive confirmation message to the SCT Inst Transaction was well received by its clearing
mechanism within the hard deadline of 20’’. The Beneficiary Bank and its clearing
mechanism are free to agree on the type of message giving the certainty of such
confirmation message receipt.

•

The confirmation message then has to reach the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after the
hard deadline of 20”.

•

The Originator Bank cannot not unilaterally reject an SCT Inst Transaction and has to wait
for a confirmation message from the (clearing mechanism of the) Beneficiary Bank.

•

The Originator Bank has the option to start an investigation message 25’’ after the
timestamp to know the final status of the SCT Inst Transaction. The Scheme obliges the
Beneficiary Bank and the parties in the Interbank Space to instantly process the
investigation and to respond instantly to this investigation procedure.

These major changes are reflected in the work flow in section 1.4 and the business rules in
chapter 4. It includes rewording in the section 4.2.1 on the Commencement of the SCT Inst
Execution Time Cycle now specifying the concrete start of counting the 10”.
121.

Norwegian
banking
community

The risk in the scheme whether or not
the funds have been transferred
(technical error forwarding the ok
response from beneficiary bank, should
be described.
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This will be
covered in the
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA).
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N°

Contributor

122.

Payments UK

123.

Swedish
bankers
association

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Business and operational rules

Reason for change

EPC
response

As a general comment, who would be
policing bilateral relationships and
ensuring that participants stick to their
obligations under the scheme rules?

As for all
SEPA
schemes the
Scheme
Management
Internal Rules
foresee a
Compliance
and
Adherence
Committee to
handle
complaints
from scheme
participants.

Timing concerns.

Points on risk
and security
aspects and
on RTS can
be covered in
the Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
in the first
instance.

Relative the still ongoing work with
the risk and security assessments, the
result could affect the proposed
business, operational rules and
processes in the Rulebook.
The RTS from EBA for PSD2 are still
unknown and they can affect the
processes in the Rulebook.
The concerns include the ability as a
PSP to fulfill the AML et al laws in
coexistence with the SCT Inst
timeframe.

4.2

Overview of the SCT Inst Process & Time Cycle
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

124.

Anonymous

To define precisely the concept of "Interbank Space"

To keep coherence with section 1.4
Figure1 which only refers to CSM.

Definition
added in
section 7.

4.2.1

Commencement of the SCT Inst Execution Time Cycle

125.

Anonymous

126.

Anonymous

The execution time for an SCT Inst shall commence when the
Originator Bank has determined that the SCT Inst Instruction
meets all mandatory attributes for interbank processing and the
processing conditions of the Originator Bank. This means that the
Originator Bank has received the SCT Inst Instruction and has
applied checks regarding Originator authentication and
authorisation, and availability of funds. A time stamp will be used
to mark this point in time (see section 4.2.3 A).

Reason for change is described in
the section 4.2.3 A below.

The rulebook is silent about what is the
maximum timeframe between receipt
of the SCT Inst instruction and putting
the time stamp for the accurate
controls and checks re: originator
authentication/
authorization/
availability of funds?
However it’s a key requirement of
merchants that an Instant Payment
solution will be successful if it gives the
possibility of fast end-to-end execution
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Section 4.2.1
has been
reworded
completely.

The rulebook
cannot
specify the
timeframe
during which
all checks
have to be
executed
before putting
the time
stamp. Each
participant is
organized
differently to
execute the
checks in this
phase.
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N°

Contributor

127.

Anonymous

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

The rulebook is silent about how to
handle the CTF/embargo cases at
Originator Bank (it’s not only about the
‘3a’ checks mentioned before) and
Beneficiary Bank.

The rulebook
cannot
specify how
scheme
participants
should handle
CTF/ embargo
checks. These
checks are
also to be
followed for
non-SEPA
payment
transactions.

The RB should elaborate more/ provide
guidelines
on
how
making
an
assessment on (false) hits within
seconds: quite challenging!

The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will
cover among
others these
aspects. The
RMA will only
be shared
with
(applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

128.

Caixabank
Spain

Following paragraph or similar should be added: Originator Bank
must effect all checks and execute payment not after 1 sec from
having received SCTinst Payment instructions by Originator.

Reason for change

EPC
response

We understand that in order to
protect Originator’s rights, a certain
maximum lapse of time for Originator
Bank to effect all necessary checks
should be specified. If it is not, a Bank
would be able to hold a payment
pending to be executed for an
indefinite lapse of time (a day, a
week,...) before executing or rejecting
it. In the meantime, Originator would
be defenceless, with the risk of having
its payment duplicated (if done by
other means due to an urgency).

The rulebook
cannot
specify the
timeframe
during which
all checks
have to be
executed
before putting
the time
stamp. Each
participant is
organized
differently to
execute the
checks in this
phase.

For how many time can a SCTinst
Payment Instruction be held by
Orig.Bank pending to be executed
without being neither ‘rejected’ nor
executed?
129.

Caixabank
Spain

The execution of the SCT Inst may be stopped must be rejected
by Originator Bank if necessary checks, including due to
regulatory requirements cannot be effected within 1 second after
receiving SCTinst Payment Instructions from Originator ’

Consistent with previous suggestion.
We understand that Instant Payment
has to be instant. So, if an Originator
Bank is not capable for whatever
reason to rapidly execute a SCTinst
Payment Instruction, that payment
should not be considered as an
SCTinst anymore and thus should be
rejected and maybe switched to a
‘normal’ SCT.
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cannot
specify the
timeframe
during which
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have to be
executed
before putting
the time
stamp.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
Each
participant is
organized
differently to
execute the
checks in this
phase.

130.

Commerzbank

The execution time for an SCT Inst shall commence at the point in
time of receipt by the Originator Bank of the SCT Inst Instruction
containing all mandatory attributes for interbank processing and
meeting the processing conditions of the Originator Bank. This
means that the Originator Bank has received the SCT Inst
Instruction and has applied all necessary checks to execute the
SCT Inst Instruction (e.g.regarding Originator authentication
and authorisation, and availability of funds). A time stamp will be
used to mark this point in time (see section 4.2.3 A).
The "Requested Execution Date and Time" corresponds to a date
and a time requested by an Originator for commencing the
execution of the SCT Inst Instruction. If the Originator Bank
offers to process a Requested Execution Date and Time the
Originator may choose to request a Requested Execution Date and
Time in the future and submit the SCT Inst Instruction to the
Originator Bank in accordance with its Terms and Conditions with
the Originator Bank.

It should be made clear that the
listed
checks
performed
by
Originator
Bank
are
nonexhaustive as listed in the SCTInst
Rulebook.

Depending on the service, product
features
and
communication
channels offered by the Originator
Bank, it should be made clear that
the "Requested Execution Date
and Time" is an optional product
feature of the Originator Bank for
their customers.

Rewording
has been
done.

Rewording
has been
done. Note
that ISO does
not yet
support this
attribute
‘time’.

The Rulebook should specify the
requirements for a minimum
communication to the Originator
Bank by the relevant processing
party (or actor) that the SCT Inst
has
been
stopped
due
to
regulatory requirements and that
the remaining process steps will be
done after a possible release.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

The execution of the SCT Inst may be stoppped due to regulatory
requirements.

EPC
response
No change in
the wording.
Such
communication is left to
the
relationship
between the
originator
bank and its
customer.

131.

Dutch payments
association

The execution time for a SCT Inst shall commence when the
Originator Bank has determined that the SCT Inst Instruction
meets all mandatory attributes for interbank processing and the
processing conditions of the Originator Bank. This means that the
Originator Bank has received the SCT Inst Instruction and has
applied checks regarding including Originator authentication and
authorisation, and availability of funds.

The checks mentioned here could be
understood as an exhaustive list, which
is not correct.

Rewording
has been
done.

132.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Amend: This means that the Originator Bank has received the SCT
Inst Instruction and has applied all necessary checks to execute
the SCT Inst Instruction (e.g.regarding Originator authentication
and authorisation, and availability of funds). A time stamp will be
used to mark this point in time (see section 4.2.3 A).

It should be made clear that the listed
checks performed by Originator Bank
are non-exhaustive.

Rewording
has been
done.

133.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Requested Execution Date and Time

Depending on the services, product
features and communication channels
offered by the Originator Bank, it
should be made clear that the
“Requested Execution Date and Time”
is an optional feature.

Rewording
has been
done. Note
that ISO does
not yet
support this
attribute
‘time’.

Amend: If the Originator Bank offers to process a Requested
Execution Date and Time the Originator may choose to request a
Requested Execution Date and Time in the future and submit the
SCT Inst Instruction to the Originator Bank in accordance with its
Terms and Conditions with the Originator Bank.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

134.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Requested Execution Date and Time

The Rulebook should specify the
requirements
for
a
minimum
communication to the Originator Bank
by the relevant processing party (or
actor) that the SCT Inst has been
stopped
due
to
regulatory
requirements and that the remaining
process steps will be done after a
possible release.

No change in
the wording.
Such
communication is left to
the
relationship
between the
originator
bank and its
customer.

Further guidance required: “The execution of the SCT Inst may be
stopped due to regulatory requirements.”

135.

Icon solutions

The Originator may choose to request a Requested Execution Date
and Time in the future and submit the SCT Inst Instruction to the
Originator Bank in accordance with its Terms and Conditions with
the Originator Bank. The Originator Bank shall not send the
instruction to the clearing mechanism until the Requested
Execution Date and Time. The Originator Bank shall allow the
Originator to cancel the instruction at any time prior to sending the
instruction to the clearing mechanism.

Clarification that the Originating Bank
must hold the instruction until the
Requested Execution Date and Time,
and allow the Originator to cancel the
instruction.

Rewording
has been
done. Note
that ISO does
not yet
support this
attribute
‘time’.

136.

Lorenzo Gaston

“The execution of the SCT Inst may be stopped due to regulatory
requirements”

Clarification

No change in
the wording.
Regulatory
requirements
cover all
applicable
laws
governing
payments in
the
jurisdiction of
the
participants.

Which “regulatory requirements” does the document refer to?
Which “stopping scenario” the EPC refers to? Application of
Customer Due Diligence legal provisions according to either AML
4th Directive of the IATF Regulation? Are there specific provisions
according to the Belgian law (see above)?

Compliance
with
EU
regulation
governing the transfer of funds
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

137.

Lorenzo Gaston

This “delayed” instant credit transfer, means that the time stamp
for the SCT Inst Instruction shall be the “requested execution date
and time” precised by the originator to its bank. This sentence
should be added.

Clarification

Rewording
has been
done. Note
that ISO does
not yet
support this
attribute
‘time’.

These provisions are vague and don’t
give clear orientation for banks (egg. in
AML, CTF, Sanctions, Fraud)

No change in
the wording.
Regulatory
requirements
cover all
applicable
laws
governing
payments in
the
jurisdiction of
the
participants.

Is the beneficiary bank to be informed of the “Requested Execution
Date and Time” at the time of the submission of the credit transfer
by the originator? Does this mean that if available the funds are
blocked until the effective date set forth by the originator? May this
“delayed” instant credit transfer be revoked at any time prior to the
“requested execution date and time”?
138.

Portuguese
banking
community

Regulatory requirements checks
“The execution of the SCT Inst may be stopped due to regulatory
requirements”

SCT Inst scheme participants have to
execute validation checks with respect
to embargo filtering and CTF at the
moment when they receive an SCT Inst
instruction or an SCT Inst transaction.
Individual scheme participants may
also decide to perform the mandatory
AML checks during that same moment
Given the maximum time in seconds to
process an SCT Inst transaction, some
risks may arise and thus clarification is
needed
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

139.

S&T Slovenia

The execution time for an SCT Inst shall commence when the
Originator Bank has determined that the SCT Inst Instruction
meets all mandatory attributes for interbank processing and the
processing conditions of the Originator Bank. This means that the
Originator Bank has received the SCT Inst Instruction and has
applied
checks
regarding
Originator
authentication
and
authorisation, and availability of funds. A time stamp will be used
to mark this point in time (see section 4.2.3 A).

Please clarify in light of future date
payments:

Rewording
has been
done. Note
that ISO does
not yet
support this
attribute
‘time’.

The "Requested Execution Date and Time" corresponds to a date
and a time requested by an Originator for commencing the
execution of the SCT Inst Instruction. The Originator may choose
to request a Requested Execution Date and Time in the future and
submit the SCT Inst Instruction to the Originator Bank in
accordance with its Terms and Conditions with the Originator Bank.
The execution of the SCT Inst may be stopped due to regulatory
requirements.

1.

Who is responsible for future date
payments? i.e. Instant payment
system
deals
only
with
transactions which are settled
(from Beneficiary point of view) in
10sec, somebody evidently needs
to cache the instruction and push
it into SCT Inst 10 sec before
scheduled future time and date.

2.

When Beneficiary gets its money?
Up to 10 sec after being requested
or at future value date and time.

3.

When the money is taken from
(e.g. reserved) from the Originator
account. At instruction time, or at
future date + time time?

4.

What is the maximum future date
(i.e. today+ n days) that the
system needs to support?

5.

Describe the procedure of future
payment in case of going out of
business
of
one
or
more
stakeholders (Originator Bank,
Beneficiary Bank, CSM).

6.

Interests on the reserved funds.

7.

System risk in case that the funds
are not available at future date
and time.
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N°

140.

Contributor

Shahid Ali

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

This section signifies Cut off time of 10 second (sec) will start from
the time Originator Bank has performed all the validation and
Enrichment. Will this give a message that no cut off time is
obligatorily from the stage when Originator submits SCT Inst
Payment and Originator Bank performs validation. Will this period
have no time limit?

Reason for change
8.

How can Originator (bank) cancel
future date payments?

9.

…

EPC
response

To facilitate better understanding.

Rewording
has been
done.

To facilitate better understanding.

Rewording
has been
done. Note
that ISO does
not yet
support this
attribute
‘time’.

If this is the case, the overall time for SCT Inst processing will be
10 sec + x sec, and no limit on x sec will may not be treated as
Instant by customer (Originator) as his/her purpose of issuing
instant transaction may not fulfilled due to this x sec delay..
The task to add Timestamp has been given to Originator Bank, but
a dependency must be made between the Timestamp and
Requested Execution Time (when Order was submitted by
Originator).
So, further clarity on this cut off time start point is needed.
141.

Shahid Ali

For the below following line in Rule Book on future date submission
of Order, I would like to know what is expected in scenario of future
date. Should Bank consider it as normal transaction (i.e. Non
Urgent) SCT. It will be better to clearly mention to avoid confusion
as various Bank may plan to perform additional services (like
charges, instant SMS, push notification). So, marking such future
dated Inst SCT as normal SCT will supress those additional
services.
“The Originator may choose to request a Requested Execution Date
and Time in the future and submit the SCT Inst Instruction to the
Originator Bank in accordance with its Terms and Conditions with
the Originator Bank.”

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

110

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

142.

SWIFT

Proposal for textual change (4.2.1, p. 20)

Observations:

Rewording
has been
done.

This means that the Originator Bank has received the SCTInst
Instruction and has applied technical checks regarding Originator
authentication and authorisation, and availability of funds., such as
authentication and fformat validation. A time stamp will be used to
mark this point in time. Business validation checks (such as
availability and reservation of funds, fraud checks, etc) are part of
the interbank processing steps included in the SCTInst execution
time cycle
The timestamp, as defined in chapter 4.2.1 will therefore be
closer to the moment the customer pushes the “send” button,
than to the moment that the initiation of the instruction starts.
Furthermore, if the updated definition is applied, the “target
maximum execution date” and the “time-out deadline” can both
be based on the same timestamp.

1. Contradiction in the definition
of commencement of the
“SCTInst Execution Time cycle”
Chapter 4.2.1 says: “This means that
the Originator Bank has received the
SCTInst Instruction and has applied
checks regarding Originator
authentication and authorisation, and
availability of funds.”
Figure 3 in chapter 4.2.3 B shows,
however, that the timestamp is added
before the reservation of the funds
and the preparation of the interbank
transfer. We believe that Figure 3 is
correct.
Figure 3 is in line with the definition of
the “time-out deadline” in chapter
4.2.3. C, but it is in contradiction with
the definition of the “target maximum
execution time” in chapter 4.2.1.
2. Differences
between
the
“Target maximum execution
time” and “Time-out deadline”
are
confusing
and
not
implementable.
It is good to have a “target maximum
execution time” to allow for service
levels to be measured and reported
upon.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

It also makes sense to have a “timeout deadline” to decide when to abort
a transaction.
There are however two different
definitions used (as per the previous
remark): Chapter 4.2.1 defines the
“Target maximum execution time” to
“commence when the Originator Bank
has determined that the SCTInst
Instruction meets all mandatory
attributes for interbank processing
and the processing conditions of the
Originator Bank.”, whereas the “Timeout deadline” is defined as within 20
seconds after the “Originator Bank
has received the SCTInst Instruction
from the Originator,” which does not
include the checks as per above.
The start of both timers therefore is
different, but they should be aligned
to avoid two different programming
logics running in parallel.
Furthermore, a different “target
maximum execution time” and “timeout deadline” does not make sense for
an automated payment system. There
should be one single timer defined
that is used for measuring SLAs,
deciding on aborts, and so on.
143.

SWIFT

Proposal:
For time measurement, one player should be assigned ownership
of the transaction and decide when the clock starts / stops and
when to abort/time out the transaction.

Observation:
Varying ‘abort transaction’
expectations and different time
keepers for the transaction
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for chapter 4.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

First of all, programming logic on the Originator’s Bank side will
only be able to rely on the largest timeframe possible, ie, the 25
seconds that are allowed (even though these 25 seconds will only
be required in extreme cases). The 10 seconds may be a valuable
target time, but cannot be used to take decisions to abort or send
negative/positive confirmations to the Originator, as long as there
is a 20/25 seconds rule as well.

•

A key feature of the scheme is
that the money will be available
on the account of the
beneficiary within ten
seconds.

•

Chapter 4.2.3 B says “Latest at
10 seconds after the Originator
Bank has put the timestamp in
accordance with section 4.2.1
to the SCTInst Instruction from the
Originator, the Originator Bank
must have received either a
positive or a negative
confirmation”
Chapter 4.2.3 C says “Within 20
seconds after the Originator Bank
has received the SCTInst
Instruction from the Originator,
either a positive or a negative
confirmation message about the
SCTInst transaction has to be sent
out back to the Originator Bank.”
An additional 5 seconds is
allowed for the confirmation to
arrive with the Originator’s Bank.

Secondly, the Beneficiary’s Bank will have to compare the
timestamp, set by the Originator’s Bank in the instruction, with its
own clock. Given the speed of processing of instant payments,
the minor glitch between the clocks of the Originating and
Beneficiary’s banks’ computer systems will cause instructions to
be falsely aborted, or reversely, falsely executed. This risk only
increases when multiple CSMs are involved: the synchronisation
of computer clocks across participants of multiple CSMs is
technically even more challenging than within a single CSM
community.

•

We understand that the decision to abort a transaction can only
be taken up to “the point of no return”, ie, the moment that the
Beneficiary’s account is credited, which is only known and
managed by the Beneficiary’s Bank. But we believe that there are
simple and acceptable solutions that would avoid incorrect credit
postings to the Beneficiary, whilst still allowing that the Originator
is correctly and timely informed about the outcome of his
instruction.
To address the concerns highlighted above, we propose a slightly
different workflow, with minor impact on the current EPC
proposal. Our alternative uses part of the design that SWIFT is
implementing for the New Payments Platform in Australia, without
introducing the additional workflow of the distributed clearing
between originator bank and beneficiary bank. It complies with
the HUB-model that all European RTP providers have in mind.

EPC
response

Our concern: The expectations for
confirmations on the Originator’s Bank
side will not match the obligations for
sending these same confirmations
from the Beneficiary’s Bank side.
Furthermore, time measurements by
different players on a single real-time
transaction will cause conflicts.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

(Note: for reasons of layout, we have merged the columns below
to properly represent these flow diagrams).
144.

SWIFT

Proposal:
The CSM, as central operator, is best placed to know the latest status of the instruction. Therefore, the
CSM should be confirming to Originator and Beneficiary’s Bank if and when the transaction is booked. The
confirmation to the Originator is already foreseen as part of the flow.
Our proposal only requires one additional credit (settlement) confirmation message from the CSM to the
Beneficiary’s Bank, in order for the Beneficiary’s Bank to trigger the actual posting of the funds to the
account of the Beneficiary. (Note: the same ‘status’ message (ie pacs.002) can be used as for the positive
‘clearing confirmation’, but with a different status code).
Adding this settlement transaction confirmation message allows to only credit the Beneficiary when there is
certainty about the execution of the transaction and the confirmation to the relevant parties. It respects
the “point of no return” principle, and avoids having to apply the “no news is good news” principle.
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EPC response
for chapter 4.
See updated
figure 3.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

Suggested flow:
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

We do realise that the multiple CSM-scenario is out of scope of the ECP SCTInst rulebook, but we want to
ensure that the flow also applies when more than one CSM is involved in a transaction.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

In case the Beneficiary’s Bank cannot apply the funds, the following diagram reflects the negative flows:

Also in this proposal, the Originator’s Bank becomes the owner of the timer. The Originator’s Bank starts
the clock, and decides to abort the transaction in case of time-out.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

In case of interruption or delay of any of the messages in the flow, the Originator’ Bank decides when to
time-out and abort the transaction. If and when that happens, the following scenario applies:

The combination of the additional confirmation message, and the timing ownership of the Originator’s Bank
- guarantees:
o
o
o
o

absolute correctness and consistency of the timer, and its usage, for all players in the end-to-end
transaction
respect of the “point of no return” for the credit towards the Beneficiary
the ability to confirm debit to Originator and credit to Beneficiary, if and only if absolute certainty
exists regarding the correct execution of the transaction
avoiding having to assume that “no news is good news” and only base decisions on certainties.

Note: other cases of ‘non-receipts’ (eg CSM that did not receive the initial payment from originator bank;
CSM that sent confirmation to originator bank but originator bank did not receive this; CSM that sent
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

payment instruction to beneficiary bank but beneficiary bank did not receive this) would be flagged and
handled by a system of technical and business acknowledgements and automatic retries provided by a low
latency network protocol and are therefore out of scope in the above diagram.
4.2.2 Cut-off Times
145.

S&T Slovenia

The services based on the Scheme are available 24 hours a day
and on all calendar days of the year. As a consequence, there is no
cut-off time for an SCT Inst transaction from Originator and
Beneficiary point of view.

Settlement is not going to be in real
time (otherwise we don’t need
SCTInst, we can just use RTGS/Target2) and therefore some decisions needs
to be made which SCTInst transactions
are time point 1 and which at time
point 2.

Highlighted
wording has
been
dropped.

This time points are precisely the cutoff times.
Placing transactions in cut-off intervals
also helps the regulatory reporting and
statistics.
4.2.3
A.

Maximum Execution Time

Time stamp

146.

Anonymous

The rulebook is silent about what will
happen to the settlement process if the
Beneficiary Bank confirmation does not
arrive.
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N°

Contributor

147.

Anonymous

148.

Anonymous

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

The rulebook is silent about what, for
example, will happen if the ordering
customer receives the confirmation
and the beneficiary does not receive it.

Notification
messages for
successful
SCT Inst
Transactions
are not in
scope of the
scheme.

Need for clarification:

Proposal:

Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank
shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out and
send a negative confirmation message back to the Originator
Bank.". Furthermore the Originator Bank has an option to send an
investigation message that can result in retransmission of a
confirmation message by the Beneficiary Bank. Keeping both of
these points in mind, there is a possibility of a situation where
Beneficiary Bank transmitted a confirmation message but this
confirmation was never received by the next party (that is not the
Originator Bank). Since this party did not receive a confirmation
(or a rejection for that matter), it reaches time-out deadline and
transmits a rejection to the Originator Bank (or the next party).
The Originator Bank receives a rejection of the instant payment
and does not launch an investigation procedure. Meanwhile the
Beneficiary Bank considers the transaction successful. Could you
please clarify how to resolve this situation - is there a need for
the party, that generated a rejection based on expiry of time-out
deadline, to inform all other parties (in addition to Originator
Bank)? Should there be a mandatory periodical statement of
executed transactions that both the Originator Bank and
Beneficiary Bank would consult?

The SCTinst scheme in its current
scope enables "push" transactions,
where the payer starts the process of
paying by preparing an order with all
the information about the payee (i.e.
IBAN) and the transaction (amount,
structured reference, etc.). One of
main advantages of instant payments
is the instant availability of the funds
to the payee which is why we can
envision a lot of use cases where a
"pull" instant payment transaction
would be desired. This does not mean
that the payees would initiate the
payment (financial transaction)
themselves (as is the case with SDD).

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
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“Request for
Payment" will
not be
included in
this version of
the rulebook.
Change
requests for it
can always be
submitted in
the next
rulebook
change
management
cycle.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

The payee would send a Request for
Payment to the payer that already
contains all required information to
make the payment (payee IBAN,
amount, reference, etc.). The payer
would review this request and confirm
(or reject) it. The confirmation would
result in an instant payment in line
with SCTinst rulebook. This is why we
propose that a "Request for Payment"
and corresponding message flows are
added to the scope of SCTinst
scheme. This would prevent
fragmentation of the market since
there will be a need to support "pull"
instant payments. If this is left for
each community to implement by
itself, said fragmentation will occur.
149.

Anonymous

A. Time stampMaximum execution time
To allow an accurate control of the maximum execution time by
all parties involved in the SCT Inst Transaction, the Originator
Bank has to add a timestamp in the SCT Inst Transaction (refer to
attribute AT-50). maximum execution time will be divided into a
precise number of seconds reflecting the processing time for
Originator Bank, CSM and Beneficiary Bank for each step in the
processing of the transaction. Each party in the value terminates
a transaction with timeout when the CSM has sent a status reply.

The SCT Inst Scheme requires PSPs to
synchronize time. The contributor
would like to emphasize that timesynchronization is cumbersome which
is the reason why it was abandoned in
the Danish instant payments solution.
The experience from Denmark
demonstrates that the absence of
time-synchronizations does not have a
negative impact on the customer
experience, as long as it is replaced
with a timeout function as described
in the section with the proposed new
rulebook text.
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SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
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involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space.
The EPC
cannot rely
on like-forlike
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.

150.

Anonymous

The rulebook is silent about what is the
maximum timeframe between receipt
of the SCT Inst instruction and putting
the time stamp for the accurate
controls and checks re: originator
authentication/
authorization/
availability of funds?
However it’s a key requirement of
merchants that an Instant Payment
solution will be successful if it gives the
possibility of fast end-to-end execution
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The rulebook
cannot
specify the
timeframe
during which
all checks
have to be
executed
before putting
the time
stamp.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
Each
participant is
organized
differently to
execute the
checks in this
phase.

151.

Anonymous

The rulebook is silent about how to
handle the CTF/embargo cases at
Originator Bank (it’s not only about the
‘3a’ checks mentioned before) and
Beneficiary Bank.
The RB should elaborate more/ provide
guidelines
on
how
making
an
assessment on (false) hits within
seconds: quite challenging!

The rulebook
cannot
specify how
scheme
participants
should handle
CTF/ embargo
checks. These
checks are
also to be
followed for
non-SEPA
payment
transactions.
The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will
cover among
others these
aspects.
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Reason for change

EPC
response
The RMA will
only be
shared with
(applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

152.

Anonymous

To allow an accurate control of the maximum execution time by all
parties involved in the SCT Inst Transaction, the Originator Bank
has to add a timestamp in the SCT Inst transaction(refer to
attribute AT-50). In order to ensure transparent and clear
understanding of the time stamp values the timestamp has to be
presented in the UTC time zone.

153.

Nordea bank

Execution end-to-end – including notifications need to take place
within 10 seconds. Beside the securing the user friendliness,
convenience and multiple use cases (including POS situations) it
will also be beneficial for all if all participants can market that an
IP will be finalized within 10 seconds.

In order to ensure transparent and
clear understanding of the time values
the timestamp has to be presented in
the UTC time zone. UTC is the only
time zone which is global and does not
affect with summertime or wintertime
changes.

Wording has
been added in
this section
and in AT-50.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space.
The EPC
cannot rely
on like-forlike
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.

154.

S&T Slovenia

To allow an accurate control of the maximum execution time by all
parties involved in the SCT Inst Transaction, the Originator Bank
has to add a timestamp in the SCT Inst Transaction (refer to
attribute AT-50).
All parties involved must be synchronized on common time source
(e.g. NTP).

B.

1. Unsynchronized computer time can
drift in range of seconds quite
easy.
2. Unless all parties involved are
using / are synchronized with the
same time source the timestamp is
useless.

Rewording
has been
done in this
section and in
AT-50.

Target maximum execution time
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Contributor

155.

Anonymous

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
B. Target maximum execution time
Latest at 10 seconds after the Originator Bank has put the
timestamp in accordance with section 4.2.1 to initiated the
SCT Inst Instruction from the Originator, the Originator Bank
must have received either the message that the funds have been
made available to the Beneficiary by the Beneficiary Bank CSM
(positive confirmation message), or the message that the SCT
Inst transaction has been rejected (negative confirmation
message).
If agreed with the Beneficiary, the Beneficiary Bank sends the
Beneficiary an instant notification message about the funds made
available to the Beneficiary. The notification message itself and
the execution time for such message are not within the scope of
the Scheme.

Reason for change

EPC
response

The SCT Inst Scheme requires PSPs to
synchronize time. The contributor
would like to emphasize that timesynchronization is cumbersome which
is the reason why it was abandoned in
the Danish instant payments solution.
The experience from Denmark
demonstrates that the absence of
time-synchronizations does not have a
negative impact on the customer
experience, as long as it is replaced
with a timeout function as described
in the section with the proposed new
rulebook text.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Instant Payments can only by
successful if they can be used at the
point of sale. Therefore an average
execution time below two seconds is
required.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,

If agreed with the Originator, the Originator Bank sends the
Originator an instant notification message about the funds made
available to the Beneficiary. The notification message itself and
the execution time for such message are not within the scope of
the Scheme.

156.

BITKOM

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message, it has to inform immediately the Originator about the
rejected SCT Inst Instruction.
Latest at 10 seconds after the Originator Bank has put the
timestamp in accordance with section 4.2.1 to the SCT Inst
Instruction from the Originator, the Originator Bank must have
received either the message that the funds have been made
available to the Beneficiary by the Beneficiary Bank (positive
confirmation message), or the message that the SCT Inst
transaction has been rejected (negative confirmation message).
The average execution time should be below two seconds.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
EPC cannot
rely on likefor-like
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.
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EPC
response

157.

Dutch payments
association

Insert after paragraph B. Target maximum execution time (and
renumber following C.  D. etc.):

An EPC SCT Inst transaction has a
maximum execution time of 10
seconds, combined with a time-out
deadline (TOD) of 20 seconds. The
time-out deadline can be deducted
using AT-50 (timestamp of the receipt
of the SCT Inst Instruction –by the
Originator PSP–) and adding 20
seconds to it. It was discussed that
some communities are in need of
timelines
which,
within
their
community, are shorter. Within the
EPC SCT Inst Scheme it is possible that
individual
Participants
and
communities
of
Participants
can
provide complementary services based
on the Scheme so as to meet further
specific customer expectations.

No change.

C. Maximum Processing Time (MPT).
This MPT specifies an exact date and time by which any party
involved in the payment chain other than the Originator bank must
reject the transaction when the MPT is exceeded, provided no
previous confirmation message has been sent yet. For most
effective and cost-efficient processing this MPT must be set by the
Originator PSP. All other parties in the payment chain must use this
attribute to check against the current time.
The above also results in adding an extra attribute on p48
Proposed text
Identification: AT-52
Name: Maximum Processing Time (MPT)
Description:
This MPT specifies an exact date and time by which
any party involved in the payment chain other than the Originator
bank, which has received the SCT Inst Transaction and is about to
pass it on to the next party in the chain, must reject the transaction
when the MPT is exceeded, provided no previous confirmation
message has been sent yet. Once the SCT Inst Transaction has
been passed on to the Beneficiary Bank, only the Beneficiary Bank
can reject the transaction based on MPT.

A service
level field in
the SCT Inst
Transaction
message can
be used
instead to
mark
transactions
to be
processed in
a MPT.

The Netherlands will, within the
specifications for the EPC SCT Inst,
make use of that option (which will be
open to all who want to adhere to the
specific conditions).
In
order
to
facilitate
different
maximum processing times within the
scheme, an instant payment service
with a shorter maximum execution
time/time-out
deadline
(and
no
amount limit) will be set in place. It can
be assumed that other communities
will do likewise, provided all adhere to
the (basic) EPC SCT Inst Rulebook first.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

We would like to point out that the
availability of the proposed extra dataelement can also support a smooth
transition if in the future the EPC
Instant Payments scheme wants to
cater for a shorter maximum execution
time/time-out deadline.
In
this
(change)
proposal
the
functional requirements for that dataelement are described. Our proposal is
to add this element to the SCT Inst
Rulebook
(and/or
Implementation
Guidelines).
Additional input for the IG’s
The use of the MPT will be additional to
the use of the Local Instrument Code
(LIC) which differentiates various
transaction types. In the ISO20022
messages, the element TillTime under
SettlementTimeRequest seems to be
the most suitable element to fulfill the
MPT purpose.
158.

Equens

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message, it has to inform immediately the Originator about the
rejected SCT Inst Instruction. An exception to this is when a SCT
Inst Instruction is rejected based on regulatory requirements (e.g.
Anti-Money Laundering or Anti-Terrorist Financing Act).

Anti-Terrorist Financing Act states a
financial institution must be able to
freeze funds in case of a (suspected)
Terrorist
Financing
transaction
without informing the Originator.
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section.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
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EPC
response

159.

Icon solutions

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message, it has to inform immediately the Originator about the
rejected SCT Inst Instruction as soon as practicable.

The fate of an immediate payment can
be notified synchronously to the
Originator via the channel used to
initiate the payment i.e. immediate
notification.

Alternative
rewording has
been done in
this section.

If a future dated payment fails, the
Originating Bank must use whatever
notification method is available for that
Originator - SMS, email, telephone
call, post - which may not be
immediate.
160.

Payments UK

Latest 10 seconds. In case the originator bank receives a negative
confirmation message..

In order to be compliant with rulebook
need to confirm exact amount of time
originator needs to be advised that sct
instant has not been completed. Target
maximum execution time 10 seconds
but exceptional time out is 25. Is this
rejection from ben bank or any scheme
actor?

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

161.

Shahid Ali

The below sentence in this section cannot be correlated i.e. which
party in chain has 5 second to response.

Clarity needed

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
It is the
parties in the
Interbank
Space.

“The positive or negative confirmation message then has to reach
the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after this message has been
sent out to the Originator Bank.”
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

162.

Swedish
bankers
association

Review of the text is suggested.

When maximum execution time is
stated in such a general context it
could be considered a common goal
rather than a requirement to fulfil.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
including the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space.

To be able to reach 10 seconds in
total, it should be very clear to each
and every one of the involved parties
how much time they will have
individually. This to avoid each party
to use more than “his share”. Clear
responsibilities should be stated, e.g.
the Beneficiary Bank to respond
(positive or negative confirmation)
within 2 seconds.
It needs to be very clear how many
seconds each party is supposed to
use, to be able to fulfil to the overall
goal and for the happy flow to be
achieved.
More than one CSM can be foreseen.
The efficiency in the transaction
processes is vital for the success of
the scheme for both the customers as
well as the PSPs.
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on like-forlike
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scheme
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various sorts
of PSPs.
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EPC
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163.

Tata consulting
services

Original Text:

The description of the notification
message structure and the processing
times of notification messages as well
as cash block and cash pre-advice
concepts support near time instant
payment concepts.

No change.

If agreed with the Beneficiary, the Beneficiary Bank sends the
Beneficiary an instant notification message about the funds made
available to the Beneficiary. The notification message itself and the
execution time for such message are not within the scope of the
Scheme.
If agreed with the Originator, the Originator Bank sends the
Originator an instant notification message about the funds made
available to the Beneficiary. The notification message itself and the
execution time for such message are not within the scope of the
Scheme.
Finding
The notification of the Beneficiary and Originator should also be
scope of the Scheme.
The structure of the notification message, processing times, cash
block, and the pre-advice of the cash is an essential part of an
instant payment concept.

With proper notification and processing
time procedures, which contain also
cash block and cash pre-advice
concepts, an instant payment concept
can be established without a real time
settlement and clearing infrastructure.
This give more alternatives and
flexibility to implement an instant
payment concept within the SEPA
countries.

The Nov.
2015 ERPB
meeting
welcomed the
EPC proposal
for the design
of an SCT
Instant
scheme with
notification
messages to
the Originator
and the
Beneficiary as
an ‘opt-in’
feature.

Figure 3 Work-Flow Maximum Execution Time
164.

Bankgirot

Time stamp added

The activity ”Time stamp added”
should be placed after the activity
”Reserves amount and prepares SCT
Inst transaction” at the Originator
Bank. The Time stamp must be set at
the same time as when the SCT Inst
instruction is sent from the Originator
Bank – since that kicks off the allowed
maximum execution time.
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Figure 3
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

165.

BPFI

Need to specify timings outside of the 10 second target to account
for the behaviour of CSMs and Beneficiary banks based on the
timestamp of the incoming Instant payment from the Originating
Banks.

Reason for change
We would like to see the following
features included:
•

When the SCT reaches the CSM or
Beneficiary Bank and already has
a timestamp (AT-50) greater than
or equal to 20 seconds the CSM
or Beneficiary Bank should
automatically reject the payment
to the Originator Bank

•

When the SCT Inst transaction is
received by the CSM within AT-50
less than 20 seconds – but unable
to route to Beneficiary Bank with
time stamp AT-50 greater than or
equal to 20 seconds CSM rejects
the payment to the Originator
Bank

•

All participants need to adhere to
the time-out deadlines as outlined
in the rulebooks:

•

Each party in the chain that sends
a message should expect a
technical confirmation that the
message has been received or not.
The timeout is based on a set
period from the Timestamp on
each payment request. If the
scheme is designed around the
timeout, it will give payment
confirmation to all parties within
the timeout period and thus
ensure a smooth customer
experience of the scheme
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Figure 4
updated in
line with
general EPC
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chapter 4.
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Reason for change
•

166.

Equens

Original Flow:

Rulebook should clearly detail
(diagrammatically) all process
steps in respect of payment
failures

Decision “Valid SCT Inst?” has a
combined
Positive
and
Negative
(confirmation) outcome and a second
Positive outcome.
It would be easier to understand if
Decision “Valid SCT Inst?” would have
a single Positive and a single Negative
outcome (Y and N) with the actions
following from that.
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Figure 3
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

134

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

Proposed Flow:
Validation OK?

Y

Receipt of SCT Inst
tx and validation

N

Mandatory Negative
confrmation

Reject SCT Inst tx

Mandatory Negative confirmation

Valid SCT Inst

Y

Receipt of
confirmation
message

Mandatory Positive confirmation

Make funds
available and send
Positive
confirmation

Funds made
available

167.

Febelfin

To our understanding, the timestamp needs to put after the
reservation on the originator’s account (CT.01.03)r

We refer to the description of the
commencement of the SCT Inst
Execution time cycle (4.2.1.) where
the time stamp is said to mark the
point in time after authentication,
authorisation and availability of funds.

Figure 3
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

168.

Payments UK

Need to specify timings outside of the 10 second target to account For example the following questions
for the behaviour of CSMs and Beneficiary banks based on the should be answered:
timestamp of the incoming Instant payment from the Originating
•
If AT50 is greater than or equal to
Banks.
10 seconds post reservation of
funds and population of IP message
should
originator
bank
automatically reject the payment?

Figure 4
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change
•

Is the SCT reaches the CSM and
already has a timestamp (AT-50)
greater than or equal to 10 seconds
should the CSM automatically
reject
the
payment
to
the
Originator Bank?

•

If the SCT Int transaction is
received by the CSM within AT50
less than 10 seconds – but unable
to route to Ben Bank with time
stamp AT50 greater than or equal
to 10 seconds CSM reject to the
Originator bank?

•

If the SCT Inst Instruction is
received by the Beneficiary Bank
and more than 10 seconds has
passed from the value in A-50 –
should this be rejected back to the
originator bank?

•

CSM should not perform any
validation on incoming traffic as
ben bank has already determined
fate of payment and OB need to
receive message confirming either
+ or – response from ben bank.

•

If the originator Bank receives an
Ack after the 20+5 second timeout
limit, this should not be accepted
and the payment returned to
Originator, but how will the
beneficiary bank know? Should
there be a message back to the
beneficiary bank stating that Ack
received after timeout and refused?
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EPC
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change
•

169.

Shahid Ali

In figure 3, which represents the overall workflow, the decision box
“Valid SCT Inst?” at Beneficiary Bank level seems incorrect as for
‘No’ decision scenario, both “Mandatory Positive(Y) or negative
Confirmation (N)” is tagged. As per my view, it should be only
Negative confirmation, while for positive, the workflow will happen
parallel with “Funds mad available” box.
Additionally
change
“Mandatory
Positive(Y)
confirmation (N)” to “Mandatory positive(Y)
confirmation (N)”.

170.

Tata consulting
services

or
or

C.

Tata consulting
services

AT50 + ss should be assigned
throughout process flow and should
be included in confirmation back to
originator bank irrespective of
positive application to ben or not.

To facilitate better understanding.

Figure 3
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

The important business case of
sending a cancellation message to the
Beneficiary bank after timeout of the
Beneficiary bank is not covered within
Figure 3 “Workflow Maximum
Execution Time”

We refer to
updated
figure 4 in
line with
general EPC
response
chapter 4.

A NOK of the Bank of the Beneficiary
should trigger a deletion of the
reservation on the account of the
Originator by the Bank of the
Originator.

We refer to
updated
figure 4 in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

negative
negative

Finding
Missing description how the Bank of the Originator has to behave
if Beneficiary cannot be credited.
In this case the Bank of the Originator has to reject the payment
and send a cancellation to the Bank of Beneficiary within 10
seconds.

171.

EPC
response

Finding
The deletion of the reservation on the account of the Originator by
the Bank of the Originator is missing (Reversal of the amount
reservation, after a negative confirmation or cancellation).

Time-out deadline
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

172.

ABI

The Scheme nevertheless foresees a time-out deadline to cover
exceptional processing situations. Within 20 seconds after the
Originator Bank has received the SCT Inst Instruction from the
Originator, either a positive or a negative confirmation message
about the SCT Inst transaction has to be sent out back to the
Originator Bank.

When the Beneficiary Bank sends a
reject of the SCTInst transaction and,
after the time out (25 seconds), the
negative
confirmation
message
(reject) is not received by the
Originator Bank, the Originator Bank
assumes that the SCTInst transaction
has been successfully processed. This
approach that could be defined “No
news, good news” provokes high
reputational risk for the scheme
towards payment service users.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank shall
reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out and send a
negative confirmation message back to the Originator Bank.
If the CSM has not received the confirmation message from the
Beneficiary Bank after 20 seconds, the CSM shall send the negative
confirmation/reject due to time-out to both the Originator Bank and
the Beneficiary Bank.
After the Beneficiary Bank has received the reject message from
the CSM, the Beneficiary Bank cancels the SCT Inst transaction.
After the Originator Bank has received the reject message from the
CSM/Beneficiary Bank the Originator Bank must inform the
Originator immediately that the instruction has been rejected and
cancels the SCT Inst transaction on the Originator’s account.
The positive or negative confirmation message then has to reach
the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after this message has been
sent out to the Originator Bank.
The Figure 4 below shows the process flow of an SCT Inst
transaction within the time-out deadline:
(figure 4)
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

In that case, at the time-out deadline
the Originator surely has been debited
but funds are not made available to
the Beneficiary, and the Originator
does not receive the goods and
services already paid for. We
underline that the Originator is unduly
debited while remaining without any
confirmation from the Beneficiary,
which on the other side is waiting for
the payment. Both Originator and the
Beneficiary will perceive uncertainty in
the payment execution, lack of
reliability and trust and they will have
a negative experience of the use of
the SCTInst, which could discourage
its use. The result of it is that the
investments of the Banks in the new
scheme are not adequately rewarded.
At the same time, Banks who want to
play the Originator Bank role could
not be encouraged to adhere to the
scheme. The inquiry procedure does
not remove this risk and makes even
longer the unspecified waiting time
before knowing the real status of the
pending SCT Inst.
173.

Anonymous

Within 20 seconds after the Originator Bank has received put the
timestamp to the SCT Inst Instruction from the Originator, either a
positive or a negative confirmation message about the SCT Inst
transaction has to be sent out back to the Originator Bank.

To keep coherence with 4.2.1 and
4.2.3.A
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Rewording
has been
done in line
with general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
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N°

Contributor

174.

Anonymous

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

According to 4.2.3.C, the transaction
has to be rejected by the parties
involved after 20 sec.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

We understand that:
-

the originator bank will always
receive a confirmation, even if a
time-out has occurred.

-

the rejected transaction will not
be settled.

How can it then be possible,
according to 4.2.3.D, that the
originator bank may receive a
negative confirmation after
settlement?
Wouldn’t it be better to consider ‘No
news are bad news’?
175.

Anonymous

176.

BPFI

There is also a need to clarify if it is
possible that the Beneficiary Bank
sends a positive confirmation but the
Originator Bank receives a negative
confirmation if the time-out deadline
occurs during the interbank space
process.
As per above.
The positive or negative confirmation has to reach originator bank
within 5 seconds after this message has been sent out to the
Originator Bank.

Clarify that this obligation to send a
positive or negative confirmation lies
with the Beneficiary Bank and/or the
CSM

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

177.

BPFI

Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank
shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out and
send a negative confirmation message back to the Originator Bank.

Reason for change
The Originator Bank should retain
the ability to reject any payment
after the 20+5 second timeline has
elapsed as this might be indicative of
issues at the Beneficiary Bank or
CSM, which is preventing the
Ack/Nak message from being
transmitted.

EPC
response
See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Therefore while the other parties
(CSM, Beneficiary bank) should
reject a transaction once the 20
second timeline has passed, if no
Ack/Nak has been received by the
Originator bank after 20+5 seconds
it has an obligation to reject the
payment (No news is bad news).
178.

Caixabank
Spain

Within 20 seconds after the Originator Bank has received
execution time the SCT Inst Instruction from the Originator,
either a positive or a negative confirmation message about the
SCT Inst transaction has to be sent out back to the Originator
Bank.

We understand that point 4.2.3.C has
to be consistent with 4.2.1. (The
execution time for an SCT Inst shall
commence when the Originator Bank
has determined that the SCT Inst
Instruction meets all mandatory
attributes for interbank processing
and the processing conditions of the
Originator Bank). Payments order is
initially received by Originator Bank,
and some checks must be effected on
it; so rulebook should make clear that
lapse of 20 sec does not begin when
payment order is received but when
it’s been executed (that point is
‘execution time’) or timestamp
attached.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

Rewording
has been
done in line
with general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

179.

Citibank

In this section it states ‘Any party involved in the chain other than
the Originator Bank shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds
due to time-out and send a negative confirmation message back to
the Originator Bank.

Reason for change

The 5”
deadline is a
performance
requirement
for the
interbank
space to
respond to
the Originator
Bank

The positive or negative confirmation message then has to reach
the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after this message has been
sent out to the Originator Bank.’
Question - Is the 5 minute deadline for the Originator bank to send
to the Originator?
180.

Commerzbank

The Scheme nevertheless foresees a hard time-out deadline to
cover exceptional processing situations. Within 20 seconds after
the Originator Bank has received put the time stamp to the SCT
Inst Instruction which the Originator Bank accepted from the
Originator, either a positive or a negative confirmation message
about the SCT Inst transaction has to be sent out back to the
Originator Bank.
Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank shall
reject the transactions it receives after 20 seconds and those
for which it has not received (or sent in case of being the
Beneficiary Bank) a confirmation within 20 seconds after 20
seconds due to a time-out and sends a negative confirmation
message back to the Originator Bank.and if applicable, to the
beneficiary bank.

EPC
response

The starting point for counting the
execution time is the time stamp
set by the Originator Bank.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

To avoid unsolved “in flight”
SCTInst instructions a hard timeout definition in the Rule Book has
to be foreseen. Also the customer
experiences
respected
by
an
ultimate
time-out
after
20
seconds.
I.e. for a customer being the
maximum waiting time 20 seconds
to get assurance on a SCTInst
Instruction.
Diagramm Figure 3 Work-Flow
Maximum Execution Time has to be
adopted accordingly and has to
show that beneficiary bank will
made funds only available to the
beneficiary when their positive
confirmation
message
was
accepted by the interbank space
(Clearing&Settlement).
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EPC
response

181.

D+H

"Any A party receiving an expired involved in the chain other than
the Originator Bank shalltransaction shall reject the transaction
after 20 seconds due to time-out and send a negative confirmation
message back to the Originator Bank, in case the transaction was
yet accepted by the creditor bank."

Any party involved in a transaction
after it was accepted by creditor bank
(e.g. DP receiving an acceptance
response after 20 seconds) - should
not reject the payment – as this may
lead to inconsistency (originating bank
transaction is in rejected status, and
funds were not debited, while creditor's
bank has accepted the transaction and
credited the beneficiary)

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Unless the timeout is managed
centrally and a reject response is sent
both to originating bank, as well as
creditor bank in case of timeout, this
can lead to inter-bank risk.
182.

D+H

"The positive or negative confirmation message then has to reach
the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after this message has been
sent out to the Originator Bank."

Timeout period for the End-to-End
processing expected by originator bank
to monitor is 25 Seconds overall? (20
seconds time-out + 5 seconds negative
confirmation message)?
The process is ambiguous for the case
where the timeout is between the
Originating bank and the CSM.
Assuming in this case, after 25 seconds
originator bank can inquire on the
payment status. Other schemes
globally use a repeat process in this
case. An inquiry process may challenge
future interoperability on a cross
border basis.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

No time-out
period for the
Originator
Bank. It
needs to
receive a
confirmation
message.
If no
confirmation
received, it
can start an
investigation
procedure.
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EPC
response

183.

Dutch payments
association

Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank,
which has received the SCT Inst Transaction and is about to pass
it on to the next party in the chain, shall must reject the transaction
after 20 seconds due to time-out and send a negative confirmation
message back to the Originator Bank. Once the SCT Inst
Transaction has been passed on to the Beneficiary Bank, only the
Beneficiary Bank can reject the transaction due to time-out.

This to prevent the situation where the
CSM decides to reject a SCT Inst
Instruction on time-out, while at about
the same time the CSM receives a
positive
confirmation
from
the
Beneficiary Bank. This is especially
important in case more than one CSM
is involved in the chain.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

184.

EBA Clearing

Further to our proposed “normal” workflow, we suggest amending
the workflow for the time-out as follows. Where the confirmation
of the BB is not received in time (20 sec. time-out exceeded – step
i above failed):

Under the above proposed “normal”
workflow, the principle is the same for
in the exceptional time-out flow:

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

i.

ii.
iii.

in the interbank space, no transfer order takes place or if a
guarantee mechanism is used, it ceases to have effect (The
actual implementation of this step depends on the
settlement model applied);
the party which is providing the settlement certainty within
the chain notifies simultaneously the BB and the OB that the
instant payment was not successful;
further to the timeout notification, the OB is then in a
position to notify the payer of the rejection within acceptable
timeframe.

absent the BB’s confirmation within the
time-out deadline, the OB and/or a
party in the chain designated by the OB
(e.g. CSM possibly interoperable with a
CSM of the BB) shall reject the
message by informing simultaneously
the OB and the BB.

Accordingly, section 4.2.3 D can be deleted.
185.

Equens

The Scheme nevertheless foresees a time-out deadline to cover
exceptional processing situations. Within 20 seconds after the
Originator Bank has put the timestamp in accordance with section
4.2.1 to received the SCT Inst Instruction from the Originator,
either a positive or a negative confirmation message about the SCT
Inst transaction has to be sent out back to the Originator Bank.

The change is to resolve inconsistency
in the definition of the time of the SCT
Inst
instruction
receipt
from
Originator. The time stamp defines the
“receipt”.
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Rewording
has been
done.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

186.

French banking
federation

“Within 20 seconds after the Originator Bank has put the timestamp
in accordance with section 4.2.1. to the SCT Inst Instruction from
the Originator”

Instead of “Within 20 seconds after the
Originator Bank has received the SCT
Instruction from the Originator”. The
proposed re-wording is more precise.

Rewording
has been
done in line
with general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

187.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Amend: The Scheme nevertheless foresees a time-out deadline to
cover exceptional processing situations. Within 20 seconds after
the Originator Bank has received put the time stamp to the SCT
Inst Instruction from the Originator, either a positive or a negative
confirmation message about the SCT Inst transaction has to be
sent out back to the Originator Bank.

The starting point for counting the
execution time is the time stamp.

Rewording
has been
done.

188.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Logical change of order of the paragraphs:

The original 3rd paragraph should
follow the original 1st paragraph for a
better understanding.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

1. The Scheme nevertheless foresees a time-out deadline to
cover exceptional processing situations. Within 20 seconds
after the Originator Bank has received put the time stamp to
the SCT Inst Instruction from the Originator, either a positive
or a negative confirmation message about the SCT Inst
transaction has to be sent out back to the Originator Bank.
2. The positive or negative confirmation message then has to
reach the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after this message
has been sent out to the Originator Bank.
3. Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank
shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out
and send a negative confirmation message back to the
Originator Bank.
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EPC
response

189.

Nordea bank

The requested set-up for time out has some weaknesses in case
of technical errors at the beneficiary bank. In case no replay is
received within the 20 seconds deadline – we have the risk that
the customer will end up waiting for minutes, hours or even days
before the final status is known. This is not acceptable if we will
like to avoid bad customer experience.

Instead we suggest that the design is
changed so that the CSM will be in
control of all IP sent and that the CSM
can determine if an IP needs to be
timed out. The will require that the
CSM will send acknowledgements for
the originator and beneficiary bank at
the same time (both positive and
negative). It will also ensure that the
CSM can support recreation of the
status for Instant Payments if the
originator bank has a technical failure
before final status of an IP is received.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

A design ensuring that several CSM’s
can participate in a changed IT
design with the CSM’s providing
synchronous or close to synchronous
acknowledgements for both
originator and beneficiary should be
possible.
The suggested message flow is:
1. Payer initiates transfer
2. Payer’s PSP processes the
transfer to the CSM
3. CSM processes the transfer to
the payee’s PSP
4. Payee’s PSP acknowledges to
receive the transfer
5. CSM sends an synchronous
acknowledgement to payers and
payees PSP
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EPC
response

6. Payee’s PSP makes the funds
available for the payee
7. Payer’s PSP sends confirmation
to the payer
The suggested message flow will
ensure that the CSM will be in control
of processed IP end-to-end. There are
several advantages by choosing this
design:
-

-

-

The CMS can determine time out
in behalf og both payers PSP and
payees PSP
The CSM will be in control of
situations where payees PSP do
not replay before or after an IP
has been processed to the payees
PSP (timeout)
The CMS will create better
opportunities for assisting and
provide a valid status for IP in
case of technical errors at both
the payers PSP and the payees
PSP

The design will eliminate a number of
situations where technical errors or to
slow processing will result in
customers that have to wait for
acknowledgements for more than 10 –
25 seconds or the worst case scenario
where there are uncertainty
regarding the payment status for
hours or even days.
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190.

Payments UK

Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank
shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out and
send a negative confirmation message back to the Originator Bank.

The Originator Bank should retain the
ability to reject any payment after the
20+5 second timeline has elapsed as
this might be indicative of issues at the
Beneficiary Bank or CSM which is
preventing the Ack/Nak message from
being transmitted. Therefore while the
other parties (CSM, Beneficiary bank)
should reject a transaction once the 20
second timeline has passed, if no
Ack/Nak has been received by the
Originator bank after 20+5 seconds it
has an obligation to reject the payment
(No news is bad news)

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

191.

Payments UK

Time out deadline

This is in conflict to rule 4.2.3.B as
there is now an allowance for 20
seconds from initial validation stamp.

Rewording
has been
done in line
with the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

192.

Payments UK

The positive or negative confirmation has to reach originator bank
within 5 seconds..

Clarify again now maximum time
seems to be 25 seconds from point of
initial time stamp.

Rewording
has been
done in line
with the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
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193.

Swedish
bankers
association

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The Scheme nevertheless foresees a time-out deadline to cover
exceptional processing situations. Within 20 seconds after the
Originator Bank has received the SCT Inst Instruction from the
Originator, either a positive or a negative confirmation message
about the SCT Inst transaction has to be sent out back to the
Originator Bank.

Reason for change
With reference to the italics. See
comments above.

Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank
shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out and
send a negative confirmation message back to the Originator
Bank.
194.

Tata consulting
services

Original text:
The positive or negative confirmation message then has to reach
the Originator Bank within 5 seconds after this message has been
sent out to the Originator Bank.

This requirement requires a high
performance settlement and clearing
system. To improve the existing
settlement and clearing Infrastructures
huge investments are necessary. Who
will pay this?

Finding
5 seconds for clearing and the validations of the Beneficiary Bank
and to respond back to the Bank of the Originator is really tight and
makes the end-to-end system not resilient.
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EPC
response
Rewording
has been
done in line
with the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

The SCT Inst
Scheme is an
optional
scheme
relying on a
high
performance
clearing and
settlement
infrastructure.
Each
individual PSP
will determine
whether SCT
Inst is an
attractive
instrument
for its
customer
base.
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195.

Vocalink

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The section says that
“Any party involved in the chain other than the Originator Bank
shall reject the transaction after 20 seconds due to time-out and
send a negative confirmation message back to the Originator
Bank.”

Reason for change

EPC
response

Our view is that the highlighted text
should be deleted because we think
the text is out of line with the “no
news is good news” strategy.

Rewording
has been
done in line
with the
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

We thought that the “no news is good news” strategy applied to
all parties in the chain after a timeout. In other words, we were
expecting intermediaries to timeout but not unwind. Let’s explore
the consequences of the above in some scenarios:
The chain is PSP1 – CSM – PSP2 and there is a break in the
comms between CSM and PSP and PSP2 has made funds
available to their client: in this case
•
•
•
•

PSP1 and CSM timeout,
PSP1 reserves the funds on their customer’s account,
based on underlined words above, CSM sends back a
negative response and unwinds the settlement,
PSP1 releases reserve on customer account

Consequence: credit risk problem for PSP2 that has been
discussed before and investigation process is of limited use
because all timeouts will result in an unwind “in the chain”
irrespective of the answer to the investigation message.
The chain is PSP1 – CSM1 – CSM2 – PSP2 and there is a break in
the comms between CSM1 and CSM2 and PSP2 has made funds
available to their client: in this case
•
•
•
•
•

CSM2 has received accept from PSP2 and expects funds from
CSM1
But PSP1 and CSM1 timeout,
PSP1 reserves the funds on their customer’s account,
Based on underlined words above, CSM1 sends back a
negative response and unwinds the settlement,
PSP1 releases reserve on customer account
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Reason for change

EPC
response

Consequence: credit risk problem for PSP2 that has been
discussed before plus CSM2 also has a problem because it is
waiting for funds from CSM1 that will never arrive. Same
comment about the investigation message
Figure 4 Work Flow Time-Out Deadline
196.

Bankgirot

Time stamp added

The activity ”Time stamp added”
should be placed after the activity
”Reserves amount and prepares SCT
Inst transaction” at the Originator
Bank. The Time stamp must be set at
the same time as when the SCT Inst
instruction is sent from the Originator
Bank – since that kicks off the allowed
maximum execution time.

Figure 4
updated.

197.

BPFI

Same comment as relates to Figure 3 above should be applied to
Figure 4

Same comments apply here as in Fig
3.above

Figure 4
updated.

In time-out deadline, the payment is
rejected and therefore there is no
place for a positive response?
198.

Febelfin

To our understanding, the timestamp needs to put after the
reservation on the originator’s account (CT.01.03)r

We refer to the description of the
commencement of the SCT Inst
Execution time cycle (4.2.1.) where
the time stamp is said to mark the
point in time after authentication,
authorisation and availability of funds.

Figure 4
updated.

199.

Payments UK

Same comment as relates to figure 3 above should be applied to
Figure 4

Same as above

Figure 4
updated.
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EPC
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200.

Tata consulting
services

Finding

A NOK of the Bank of the Beneficiary
should trigger a deletion of the
reservation on the account of the
Originator by the Bank of the
Originator.

Figure 4
updated.

Furthermore, the “No news, good
news” approach provides that the
Originator
Bank
should
always
guarantee the settlement of the
transaction (see § 5.7 pag. 56: “the
originator bank provides settlement
certainty to the Beneficiary Bank for
each SCT Inst Transaction”; § 2.3 pag.
12: “the Scheme obliges the Originator
Bank to settle a successfully completed
SCT Inst transaction and to provide
settlement
certainty
through
a
settlement mechanism”). In case of
failed reception of the reject, the
Originator Bank must settle the
transaction and it has to claim back
funds later from the Beneficiary Bank.
The scheme doesn’t describe the
process able to guarantee to the
Originator Bank the settlement of the
failed SCT Inst Transaction. So we
highlight that the Scheme raises a
credit risk for the Originator Bank.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

D.

The deletion of the reservation on the account of the Originator by
the Bank of the Originator is missing (Reversal of the amount
reservation, after a negative confirmation or cancellation).

No confirmation message after time-out deadline

201.

ABI

The Originator Bank may be confronted with the exceptional
situation that it still has not received a confirmation message after
the time-out deadline (25 seconds) described in point C of section
4.2.3.
The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has not been successfully processed. The Originator
Bank has to inform immediately the Originator about the rejected
SCT Inst Instruction. can confirm the transaction to the Originator
or can inform the Originator that the formal confirmation message
about the SCT Inst transaction has not yet been received.
The Originator Bank has to cancel maintain the Reservation of the
Amount of the SCT Inst Instruction on the specified account of the
Originator and has to provide settlement certainty for this SCT Inst
transaction to the Beneficiary Bank.
In order to mitigate the credit risk for the Beneficiary Bank in the
time between the funds made available to the Beneficiary and the
cancellation of the SCT Inst transaction, the CSM and the
Beneficiary Bank shall agree messages and information to be
exchanged with the aim to confirm the status of the transaction
(out of scope of the scheme)
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of the SCT
Inst transaction has failed until it has received a confirmation
message reporting the failure of the SCT Inst transaction. The
Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start an
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investigation procedure (see section 4.4) in case the Originator
Bank wishes to inquire about the actual status of the initial SCT
Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary Bank to
respond to this investigation procedure (via the dataset DS-03).

To avoid the mentioned issues, we
propose a different approach (already
discussed in the EPC working groups
and known as “no news, bad news”)
and we propose, in addition, an active
role of CSM in the SCTInst process
flow.

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message before the settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, the
Originator Bank rejects the SCT Inst transaction and revokes the
Reservation of the Amount on the account of the Originator. It is
obliged to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to
the Originator with a reason. In case the Originator Bank receives
a negative confirmation message after settlement of the SCT Inst
transaction, it is obliged to report immediately the SCT Inst
transaction failure to the Originator with a reason and revokes the
Reservation of the Amount on the account of the Originator. The
Originator Bank is entitled to claim back the funds of the failed
SCT Inst transaction from the Beneficiary Bank. The Beneficiary
Bank has to provide settlement certainty to the Originator Bank
for such failed SCT Inst Transaction. This process is not described
by the Scheme.

EPC
response

We describe here below our proposal:
1. At the 20 seconds time-out the CSM
generates a negative notification
message/reject and sends it both to
the Originator Bank and the Beneficiary
Bank. Receiving the time-out negative
notification/reject from the CSM both
the Banks (the Originator Bank and the
Beneficiary Bank) shall cancel the
SCTInst transaction. If the Beneficiary
Bank made funds available to the
Beneficiary before the 20 seconds
time-out (but the positive notification
is not received by the CSM/the
Originator Bank and the CSM has
generated the negative notification
message) the Beneficiary Bank has to
get back funds from the Beneficiary. If
funds are not available in the banking
account of the Beneficiary, the
Beneficiary Bank bears the credit risk.
2. In the exceptional cases when after
the time-out deadline (25 seconds) the
Originator Bank has received neither
the (positive/negative) confirmation
message from the Beneficiary Bank nor
the
time-out
negative
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EPC
response

notification/reject from the CSM, the
large majority of Italian Banks is in
favor of a different approach defined
“no news, bad news” as it has already
been mentioned. In this approach, the
Originator Bank cancels the debit to
the Originator due to time-out and
notifies the Originator.
The advantages
approach are:

of

the

proposed

i) Attributing to the CSM the role of
time-out
SCTInst
transaction
monitoring allows all actors to
synchronize
cancellation
of
the
transaction due to the time-out. In this
way, the possibility that there will be
credits
and
debits misalignment
between the Originator Bank and the
Beneficiary Bank in case of failed
transmission decreases, because in our
proposal also the Beneficiary Bank
receives the time-out reject. The result
is an increased perception of the
payment service reliability and a
stronger certainty to the users of the
SCTInst transaction.
ii) the decrease of cases when the
Originator Bank is entitled to claim
back the funds of the failed SCTInst
transaction from the Beneficiary Bank
and the mitigation of the related credit
risk for the Originator Bank;
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EPC
response

iii) in case of time out, potential claims
between the Originator Bank and the
Beneficiary Bank will be made easier by
the CSM transaction records.
Furthermore,
we
highlight
that
nowadays the time-out management
according a “no news, bad news”
principle is an essential component of
the reliability and certainty recognized
to card payments, which is the
closesest experience that users have to
an “instant” payment.
In order to allow the Originator to have
the same experience and perception
when he makes a card payment and
when he uses the SCTInst scheme, in
our solution we consider it useful that
the new scheme adopts the same
approach of card transactions. More
precisely, the card payment schemes
manage the time-out according to two
different processing methods that can
be chosen depending upon the issuer,
the type of card or the region in which
the transaction takes place:
1. Mandatory cancellation message
sent at the time-out deadline by the
CSM;
2. Cancellation of the transaction from
the Acquirer in case of failed reception
of the confirmation message from the
Issuer.
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EPC
response

We
believe
that
the
SCTInst
transaction under the new EPC scheme
should be perceived as safe and
reliable as nowadays a card transaction
is and we suggest to adopt in the
SCTInst scheme a solution for time-out
event completely similar to those used
by the card schemes.
In addition to the suggested changes
to the time-out management, we
believe that an active role of the CSM
should be provided in the scheme with
the aim to increase SCTInst
transaction certainty and mitigate the
credit risk for the Beneficiary PSP. In
this view the CSM should provide
monitoring functionalities and send
confirmation status messages to the
Beneficiary PSP. A statement
enforcing the CSM role in monitoring
and in transaction information
distribution and mitigating PSP risks
could represent strong incentive to
PSP adherence to the new scheme.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

156

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

202.

Anonymous

The Originator Bank may be confronted with the exceptional
situation that it still has not received a confirmation message after
the time-out deadline described in point C of section 4.2.3.

The contributor suggests to abort the
principle that ”no news is good news”
for transactions where the Originator
PSP does not receive a status
response before timeout. Instead, lost
transactions should be finalized with a
timeout and rejected so that they will
not be settled. The Danish instant
payments solution is based on this
principle.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

In that case Tthe Originator Bank rejects the transaction due to
timeout. makes the assumption that the SCT Inst transaction has
been successfully processed. The Originator Bank can confirm the
transaction to the Originator or can then inform the Originator
that the formal confirmation message about the SCT Inst
transaction has not yet been receivedtransaction was
unsuccessful. .
The Originator Bank has to maintain release the Reservation of the
Amount of the SCT Inst Instruction on the specified account of the
Originator. and has to provide settlement certainty for this SCT Inst
transaction to the Beneficiary Bank.
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of the
SCT Inst transaction has failed until it has received a confirmation
message reporting the failure of the SCT Inst transaction. The
Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start an
investigation procedure (see section 4.4) in case the Originator
Bank wishes to inquire about the actual status of the initial SCT
Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary Bank to
respond to this investigation procedure (via the dataset DS-03).
In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message before the settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, the
Originator Bank rejects the SCT Inst transaction and revokes the
Reservation of the Amount on the account of the Originator. It is
obliged to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to
the Originator with a reason.

The advantage of this timeout
function is that the Originator Bank
always knows the status for its
transactions; they are either accepted
or rejected by the Beneficiary Bank or
finalized with a timeout. The timeout
function limits the number of unhappy
flows and as a consequence the
resources spent on exception
handling. The principle also
strengthens the customer experience.
Furthermore, maintaining the principle
that “no news is good news” will in
our view require cumbersome manual
processes to recover lost and settled
transactions and expose the
Originator PSP to a credit risk.
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In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, it is obliged
to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes the Reservation of the
Amount on the account of the Originator. The Originator Bank is
entitled to claim back the funds of the failed SCT Inst transaction
from the Beneficiary Bank. The Beneficiary Bank has to provide
settlement certainty to the Originator Bank for such failed SCT Inst
Transaction. This process is not described by the Scheme.

203.

Anonymous

The Originator Bank may be confronted with the exceptional
situation that it still has not received a confirmation message after
the time-out deadline described in point C of section 4.2.3.
After the time-out deadline and if The Originator Bank has not
received a confirmation message The Originator Bank cannot make
any assumption whether makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has been successfully processed or not. The Originator
Bank cannot confirm the transaction to the Originator or canneither
inform the Originator that the formal confirmation message about
the SCT Inst transaction has not yet been received.

Reason for change

EPC
response

To give an example, the Beneficiary
PSP accepts a transaction and makes
it available to the Beneficiary, but
somehow the positive status response
is lost. The CSM will then finalize the
transaction with a timeout and send a
negative status response to the
Originator PSP. Originator PSP will
return the funds to the Originator.
The transaction will then have a
different status with the sending and
the receiving side, and reconciliation
after settlement will not even out.
Furthermore, Beneficiary PSP is
exposed to a credit risk, should
Originator PSP enter into bankruptcy
before the discrepancy is resolved.
In order to give a positive or negative
confirmation to the Originator The
Originator Bank must receive the
confirmation from the Beneficiary
Bank. In addition to ensure settlement
certainty The Originator Bank has to
get confirmation and approval from the
Beneficiary Bank in order to either
maintain or release the reservation of
the Amount of the SCT
Inst Instruction on the
account of the Originator.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

specified

In the section 4.2.3.D paragraph four
is not clear and if there is not neither
positive nor negative confirmation
from the Beneficiary Bank there is
uncertainty how to proceed.
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EPC
response

In addition the amount of the payment
has been reserved and the Originator
Bank cannot neither release nor credit
the Beneficiary Bank. From Originator’s
point of view this is unfair as the funds
have been debited but have not been
credited to the Beneficiary due this
uncertainty.
In case of uncertain status of the Inst
payment this procedure is not clear
and puts the Originator Bank in a
difficult situation as 1) the Originator
Bank has to refund the Originator but
at the same time 2) there is no
certainty if the Beneficiary bank
refunds the Originator Bank and
furthermore 3) as there is no definitive
obligation and timing requirements it
may lead to situation that the
Beneficiary Bank may or may not
refund after several days or weeks. The
Originator Bank may face credit risk for
unlimited time.
204.

Anonymous

According to 4.2.3.C, the transaction
has to be rejected by the parties
involved after 20 sec.
We understand that:
-

the originator bank will always
receive a confirmation, even if a
time-out has occurred.

-

the rejected transaction will not
be settled.
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general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

How can it then be possible,
according to 4.2.3.D, that the
originator bank may receive a
negative confirmation after
settlement?
Wouldn’t it be better to consider ‘No
news are bad news’?
205.

Anonymous

206.

BPFI

This section is contradictory to 4.2.3.C
There can only be one approach to the In-flight transactions
which have timed out, either a ‘no news is bad news’ approach as
outlined in section 4.2.3 C or the ‘No news is good news’
approach outlined in Section 4.2.3 (D).
It is firmly our opinion that the ‘No news is good new approach’ is
inherently flawed and

There is also a need to clarify if it is
possible that the Beneficiary Bank
sends a positive confirmation but the
Originator Bank receives a negative
confirmation if the time-out deadline
occurs during the interbank space
process.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
The 20” time
out logic has
been adapted
to cover this
risk.

This section raises several problems
as detailed below and should be
removed:

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

•

Forcing the Originator Bank to
assume the payment is successful
without receiving any confirmation
creates a credit risk for the
Originating bank.

•

Waiting beyond the 20+5 seconds
for the receipt of any confirmation
with no upper time limit
contradicts the core principle of
providing certainty of payments
instantly.

• discriminates against both the originator and originating Bank,
• is contradictory to several core principles of the IPS and
• would be a significant deterrent to any bank wishing to go live
on the service as an originating bank.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

160

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change
•

The operational principle of this
approach does not detail how long
Originating banks should wait
prior to settling or releasing funds
back to the originator.

•

This approach discriminates
against the Originator who could
suffer reduced funds with no
guarantee of payment and no
means of using an alternate
means of payment to send the
same funds.

•

This approach negates the
intention of the scheme to give
‘Instant’ certainty of a payment to
the Originator and beneficiary as
defined in the scope.

•

This is contradictory to the
Business benefits of the scheme
as defined in section 1.8 e.g.
payment certainty etc.

•

Section 1.7 clearly states that
“The rules ensure that
responsibility for risk management
is allocated to where the risk lies
and that liability falls where the
fault lies”.

EPC
response

This‚ ‘no news is good news‘
approach allows for the CSM and
Beneficiary banks to be at fault
with the risk and impact only
falling on the Originator and
Originating bank.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

The Originator Bank may be confronted with the exceptional
situation that it still has not received a confirmation message
after the time-out deadline described in point C of section 4.2.3.
The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has been successfully processed and is obliged to
initiate an investigation.

Reason for change
•

Also in contradiction with section
4.3.2 – “If, for whatever reason,
any party cannot handle the
transaction in the normal way, the
SCT Inst Transaction cannot be
processed under the Scheme and
will be immediately rejected and
the process of exception handling
starts”.

•

Also in contradiction with the
rights and obligations of scheme
participants as detailed in section
5.1

Whilst rulebook does clearly clarify
that an Originator Bank cannot
consider that a SCTinst transaction
has failed until a negative
confirmation message is received, we
understand that the ‘no news, good
news’ approach concerning
satisfactory end of an initiated
payment (which we support) is not
complete without carrying out an
investigation. No space for
interpretation in respect of the final
fate of an SCTinst should be allowed;
so Orig.Bank should not consider a
SCTinst as totally finalised until a
result of an enquiry is received, even
if they have previously confirmed
Originator that payment has reached
account of beneficiary.
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Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
The
Originator
Bank has the
three choices.
As for the
investigation
described in
the rulebook,
the other
parties are
obliged to
process and
to respond
instantly to
this
investigation.
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208.

Commerzbank

No cNegative Confirmation message after time-out
deadline
The Originator Bank may be confronted with the exceptional
situation that it still has not received a confirmation
message after the time-out deadline described in point C of
section 4.2.3.

Reason for change

EPC
response

Section 4.2.3 D has to be renamed
and changed according to be
consistent with the proposed
changes on Section 4.2.3 C.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT
Inst transaction has been successfully processed. The
Originator Bank can confirm the transaction to the
Originator or can inform the Originator that the formal
confirmation message about the SCT Inst transaction has
not yet been received.
The Originator Bank has to maintain the Reservation of the
Amount of the SCT Inst Instruction on the specified account of
the Originator and has to provide settlement certainty for this
SCT Inst transaction to the Beneficiary Bank.
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of the
SCT Inst transaction has failed until it has received a confirmation
message reporting the failure of the SCT Inst transaction. The
Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start an
investigation procedure (see section 4.4) in case the Originator
Bank wishes to inquire about the actual status of the initial SCT
Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary Bank to
respond to this investigation procedure (via the dataset DS-03).
In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message before the settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, the
Originator Bank rejects the SCT Inst transaction to the
Originator and revokes the Reservation of the Amount on the
account of the Originator. It is obliged to report immediately the
SCT Inst transaction failure to the Originator with a reason.

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

163

N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, it is obliged
to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes the Reservation of the
Amount on the account of the Originator. The Originator Bank is
entitled to claim back the funds of the failed SCT Inst transaction
from the Beneficiary Bank. The Beneficiary Bank has to provide
settlement certainty to the Originator Bank for such failed SCT Inst
Transaction. This process is not described by the Scheme.

Reason for change

EPC
response

Optional Investigation process is
not needed anymore and can be
crossed out. In Section 4.2.3 D.
Also Section 4.4 Optional SCT Inst
Transaction status investigation
procedure (PR-03) is no more
needed and can be crossed out to
be consistent with the proposed
changes.

To avoid such situation the Originator Bank may debit the
Originator only after receiving a positive confirmation
message from settlement of funds.

Nevertheless the actions by the
Originator Bank in regard to the
negative confirmation messages
have to be considered and should
be mentioned within Section 4.2.3
D
209.

D+H

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, it is obliged
to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes the Reservation of the
Amount on the account of the Originator.

It is not clear what are the cases a
negative confirmation message will be
received after settlement.
This can be challenging for any future
interoperability.
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general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

210.

Dutch payments
association

The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has been successfully processed. The originator Bank
can confirm the transaction or inform the Originator that the formal
confirmation message about the SCT Inst transaction has not yet
been received.

In case no confirmation message is
received, the Originator Bank may not
assume anything. In that case there is
no telling where during processing the
SCT Inst has been blocked. Without
additional information it can be either
before or after making the funds
available to the Beneficiary. Therefore
the Originator Bank cannot confirm the
SCT Inst transaction to the Originator.
Although this situation is unfortunate,
it will (should) be an exceptional
occurrence. To solve this ‘intermediate’
state (as the actual status at the
Beneficiary side can be either that the
funds are made available or not), the
Originator can wait till a (positive or
negative) confirmation arrives (outside
the scheme timelines) or send an
investigation.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

211.

EBA Clearing

Further to our proposed “normal” workflow, we suggest amending
the workflow for the time-out as follows. Where the confirmation
of the BB is not received in time (20 sec. time-out exceeded – step
i above failed (see item 29)):

Under the above proposed “normal”
workflow, the principle is the same for
in the exceptional time-out flow:

In line with
the general
EPC response
for chapter 4,
this section is
maintained
and has been
updated.

i.

ii.
iii.

in the interbank space, no transfer order takes place or if a
guarantee mechanism is used, it ceases to have effect (The
actual implementation of this step depends on the
settlement model applied);
the party which is providing the settlement certainty within
the chain notifies simultaneously the BB and the OB that the
instant payment was not successful;
further to the timeout notification, the OB is then in a
position to notify the payer of the rejection within acceptable
timeframe.

absent the BB’s confirmation within the
time-out deadline, the OB and/or a
party in the chain designated by the OB
(e.g. CSM possibly interoperable with a
CSM of the BB) shall reject the
message by informing simultaneously
the OB and the BB.
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EPC
response

Leaving this choice to the Originator
Bank results in lack of harmonised
experience for the user. Therefore, a
uniform way of confirming to the
originator is required. In our view, no
successful confirmation to Originator
can be given at this stage.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

Accordingly, section 4.2.3 D can be deleted.
212.

Equens

The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has been successfully processed. The Originator Bank
can confirm the transaction to the Originator or can inform the
Originator that the formal confirmation message about the SCT Inst
transaction has not yet been received.

Alternatively, if both options can be
offered by Originator Bank, an
additional paragraph is needed on how
to act if SCT Inst was confirmed but a
reject message is received afterwards.
213.

Finnish banking
association

Second paragraph:
The Originator Bank makes does not make the an assumption that
the SCT Inst transaction has been successfully processed and
therefore cannot . The Originator Bank can confirm the transaction
to the Originator. The Originator Bank or can inform the Originator
that the formal confirmation message about the SCT Inst
transaction has not yet been received.
….
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of the SCT
Inst transaction has failedbeen successfully processed until it has
received a confirmation message reporting of the successfully
finalised failure of the SCT Inst transaction. The Scheme provides
the Originator Bank with an option to starts an mandatory
investigation procedure (see section 4.4) in case the Originator
Bank wishes to inquire about the actual status of the initial SCT
Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary Bank to
respond to this investigation procedure (via the dataset DS-03).

The Originator Bank should not assume
that the payment is successfully
processed
without
having
the
confirmation from the Beneficiary
Bank. The Originator Bank needs to be
able to control the payment flow end to
end and needs to know that the
payment is finalised, when confirming
the payment to the Originator. It would
also
undermine
the
end
user
confidence to the functioning of the
SEPA Inst Payment scheme, if
payments already confirmed to the
Originator would later on be found out
to
have
not
been
successfully
processed.
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general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

The suggestion is to remove this
paragraph because there is no Return
in the procedure, i.e. a negative
confirmation message can not be taken
into account after settlement.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

When the Originator Bank receives a positive confirmation message
from the Beneficiary Bank in response to the investigation
message, the Originator Bank can confirm the transaction to the
Originator.
214.

French banking
federation

Last bullet point
“In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction …”.

If the transaction has been settled, it is
final (chap.3.3 : “settlement certainty
achieved as required by the Originator
Bank and Beneficiary Bank.”)
215.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Add: In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, it is obliged
to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes the Reservation of the
Amount on the account of the Originator. The Originator Bank is
entitled to claim back the funds of the failed SCT Inst transaction
from the Beneficiary Bank. The Beneficiary Bank has to provide
settlement certainty to the Originator Bank for such failed SCT Inst
Transaction. This process is not described by the Scheme. To avoid
such situation the Originator Bank may effect the settlement only
after receiving a positive confirmation message.

The sending of a negative confirmation
message implies a number of questions
as the negative confirmation message
is defined as a Reject (= prior
settlement). Therefore the Scheme
should recommend to effect the
settlement after receipt of a positive
confirmation message.
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general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
The 20” time
out logic has
been adapted
to cover this
situation.
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EPC
response

216.

Intesa Sanpaolo
S.p.A.

The Originator Bank may be confronted with the exceptional
situation that it still has not received a confirmation message after
the time-out deadline (25 seconds) described in point C of section
4.2.3.

If the Ordering Bank do not receive the
outcome of a transaction after 25
seconds, the current scheme provides
that the originator's Bank should
assume that the transaction has been
successful, keeping SCT Inst the
reservation of funds and ensuring the
regulation of transaction in respect of
the beneficiary's Bank.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has not been successfully processed. The Originator
Bank has to inform immediately the Originator about the rejected
SCT Inst Instruction. can confirm the transaction to the Originator
or can inform the Originator that the formal confirmation message
about the SCT Inst transaction has not yet been received.
The Originator Bank has to cancel maintain the Reservation of the
Amount of the SCT Inst Instruction on the specified account of the
Originator and has to provide settlement certainty for this SCT Inst
transaction to the Beneficiary Bank.
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of
the SCT Inst transaction has failed until it has received a
confirmation message reporting the failure of the SCT Inst
transaction. The Scheme provides the Originator Bank with
an option to start an investigation procedure (see section
Error! Reference source not found.) in case the
Originator Bank wishes to inquire about the actual status
of the initial SCT Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the
Beneficiary Bank to respond to this investigation procedure
(via the dataset DS-03).

This behavior exposes the Ordering
Bank at risk when it receives a
subsequent negative response: should
attempt to recover the funds, already
made available to the beneficiary.
An optional Investigation Procedure
may not solve the problem of the
certainty of transactions exposing the
scheme to a dangerous reputational
risk.
We suggest to change the setting from
"no news good news» to a logic “no
news bad news” whereby if there is no
response from the Beneficiary Bank but
providing an outcome to be notified to
the Customer Bank.
In this scenario we see that only an
active behaviour of CSMs could solve
this uncertainty sending a reject
notification of the transaction both to
Ordering Bank and Beneficiary Bank.
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EPC
response

Despite
clearing
and
settlement
mechanisms are out of scope of the
scheme, the scheme should promote
this behaviour.
217.

Nordea bank

We do not accept that an IP can be assumed successfully
processed. It should be like paying with cash – it is either or. The
originator will also end up with an unsatisfied customer if the
amount intended for the IP will be blocked for period without any
acknowledgement. The originator bank will have a potential credit
risk on the beneficiary bank.

218.

Payments UK

This section is contradictory to 4.2.3C there can only be one This section raises several problems as
approach to the In-flight transactions which have timed out, either detailed below and should be removed:
a ‘no news is bad news’ approach as outlined in section 4.2.3C or
•
Forcing the Originator Bank to
the ‘No news is good news’ approach outlined in Section 4.2.3(D).
assume the payment is successful
It is firmly our opinion that the ‘No news is good new approach’ is
without receiving any confirmation
inherently flawed and discriminates against both the originator and
creates a credit risk for the
originating Bank, is contradictory to several core principles of the
Originating bank. How could this be
IPS and would be a significant deterrent to any bank wishing to go
assured?
live on the service as an originating bank.
•
Waiting beyond the 20+5 seconds
for the receipt of any confirmation
with no upper time limit contradicts
the core principle of providing
certainty of payments instantly.
•
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Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

The operational principle of this
approach does not detail how long
Originating banks should wait prior
to settling or releasing funds back
to the originator.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change
•

This approach discriminates against
the Originator who could suffer
reduced funds with no guarantee of
payment and no means of using an
alternate means of payment to
send the same funds.

•

This approach negates the intention
of the scheme to give ‘Instant’
certainty of a payment to the
Originator and beneficiary as
defined in the scope.

•

The
originator
cannot
wait
indefinitely for a negative message,
would a more prudent approach be
to convert the payment into a
normal SCT when this goes beyond
the given timelines?

•

This is contradictory to the
Business benefits of the scheme as
defined in section 1.8

•

Section 1.7 clearly states that The
rules ensure that responsibility for
risk management is allocated to
where the risk lies and that liability
falls where the fault lies. This ‚no
news is good news‘ approach
allows for the CSM and Beneficiary
banks to be at fault with the risk
and impact ony falling on th
Originator and Originating bank.
Also in contradiction with section
4.3.2 - If, for whatever reason,
any party cannot handle the
transaction in the normal way, the
SCT Inst Transaction cannot be

•
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response
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

•

•

219.

Payments UK

If no response after time out deadline originator bank makes the
assumption that the SCT Inst has been processed.

processed under the Scheme and
will be immediately rejected and
the process of exception handling
starts.
Also in contradiction with the
rights and obligations of scheme
participants as detailed in section
5.1
Who will police this in the case a
PSP does not respond indefinitely?

If rulebook states positive affirmation
after 10 seconds, 25 for exceptional.
No confirmation received would be a
negative response not be correct
assumption? If no response from ben
bank within agreed timeframe SCTinst
to be rejected by originator bank. If
ben bank has not complied with
rulebook by responding in time –
liability lies with ben bank and
originator bank rejects, cancels and
refunds customer. Again, if this is the
case, the transaction could always be
converted to an SCT provided this is
communicated to the end-user.
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EPC
response

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
The
Originator
Bank
maintains the
settlement
certainty until
it receives a
confirmation
message. This
message can
be received
via the
procedure in
section 4.4.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

220.

Portuguese
banking
community

The Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start
an investigation procedure

The proposed procedure in the Scheme
provides the Originator Bank with an
option to start an investigation
procedure, assuming that the SCT Inst
transaction has been successfully
processed

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
The
Originator
Bank has to
wait for the
confirmation
message to
release or not
the
settlement
certainty.

The proposal is to replace this procedure by a reversal mechanism
or a retransmission mechanism

The Originator Bank has to maintain
the Reservation of the Amount of the
SCT Inst Instruction on the specified
accounts of the Originators and has to
provide settlement certainty for the
SCT
Inst
transactions
to
the
Beneficiary Banks
This mechanism may also imply extra
administrative work to process the
refunds
The alternative proposal is to replace
this
procedure
by
a
reversal
mechanism
or
a
retransmission
mechanism currently used in the cards’
online world for several years
The
parties
instead
make
the
assumption
that
the
SCT
Inst
transaction hasn’t been successfully
processed (and thus unlocking the
Reservation of the Amount of the SCT
Inst Instruction)
An automated reversal mechanism or a
retransmission
mechanism
shall
instead be implemented
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

221.

Portuguese
banking
community

The Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start
an investigation procedure

In this case, if the “Interbank space”
doesn’t receive an answer from the
Beneficiary Bank, could as a service,
start the investigation procedure, 5
seconds after the time-out deadline

Only the
Originator
Bank can
formally start
the
investigation
procedure
described in
the rulebook.

222.

Portuguese
banking
community

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, it is obliged
to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes the Reservation of the
Amount on the account of the Originator. The Originator Bank is
entitled to claim back the funds of the failed SCT Inst transaction
from the Beneficiary Bank. The Beneficiary Bank has to provide
settlement certainty to the Originator Bank for such failed SCT Inst
Transaction. This process is not described by the Scheme

The provisions for these settlement
refunds are vague, don’t give clear
orientation for banks and the process
is not described by the Scheme

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4. No
inclusion of a
refund
process. The
expectation is
that such
cases will be
exceptional.

For this reason, some risks may arise
and thus clarification is needed – that
is why the Rulebook should specify the
process and messages for such refunds
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Contributor

223.

Spanish
banking
association

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
The Originator Bank cannot makes
the assumptionensure that the SCT Inst transaction has been
successfully processed. The Originator Bank can confirm the
transaction to the Originator or can inform the Originator that the
formal confirmation message about the SCT Inst transaction has
not yet been received.

Reason for change

EPC
response

We understand that in this case the
transaction cannot be considered as
failed but from our point of view we
cannot assume neither that the
transaction has been successfully
processed and therefore this is not a
message to transmit to the originator
customer. Since we consider that the
absence of a confirmation message
after the time-out deadline
is not
enough by itself to consider the
transaction as completed, we think
that an investigation process should be
compulsory. To enable the system to
be used in shops (e-commerce) it is
necessary to include any form of
invalidation or annulment ( after a
stand-by period) when the transaction
is not confirmed. Buyers are not going
to be waiting for the positive
confirmation sine die.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Additionally we suggest the inclusion of
a message from the interbank space
and the beneficiary bank prior to credit
the beneficiary’s account in order to
indicate that the credit can be done and
confirmation from the interbank space
to execute the transaction.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

224.

Spanish
banking
association

The Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start
an investigation procedure (see section 4.4) in this case the
Originator Bank wishes to has to inquire about the actual status of
the initial SCT Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary
Bank to respond to this investigation procedure (via the dataset
DS-03).

See previous reason.

Suggestion
not retained.
The
investigation
procedure in
the rulebook
is one of a
few options.
Alternative
wording
added in this
section.

Swedbank

The Originator Bank makes the assumption that the SCT Inst
transaction has been successfully processed. The Originator Bank
can confirm the transaction to the Originator or can inform the
Originator that the formal confirmation message about the SCT Inst
transaction has not yet been received.

According to current description The
Originator Bank makes always the
assumption
that
the
SCT
Inst
transaction has been successfully
processed
even
though
positive
confirmation has not been received. In
case the Originator Bank receives a
negative confirmation message after
settlement of the SCT Inst transaction,
it is obliged to report immediately the
SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes
the Reservation of the Amount on the
account of the Originator.

225.

The Originator Bank has to maintain the Reservation of the Amount
of the SCT Inst Instruction on the specified account of the
Originator and has to provide settlement certainty for this SCT Inst
transaction to the Beneficiary Bank.
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of the SCT
Inst transaction has failed until it has received a confirmation
message reporting the failure of the SCT Inst transaction. The
Scheme provides the Originator Bank with an option to start an
investigation procedure (see section Error! Reference source
not found.) in case the Originator Bank wishes to inquire about
the actual status of the initial SCT Inst transaction. The Scheme
obliges the Beneficiary Bank to respond to this investigation
procedure (via the dataset DS-03).

Absence of confirmation message after
time-out is not enough by itself to
consider the transaction as completed,
and we think that an investigation
process should be compulsory.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

This scenario creates risk to Originator
Bank which has to later claim back the
amount which is already settled.

[…]
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

In case the Originator Bank receives a negative confirmation
message after settlement of the SCT Inst transaction, it is obliged
to report immediately the SCT Inst transaction failure to the
Originator with a reason and revokes the Reservation of the
Amount on the account of the Originator. The Originator Bank is
entitled to claim back the funds of the failed SCT Inst transaction
from the Beneficiary Bank. The Beneficiary Bank has to provide
settlement certainty to the Originator Bank for such failed SCT Inst
Transaction. This process is not described by the Scheme.

Instead
of
currently
described
scenario, Swedbank rather supports
the
scenario
where
SCT
Inst
transaction has settlement finality only
if confirmation from Beneficiary’s Bank
is received by CSM i.e. Beneficiary’s
Bank position is increased only if
positive confirmation is received by
CSM from Beneficiary Bank.

EPC
response

As an alternative, if CSM has not
received any confirmation (neither
positive or negative) from Beneficiary’s
Bank after timeout 20+5 seconds then
CSM informs both parties (i.e.
Originator’s Bank and Beneficiary’s
Bank) about timeout and lifts the
position of Originator’s Bank.
226.

Swedish
bankers
association

The Originator Bank is entitled to claim back the funds of the
failed SCT Inst transaction from the Beneficiary Bank. The
Beneficiary Bank has to provide settlement certainty to the
Originator Bank for such failed SCT Inst Transaction. This process
is not described by the Scheme.

For the sake of eliminating
foreseeable problems for the
participants all processes and or
preconditions with regard to messages
etc. should be clearly described.

Section
updated in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.
The
expectation is
that such
cases will be
exceptional.

227.

SWIFT

Observation:
No certainty in case of message flow interruption
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EPC response
for chapter 4.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

There
needs
to
be
additional
investigation in this section in relation
to EBF level discussions on the
treatment of non-EEA transactions (ie
one-leg
transactions)
as
the
geographical scope of SEPA is
different, would a different cost
principle apply?

No change as
a similar rule
already
applies for
SCT. The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook.

In case the payment flow is interrupted at any of the intermediary
parties in the transaction chain – such as the network operator,
(one of) the CSMs, or the Beneficiary’s Bank - the Originator’s
Bank cannot guarantee execution of the transaction. Chapter
4.2.3 D (p.24), however, states that the Originator’s Bank needs
to assume that the transaction has been successfully processed.
If the Originator’s Bank, in such a situation, confirms execution to
the originator, it may have to revoke that confirmation again
later. The “no news is good news” principle is, according to us,
not acceptable in a number of use cases. For example, a webpayment may be confirmed to the Originator, based on the “no
news is good news” rule. When ultimately the Originator’s Bank
receives a negative confirmation from its CSM and/or the
Beneficiary’s Bank, the Originator might have logged off from the
site believing that the payment has taken place because a
confirmation was received. Any use case where Originator and
Beneficiary are not directly in contact with each other might suffer
from the uncertainty of the “no news is good news” principle.
4.2.4

Charging Principles

228.

Payments UK

Charges to Customers will be based on the shared principle such
that the Originator and Beneficiary are charged separately and
individually by the Originator Bank and Beneficiary Bank
respectively. The basis and level of charges to Customers are
entirely a matter for individual Participants and their Customers.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

It is important to be aware of the
difference between the Single Euro
Payments Area and the scope of PSD2
as the jurisdictional scope of the SEPA
Schemes
extends
beyond
the
European
Economic
Area
(EEA)
countries. Our understanding is that
payments made in accordance with the
SEPA Regulation (Regulation (EU) No
260/2012) and the SEPA Schemes, to
or from countries and territories
outside the EEA (e.g. Switzerland,
Monaco, San Marino and the British
Crown Dependencies), or which might
be seen as ‘domestic’ (e.g. GBP from
the UK to Jersey) – even if those
countries or territories pass equivalent
legislation – should be treated as oneleg transactions under PSD2.
229.

Swedish
bankers
association

Suggested addition – clarification – based on the Q&A for SEPA
Credit Transfers (SCT).

Should follow the same procedures
as explained in the Q&A for SCT.

In the event of an SCT [Inst] recall, where the SCT [Inst] was
subject to a currency conversion at the Beneficiary Bank, who
should be liable for any potential currency loss?
A recall is always initiated by the Originator Bank, possibly on
behalf of its customer. Neither the Beneficiary nor the
Beneficiary Bank has any influence on it. As a consequence, they
should not bear any loss related to it.
The positive response of the Beneficiary Bank to a recall request
is a return message with a specific return reason “following
cancellation request” (FOCR).
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No change.
There is a
section
dedicated on
Recalls. The
Beneficiary
Bank can
charge a fee
for a positive
response to a
recall. A
currency
conversion
loss may be
included in
the Recall fee.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

The scheme allows for the Beneficiary Bank to charge a fee for
such a positive response. This fee is clearly identified in the
return message, which also contains the amount of the original
SCT [Inst] and the amount of the return transaction. Currency
conversion losses may be included in the recall fee that may be
charged by the Beneficiary Bank.
In exceptional cases, currency conversion loss can be settled
outside the Recall procedure by rejecting the Recall request and
settling the issue in a bi-lateral way.
4.3

SCT Inst Processing Flows

230.

Anonymous

To define precisely the concept of "Interbank Space"

To keep coherence with section 1.4
Figure1 which only refers to CSM.

Definition
added in
section 7.

231.

EBA Clearing

Adding language in relevant sections of the rulebook to enable
optional use of a return/reversal message initiated by the
Beneficiary or the BB on its behalf to reimburse the Originator
(compare with return/reversal definitions in the SCT rulebook,
exact scope of use, e.g. amount, reasons for use, duration, etc.
could be assessed).

The draft Scheme does not cover a
return/reversal message initiated by
the Beneficiary and we are of the
opinion that adding such a STP
processing
flow
and
supporting
messages would be beneficial to the
Scheme as neither the current recall
nor the initiation of “new SCT Inst” can
provide such an STP customer
experience in a pan-European context.

No change.
Reversal is
used only for
SDD.

Such an additional message should
also be dealt with under the Scheme as
single payment transactions following
the routing path used for the initial SCT
Inst to enable smooth reconciliation
process and interoperability.
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Returns:
Expectation
that the
volumes in
such specific
cases are low.
The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook.
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

4.3.1

SCT Inst Processing Flow (PR-01)

232.

Anonymous

(…)
CT-01.03 Immediately the Originator Bank will make a
Reservation of the Amount on the account of the Originator. This
will be followed by the immediate sending of the SCT Inst
transaction message to ensure receipt by the Beneficiary Bank via
the selected CSM in accordance with the rules of the Scheme
within the maximum execution time. The data elements to be
provided are defined in dataset DS-02 below.
CT-01.04 (A) The Beneficiary Bank executes various validation
checks.
(B) In case the validation checks are successful, the Beneficiary
Bank must immediately make the funds available to the
Beneficiary. The Beneficiary Bank will make the information of
DS-04 available to the Beneficiary on the basis agreed between
the Beneficiary and his Beneficiary Bank. This action means that
the Beneficiary has immediate use of the funds subject to the
terms and conditions governing the use of the account of the
Beneficiary.

Reason for change

EPC
response

The contributor suggests the
transaction flow in the SCT Inst
Scheme to be amended so
transactions are finalized with a status
response (enriched Pacs.002) to both
Originator and Beneficiary PSP.
Simultaneous notification ensures that
both PSPs know when the transaction
is successful and funds can be
released to the Beneficiary, whereby
the consequences of transactions
getting lost in flight is lower.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

CT-01.05 The Beneficiary Bank sends a positive confirmation
message back to the Originator Bank following the same path as
the original transaction confirming that the SCT Inst amount has
been made available to the Beneficiary. transaction has been
accepted. The data elements to be provided are defined in dataset
DS-03 below.
CT-01.06 The CSM receives the positive confirmation message
from the Beneficiary Bank and then sends a positive confirmation
message simultaneously to both the Beneficiary and the Originator
Bank that the transaction is accepted.
CT.01.07 (A) The Beneficiary Bank immediately makes the funds
available to the Beneficiary. The Beneficiary Bank will make the
information of DS-04 available to the Beneficiary on the basis
agreed between the Beneficiary and his Beneficiary Bank. This
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

action means that the Beneficiary has immediate use of the funds
subject to the terms and conditions governing the use of the
account of the Beneficiary.
(B) Originator Bank sends the Originator an instant notification
message about the funds made available to the Beneficiary if
agreed with the Originator.
233.

Anonymous

BIC control: CT 01.02.: the control is still foreseen?

Proposal: It should be stated the
exception for non EEA countries,
where control of IBAN and BIC occurs

Wording
change done.

234.

Febelfin

We would prefer to avoid the use of an investigation procedure
which is optional and where there is no indication on the time
within which an answer is required. Other alternatives exist to
avoid in doubt messages.

With the procedure as presented, the
originator bank cannot say anything
to his customer because he has no
information and does not know if and
when he will receive this information
(no maximum time limit) which is not
really beneficial for an instant
payment scheme. Other alternatives
do exist: the CSM could automatically
reject the message after the agreed
maximum time limit and the
originator bank can resend the
message. The CSM will apply the
idempotency principle so that there is
no risk for duplicates This procedure is
used by RealTime24/7 in Denmark..

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Figure 5: SCT Inst Process (PR-01)
235.

Dutch payments
association

Adjust figure to include pending status step (see Dutch comments
under 4.3.2)

EPC173-16 SCT Inst Rulebook- 2016 Public Consultation comments & EPC responses

See response
under 4.3.2.
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Contributor
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Reason for change

EPC
response

236.

Dutch payments
association

Process step ‘Transmits positive confirmation message’ must take
place after process step ‘Check instruction’ instead of after the
process step ‘Makes funds available’

Figure 5 is not consistent with figure 3.
Please use figure 3 as reference.

Figure 5
adapted in
line with
general EPC
response for
chapter 4.

237.

Portuguese
banking
community

The flow that comes out of the process CT-01.04 (B) should be
labelled

The Beneficiary Bank will make the
information of DS-04 available to the
Beneficiary

Change done.

238.

Portuguese
banking
community

Process relabelled CT-01.03

There are 2 different processes with
the same label

Change done.

239.

Shahid Ali

In Figure 5, Reject has been mentioned with underline at some
place while at other without underline. Make this consistent in
Figure 5 or in case this has been done with some purpose behind,
provide the purpose.

Formatting change

Change done.

240.

Tata consulting
services

The activity CT-01.04R “Cancels SCT Inst transaction” should also
trigger a deletion of the reservation on the account of the Originator
by the Bank of the Originator (Reversal of CT-01.03 “Reserves on
originator acct”).

NOK of Bank of Beneficiary should
trigger a deletion of the reservation on
the account of the Originator by the
Bank of the Originator.

Change done.

4.3.2

Exception Processing Flow

241.

Caixabank
Spain

Rulebook should clearly specify what
does ‘normal way’ mean when it
comes to Obligations to be fulfilled by
Originator Bank. As far as no
maximum lapse of time to effect
checking is defined, there is no
‘normal way’ to treat a SCTinst
Payment Instruction.

Rewording
has been
done in 1st §
of 4.3.2.

SCT Inst transactions are handled according to the time frame
described in section 4.2.3. If, for whatever reason, any party
cannot handle the transaction in the normal (????) way...
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Contributor
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Reason for change

EPC
response

A possible way to settle this issue
could be defining this max lapse as
suggested when effecting comments
on point 4.2.1. some paragraphs up
this document.
242.

Dutch payments
association

SCT Inst transactions are handled according to the time frame
described in section 4.2.3. If, for whatever reason, any party
cannot handle the transaction in the normal way, the SCT Inst
Transaction cannot be processed under the Scheme and will be
immediately rejected and the process of exception handling starts.
The messages resulting from these situations are all handled in a
standardised way, at process level as well as at dataset level.
However, in case of a fraud or sanction screening alert, a party
cannot handle the transaction in the normal time frame, as manual
investigation may be required. In that situation, a pending status
must be assigned and communicated in order to avoid unnecessary
uncertainty for the Originator PSP.
New Step for Pending status:
CT-01.04R The Beneficiary Bank must send a pending status
message to the Originator bank within the maximum execution
time defined in section 4.2.3.
The pending status will need to be sent in case of a Fraud or
Sanction Screening alert and must always be followed by a
confirmation (either positive or negative)
Changed text for section 4.5.3 Ds-03 Confirmation Message to
Originator Bank:
This dataset describes the content of a positive or a negative
confirmation message, or a pending status on a SCT Inst
Transaction message to be sent to the Originator Bank

SCT Inst is rejected following a Fraud /
Sanction Screening Alert – the need for
a Pending status
The current EPC SCT Inst Rulebook
states that if, for whatever reason, any
party cannot handle the transaction in
the normal way, the SCT Inst should be
rejected. Specifically in the case of a
Sanction Screening alert, the PSP can
be legally obligated to hold this
transactions for further investigation
and not to reject the transaction.
Hence, currently the Rulebook does not
comply with existing EU legislation.
Should the investigation conclude that
the Sanction Screening Alert turns out
to be a Hit (True Positive), then one of
the follow-up actions might be that the
funds need to be frozen (on a subaccount) and cannot be sent back to
the Originator (PSP), which would have
happened in case the transaction was
rejected. If the Alert turns out to be a
False Positive (no Hit), the Pending
status is lifted and the transaction can
still be completed, as intended.

No change
done. In case
of a positive
hit at the
Beneficiary
Bank, it has
to apply the
rules of the
national
legislation
which the
Beneficiary
Bank falls
under.
The rulebook
cannot
specify how
scheme
participants
should handle
CTF/ embargo
checks. These
checks are
also to be
followed for
non-SEPA
payment
transactions.

New section in the table “Attributes contained”
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Reason for change

EPC
response

Pending status message (PDNG code)

For this reason the NL SCT Inst
requirements include a ‘Pending’
status, which allows sufficient time for
the investigation following the Alert to
be conducted, including the execution
of subsequent follow-up actions. This
‘pending’ status is reported back to the
originator PSP, for information on the
status of the transaction. This in order
to
avoid
situations
where
no
confirmation (positive or negative) is
received after the time-out deadline,
leading to unnecessary uncertainty for
the Originator PSP.

The EPC is in
the process of
producing a
Risk
Management
Annex (RMA)
for the SCT
Inst scheme
which will
cover among
others these
aspects. The
RMA will only
be shared
with
(applicant)
scheme
participants
given its
sensitive
information.

•

41 The originator’s reference of the SCT Inst Instruction

•

43 The Originator Bank’s reference number of the SCT Inst
Transaction message

•

51 The Beneficiary Bank’s reference of the SCT Inst
Transaction (status id)

R8 The reason code for the pending status of the SCT Inst

In addition, the Pending status can also
be used for investigating Fraud alerts
(this is also included in the NL SCT Inst
requirements), following a similar
process. The Pending status and the
additional information it provides will
also improve the overall customer
experience of SCT Inst and reduce
operational effort at O-PSP and B-PSP
(less inquiries, following less incorrect
rejections, and more information on
the transaction status).
4.3.2.1
243.

Reject processing Flow

Anonymous

A ‘Reject’ occurs when an SCT Inst Instruction or Transaction is
not accepted for…

Proposal: “Instruction, Transaction,
Transaction message”: we suggest
that terms should be standardized
(unified)
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Contributor
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Reason for change

EPC
response

244.

Payments UK

Reject messages should be transmitted within the maximum
execution time defined in section 4.2.3 “ss seconds" maximum
execution time

Again need exact time to be executed.
Refers back to section 4.2.3 target
maximum execution time – 10 seconds
but this is contradicted in 4.2.3.C.
Clarity needed.

The rulebook
aims to cater
for various
SCT Inst
Transaction
chain set-ups,
incl. the
involvement
of more than
one actor in
the interbank
space. The
EPC cannot
rely on likefor-like
benchmark
data to define
a maximum
number of
seconds for
each involved
party. Setting
a tight SCT
Inst execution
time per
party at the
scheme
launch will
also affect the
wide-spread
scheme
adherence by
various sorts
of PSPs.

4.3.2.2 Recall processing flow (PR-02)
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245.

ABI

The Recall procedure must be initiated by the Originator Bank
within 10 Banking Business Days after the date execution time of
the SCT Inst subject to the Recall.

In the event of suspected or actual
fraud the recall message (DS-05) can
be initiated and transmitted instantly
by the Originator Bank, even before
the settlement of the original SCTInst
transaction.

Wording
change done.
The scheme
participants
have the
choice to
send recall
requests and
related
answers
instantly (or
not). The
Interbank
Space will
have to
process/
transmit
recall
messages
instantly at all
times.

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 Inst
is subject to one of the following reasons only:
• Duplicate sending
• Technical problems resulting in erroneous SCT(s)
• Fraudulent originated Credit Transfer
In case of fraudulent originated Credit Transfer the Originator Bank
can instantly initiate the recall procedure (even before the
settlement).

The instant transmission allows the
Beneficiary Bank to be immediately
and promptly warned about frauds and
to be in a position to readily introduce
protection mechanisms from similar
transactions that could also be
repeated in sequence. All the other
recall procedure characteristics in the
Rulebook (e.g. answer within 10
Banking Business Days following the
SCT Inst Recall request) need not to be
changed.

The main characteristics of a Recall (DS-05 and DS-06) are: ….
246.

Anonymous

(…)
CT-02.01R The Originator Bank can reject the request of the
Originator to make a Recall when it judges that the SCT Inst is
not the subject of one of the foregoing reasons.
CT-02.02 CSM will send a status response to Originator Bank
indicating the recall has been sent to Beneficiary Bank.
CT-02.03CT-02.02 The Beneficiary Bank must always handle the
Recall upon receipt of such request and provide either a positive
or negative answer within 10 Banking Business Days. If there are
sufficient funds on the account and the funds are not yet
returned, the Beneficiary Bank may, depending on the legislation
in its country and/or contractual agreement with the Beneficiary:

In the contributor’s opinion the
suggested changes are believed to
support a more robust flow and
minimise the risk of fail scenarios.
The change reflected in CT-02.02 is
introduced in order to give the
Originator Bank confirmation that
the recall has been forwarded to the
Beneficiary Bank.
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The recall
processing
has been
reviewed. The
Interbank
Space will
have to
process/
transmit
recall
messages
instantly at all
times.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
• Generate an immediate positive answer by debiting the account
• Decide whether it is necessary to ask the Beneficiary for debit
authorisation
• Be obliged to get the Beneficiary’s authorization to debit its
account
For handling of the Recall the Beneficiary Bank has 10 Banking
Business Days to provide the Originator Bank with an answer.
CT-02.03RCT-02.02R The Beneficiary Bank will generate a
negative answer to the Originator Bank and give reason for it if:
• there are insufficient funds on the account

Reason for change

EPC
response

The changes CT-02.07- CT-02.08 is
meant for the Originator Bank to
validate i.e. if the Originator’s
account is still open.
The changes CT-02.09- CT-02.10
matches the suggested changes to
the flow in 1.4 and 4.3.1 and are
reasoned above.

• the account is closed
• there is a legal reason: to be explained in a clear text
• Beneficiary’s refusal
• no response from beneficiary
• Original SCT Inst never received
• already returned transaction
CT-02.04CT-02.03 If needed the Beneficiary is asked for his
authorization for a Recall
CT-02.05CT-02-04 The Beneficiary Bank generates a positive
answer to the Recall by debiting the account of the Beneficiary (if
needed, the Beneficiary Bank waits until it has received the
authorisation from the Beneficiary for debiting his account).
CT-02.06CT-02.05 The CSM validates the answer from the
Beneficiary Bank and creates a reservation on the Beneficiary
Bank’s credit line. CSM sends the return transaction to the
Originator Bank. receives the positive answer to the Recall from
the Beneficiary Bank and settles this with the Originator Bank.
CT-02.07 The Originator Bank processes the return transaction.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

The list of reasons of a recall is not
aligned with the change request nb. 40
in the SCT rulebook consultation. The
"recall request by the originator"
reason should be added if accepted
after the SCT consultation process.

A new section
“Request for
Recall by the
Originator”
has been
added.

CT-02.08 If the processing of the return transaction is positive,
the Originator Bank sends a status message to the CSM to initiate
clearing and settlement.
CT-02.09 CSM initiates clearing and settlement.
CT-02.10 CSM sends positive status replies to the Originator and
Beneficiary Bank simultaneously to verify the payment is final.
CT-02.11CT-02.06 The Originator Bank credits the account of
the Originator with the amount of the positive answer to the
Recall.
CT-02.12CT-02.07 The Beneficiary Bank receives a negative
answer or no answer from the Beneficiary to process the Recall
and generates therefore a negative answer message.
CT-02.12RCT-02.07R The Beneficiary Bank received no debit
authorisation or no answer at all from the Beneficiary and
generates therefore a negative answer message in which it gives
the reason for refusal.
247.

Anonymous

p.27 and in CT-02.01 p.30:
.../... the Originator Bank has to check if the SCT Inst is subject
to one of the following reasons only:
• Duplicate sending
• Technical problems resulting in erroneous SCT(s)
• Fraudulent originated Credit Transfer
• Mistake made by the Originator himself
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EPC
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248.

BPFI

CT-02.01:

If the SCT CR currently under
consultation
to
add
misdirected
payments to the list of valid reasons
then this should also be included in the
SCT Inst scheme.

A new section
“Request for
Recall by the
Originator”
has been
added.

Besides technical/ fraud/ duplication
reasons described on named field,
some kind of automatic process that
could include both recalls initiated by
Originator or rejections (once
credited) asked by Beneficiary for
whatever reason should be foreseen.
These kind of situations could
certainly be settled directly by both
parts as they require for their
permission or knowledge, but it may
be advisable to include them on the
scope of the scheme in order to keep
integrity of final fate of all payment
orders routed by means of SCTinst.
Otherwise, Bank’s systems will not
have entire info concerning ops.
effected by them.

Returns asked
by the
Beneficiary:
expectation
that the
volumes in
such specific
cases are low.
The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
SCT Inst
rulebook.

Additional reason for recall – misdirected Payment – may need to
be added if this is accepted as a change request for the 2017
Change cycle as submitted.

249.

Caixabank
Spain

As we consider that SCT and SCTinst
should be as homogeneous as
possible, it may be wise to add this
new utility on both rulebooks at the
same time, probably 2017.
250.

Dutch payments
association

CT-02.01: the path used for initiating the Recall should be identical
to the one through the same intermediaries used for the SCT Inst
subject to the Recall.

Consistent with 4.3.2.2, 5th bullet
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Rewording
has been
done.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

251.

EBA Clearing

We suggest clarifying in section 4.3.2.2 that the Recall request and
its answer provide for single cancellation requests/answers
processed in real-time.

On recalls, the Scheme would benefit
from a more explicit mentioning that
recalls (both request and answers)
should always be sent as individual
messages and in real-time under the
SCT Inst Rulebook. This does not
suggest however, that recall replies
should be answered instantly (the
necessary time for investigation by
OB/BB should be preserved); it solely
requires the recall request and reply in
the interbank space to use the
messages from the Scheme in a realtime
messaging
exchange.
By
embedding this in the rulebook
possible diverging implementations
could be avoided in support of technical
interoperability.

Wording
change done.
The scheme
participants
have the
choice to
send recalls
and related
answers
instantly (or
not). The
Interbank
Space will
have to
process/
transmit
recall
messages
instantly at all
times.

252.

FIS Global

The Recall procedure can be initiated only by the Originator Bank,
which may do it on behalf of its customer.

iSCT could be used by the industry to
implement in store purchases (e.g. you
pay for a good via iSCT in a store).

A separate
section
“Request for
Recall by the
Originator”
has been
added in line
with a similar
change in the
normal SCT
rulebook. This
section differs
from the
standard
Recall process

The recall is allowed only for a strict subset of reasons, related to
technical issues and frauds. Originator bank, in case of recalls on
behalf of the customers, should explicitly check that the reason is
for fraud only.
Before initiating the Recall procedure, the Originator Bank has to
check if the SCT Inst is subject to one of the following reasons only

In this B2C scenario (and other
business cases that might arise) it’s
very important that the payment is
definitive for the merchant.
The only allowed dispute or recall case
is the fraud, this approach mimic the
one used in card schemes.
In summary: recall originated by
customers should be kept under strict
control by the originator bank.
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EPC
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253.

French banking
federation

CT-02.02 and CT-02.02R:

This
reason
“Already
returned
transaction” can’t be used for SCT
INST. There is no Return in this
scheme.

Rewording
done.

254.

Payments UK

CT-02.01: Additional reason for recall – misdirected Payment –
may need to be added if this is accepted as a change request for
the 2017 Change cycle as submitted.

If the SCT CR currently under
consultation
to
add
misdirected
payments to the list of valid reasons
then this should also be included in the
SCT Inst scheme.

A new section
“Request for
Recall by the
Originator”
has been
added.

255.

S&T Slovenia

A Recall occurs when the Originator Bank requests to cancel an SCT
Inst. The Recall procedure must be initiated by the Originator Bank
within 10 Banking Business Days after execution date of the SCT
Inst subject to the Recall.

1. It is unclear and inconvenient for
the end user.

Wording
change done.
The scheme
participants
have the
choice to
send recalls
and related
answers
instantly (or
not). The
Interbank
Space will
have to
process/
transmit
recall
messages
instantly at all
times.

“Already returned transaction”

2. SCTinst is pan EU near real time
24/7 payment service.
3. For some customer
services
Originator even might not know in
which
Bank
Calendar
the
Originator
Bank
/
Financial
institution is working.
4. Parties involved can span three
different
Bank
business
day
calendar schemas.
5. Alternative 1: 10 Target-2 working
days
6. Alternative 2: 13 days (additional
2 days for weekend and 1 day for
statistical holiday)
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256.

S&T Slovenia

The main characteristics of a Recall (DS-05 and DS-06) are:

1. 10 days is long period. It might not
be possible to route it through the
same intermediaries. E.g. due to
going out of business.

The scheme
participants
will have the
choice to
send recalls
and related
answers
instantly (or
not). The
Interbank
Space will
have to
process/
transmit
recall
messages
instantly at all
times.

• the amount sent back can differ from the Original amount of the
SCT Inst transaction. The Beneficiary Bank may decide to charge a
fee to the Originator Bank.
• the Recall message is routed through the same intermediaries
used for the original SCT Inst transaction, with no alteration of the
data contained in the original SCT Inst transaction.
•

257.

S&T Slovenia

the Recall message contains data of the original SCT Inst
transaction.

The Beneficiary Bank must always handle the Recall upon receipt
of such request and provide either a positive or negative answer
within 10 Banking Business Days. If there are sufficient funds on
the account and the funds are not yet returned, the Beneficiary
Bank may, depending on the legislation in its country and/or
contractual agreement with the Beneficiary:

2. Alternative: Intermediaries must
not exit the SCT Inst system until
all “their” Recalls are fulfilled or
timed off. Something like R-only in
DD systems.

Redundant. Already defined in the first
sentence.

Wording
changes have
been done.

• Generate an immediate positive answer by debiting the account
• Decide whether it is necessary to ask the Beneficiary for debit
authorisation
• Be obliged to get the Beneficiary’s authorization to debit its
account
For handling of the Recall the Beneficiary Bank has 10 Banking
Business Days to provide the Originator Bank with an answer.
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258.

S&T Slovenia

CT-02.02R The Beneficiary Bank will generate a negative answer
to the Originator Bank and give reason for it if:

Last two reasons might be reported
also by the CSM in the name of the
Beneficiary Bank. Workflow should
reflect that.

It is up to
each
Beneficiary
Bank to
determine if
its CSM
should
provide this
service.

Recall processing flow within SCT Inst
has to be lean.

The scheme
participants
will have the
choice to
send recalls
and related
answers
instantly (or
not). The
Interbank
Space will
have to
process/
transmit
recall
messages
instantly at all
times.

• there are insufficient funds on the account
• the account is closed
• there is a legal reason: to be explained in a clear text
• Beneficiary’s refusal
• no response from beneficiary
• Original SCT Inst never received
• already returned transaction
259.

Tata consulting
services

If SCT Inst has to be used on point of sale, as well as to cover daily
business, then the transaction has to be irrevocable by the
originator.
Technical problems has to be solved by a proper error handling. As
proposition, provide a cancel message of initiated payment by
Originator or originator Bank, if technical problems arises, e.g.
Beneficiary Bank is not available and payments have to be rolled
back.
Sending back an SCT Inst payment may be covered as well with
adaption of existing SCT.

SCT Inst payment has to be irrevocable
after successful processing.
Manual approval of Beneficiary to
cancel the payment makes it difficult to
integrate for Beneficiary.
Recall of payments within 10 days
leads merchants to use debit/credit
cards instead of SCT Inst.
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260.

Tata consulting
services

Please, specify the handling of the returned amount if FX
conversion to the account currency of the beneficiary account was
done.

FX and fee handling are missing.

FX and fee
handling are
out of scope
of the
scheme. The
Beneficiary
Bank is
entitled to
charge a fee.

If the Originator is able to initiate a
Recall, then the diagram has to be
updated to reflect this flow (one arrow
from originator to CT-02.01

The figure
has been
updated.

Figure 6: SCT Inst Recall Process (PR-02)
261.

Anonymous

262.

D+H

"CT-02.06 Credit originator for recall Return of SCT Inst"

Assumption is that in case a recall is
approved- a payment return is initiated
to answer the recall. (Not clear from
the diagram, but this is the expectation
as the credit transfer is irrevocable). In
this case – crediting the originator
would be based on the return message
received from the beneficiary bank.

Technically it
might be an
ISO return
message, but
the formal
request has
been a Recall,
not a Return
which is not
foreseen in
the SCT Inst
scheme.

263.

Portuguese
banking
community

The process “Forwards Recall request” should be labelled

Several checks must be done, which
must be also defined and documented

Figure has
been
updated.
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264.

Portuguese
banking
community

The diagram should include decision’s representation (see CT02.02 )

Clarification

Figure has
been
updated.

Within the exception processing flow a
return initiated by the beneficiary party
should be included in SCT inst real time
scheme. The beneficiary could ask the
beneficiary bank to return the funds
within the next 10 banking business
days after having been credited into
the account. The process should be
equivalent to the positive recall answer
(from CT-02.03 to CT-02.06) and with
the same dataset (DS-06). In this
particular case no fee should be
allowed (AT-47).

This proposed
section has
not been
taken up. The
expectation is
that the
return volume
in such
specific cases
is low. The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
rulebook.

PROPOSED NEW section 4.3.2.3 Returns processing flow (by beneficiary’s order)
265.

Spanish
banking
association

The return occurs when the beneficiary asks/agrees to the
beneficiary bank to return a SCT inst. The reasons for this
transaction can be agreed outside the scheme by agreement
between beneficiary and ordering parties or unilaterally taken by
beneficiary if there is no acceptance of the funds (i.e. unknown
origin).
The main characteristics of a Return (DS-06) are:
• the amount sent back cannot differ from the Original amount of
the SCT Inst transaction.
• the Return message is routed through the same intermediaries
used for the original SCT Inst transaction, with no alteration of
the data contained in the original SCT Inst transaction.

This will avoid a big number of
claims/investigation process for banks
and uncertainty for the ordering party
when both parties agreed that a
transaction has to be returned, in
addition to that this will shorten the R
processing time.
Reasons accepted could be:
Duplicate payment
By order of the Beneficiary
PROPOSED NEW section under 4.3.2. for a return processing flow
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266.

SWIFT

Proposal
We propose to include the return process in the exception
processing flow section and to assign the correct “Return”message to this process.

Observation:
Additional clarification might be
required for the processing of
exception handling messages, so
called “R”-messages.
For SCTInst, the current interpretation
is the following:
•

•

•
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A Creditor Bank is not allowed to
“Return” the funds after
settlement of the payment – it is
expected that the payment
instruction is rejected instead, but
it is unclear what will happen with
the funds (i.e. new payment
instruction and return are not
allowed in the SCTInst Scheme).
The Creditor may send the funds
back to the Debtor – In this case
a brand new payment instruction
is used (so not considered a
“pure” Return)
A Debtor Bank/Debtor may ask for
a recall (i.e. cancellation of the
payment instruction) – the
positive answer to this recall
request, and if Beneficiary agrees,
is a Return message, with a
specific reason code (FOCR).

EPC
response
This proposed
section has
not been
taken up. The
expectation is
that the
return volume
in such
specific cases
is low. The
contributor
can submit a
change
request for
the version
2.0 of the
rulebook.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

The SCTInst rulebook foresees
Rejections and Recalls only – Returns
are not allowed – however the above
shows that the positive outcome of a
recall requested by the Debtor
Bank/Debtor is actually a return
message (i.e. is not a brand new
payment instruction). This is
contradictory and might lead to
confusion and inadequate
processing/flagging at/by CSM and
banks.
4.4
267.

Optional SCT Inst Transaction status investigation procedure (PR-03)
ABI

Optional SCT Inst Transaction status investigation procedure (PR03)
The Scheme foresees a optional mandatory investigation procedure
for the Originator Bank for exceptional situations whereby no
confirmation message has reached the Originator Bank after the
time-out deadline defined in section 4.2.3. The Scheme obliges the
Beneficiary Bank to respond to this investigation procedure.
….
The Scheme does not define a maximum time limit by which the
optional investigation procedure should be completed nor defines
the number of repetitions the Originator Bank has to re-issue this
investigation procedure in case no response has been received
from the interbank space or from the Beneficiary Bank on the first
SCT Inst status inquiry message

We point out that the investigation
procedure is not necessary in the
approach "No news, bad news"
because Banks (the Originator Bank
and the Beneficiary Banks) always are
well aware of the result of SCTInst
transaction. In Italian view, therefore,
we consider worthwhile to delete the
entire paragraph 4.4 of the Rulebook
and every mention to the investigation
procedure in the Rulebook.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

However, as a second best, if the
approach “No news good news” were
to be confirmed, we propose (in
tracked changes – see the column to
the left) to consider the investigation
procedure as mandatory.

…
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Reason for change

4.2.3D

We believe that the Originator Bank
should be obliged to start an
investigation procedure.

…
The Originator Bank cannot consider that the processing of the SCT
Inst transaction has failed until it has received a confirmation
message reporting the failure of the SCT Inst transaction. The
Scheme provides the Originator Bank with the obligation an option
to start an investigation procedure (see section 4.4) in case the
Originator Bank wishes to inquire about the actual status of the
initial SCT Inst transaction. The Scheme obliges the Beneficiary
Bank to respond to this investigation procedure (via the dataset
DS-03).

268.

Anonymous

Certain Optional SCT Inst
procedure should be defined

Transaction

status

investigation

EPC
response

So we propose to substitute the term
“optional” with “mandatory” in every
part of Rulebook related to the
investigation procedure. We underline
that the Italian Banks proposal is in line
with the conclusion of the “SCT Inst
sub-group
of
payment
risk
management experts” that advised to
provide for a mandatory investigation
procedure.
We would suggest the investigation
procedure to be mandatory. Absence
of
detailed
rules
could
cause
uncertainty in communication (by
using different message types).
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for chapter 4.
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269.

Anonymous

TBD.

The scheme should define clear and
unambiguous procedures and rules for
investigations.

The
implementati
on guidelines
will define a
message for
this specific
investigation
that
Originator
Banks will
have to
follow. The
response to
such
investigation
will either a
positive or a
negative
confirmation
message.

Investigation of cross border
transactions poses quite different
challenges then investigations at a
national level, not least due to the
language barrier and the fact that the
PSPs across Europe do not know each
other. Accordingly the Rulebook must
help facilitate efficient processes for
investigations.
Clear and unambiguous rules should
encompass a requirement to send a
status response to the PSP requesting
a transaction to be investigated. If
discrepancies occur in the technical
value chain resulting in a failed
attempt to deliver a request for
investigation, valuable time can pass
before the unsuccessful delivery is
discovered. The discrepancy will then
first be discovered when the request
for a status is sent.
270.

Anonymous

The rulebook is silent about the
timeframe of the response by the
Beneficiary Bank.
After receipt of the Investigation
procedure message, the Beneficiary
Bank should at least send a
confirmation notice.
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The scheme
obliges the
Beneficiary
Bank and the
Interbank
Space parties
to instantly
process and
to respond
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Reason for change

EPC
response
instantly to
this
investigation.

271.

Anonymous

272.

BPFI

To define precisely the concept of "Interbank Space"

To keep coherence with section 1.4
Figure1 which only refers to CSM.

Definition
added in
Section 7.

We do not see the requirement to
have an investigation procedure if
Time-out rules are adhered to.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

Propose to remove.
273.

Caixabank
Spain

274.

D+H

The Scheme foresees an optional a compulsory investigation
procedure for the Originator Bank for exceptional situations
whereby no confirmation message has reached the Originator
Bank after the time-out deadline defined in section 4.2.3.
The Scheme foresees an optional investigation procedure for the
Originator Bank for exceptional situations whereby no confirmation
message has reached the Originator Bank after the time-out
deadline defined in section 4.2.3. The Scheme obliges the
Beneficiary Bank to respond to this investigation procedure."

Consequence of what asked on our
point for 4.2.3.D.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

It is not clear how this process
facilitates cases where there is timeout
between CSM and FI, where the
original transaction was not received
either by CSM or by Beneficiary FI. The
investigation messages do not provide
information to try and process the
transaction
(opposed
to
repeat
messages used by other schemes.

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

This will result in a negative
investigation resolution will be sent to
Originating bank. Thereafter, the
originating bank will need to re-send
the transaction.
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EPC
response

It seems like this process for handling
timeouts can lead to uncertainty,
additional
messaging,
and
a
cumbersome process.
275.

Finnish banking
association

Optional
Mandatory
SCT
Inst
investigation procedure (PR-03)

Transaction

status

The same reason as 4.2.3.D

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

The Scheme foresees an optional mandatory investigation
procedure for the Originator Bank for exceptional situations
whereby no confirmation message has reached the Originator Bank
after the time-out deadline—
….
The Scheme does not define a maximum time limit by which the
optionalmandatory investigation procedure should be completed
nor defines the number of repetitions the originator Bank has to reissue….
276.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

The Scheme does not define a maximum time limit by which the
optional investigation procedure should be completed nor defines
the number of repetitions the Originator Bank has to re-issue this
investigation procedure in case no response has been received
from the interbank space or from the Beneficiary Bank on the first
SCT Inst status inquiry message. If the Originator Bank would like
to make use of the optional investigation procedure it should launch
the investigation immediately after the time-out deadline defined
in section 4.2.3. and if no confirmation message has reached the
Originator Bank.

This rule should ensure that in the
absence of a maximum time limit by
which
the
optional
investigation
procedure should be completed it is in
the interest of all actors to complete
the payment as soon as possible
(without undue delay).

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
The
Originator
Bank has the
option to start
an
investigation
procedure.

277.

Payments UK

Optional SCT Inst Transaction status

The scheme does not define a
maximum time limit – this is in total
contradiction to whole principles of
instant payments. If investigation is to
be routed through same channels as

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

SCT Inst but no response has been
received
from
initial
payment
instruction does this not lead you to
believe that there is a communication
error somewhere in the channels?
Although this is being offered as an
optional functionality – if included in
rulebook all participants must be at
least available to receive and respond
to enquiries. Propose to remove.
278.

Payments UK

The Scheme does not define a maximum time limit by which the
optional investigation procedure should be completed (it should)
nor defines the number of repetitions the Originator Bank has to
re-issue this investigation procedure in case no response has been
received (it should) from the interbank space or from the
Beneficiary Bank on the first SCT Inst status inquiry message
(there should be measures to ensure the Beneficiary bank does
respond).

There needs to be a maximum time
limit for response to an investigation
request – not necessarily instant. This
would negate the need to send multiple
requests and there should be action for
beneficiary banks or CSMs who do not
respond to investigation requests –
otherwise there is no incentive to do
so.

The scheme
obliges the
Beneficiary
Bank and the
Interbank
Space parties
to instantly
process and
to respond
instantly to
this
investigation.

279.

S&T Slovenia

4.4 Optional SCT Inst Transaction status investigation procedure
(PR-03)

How can be it be optional, when it is
mandatory for the Beneficiary Bank?

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.
The
Originator
Bank can opt
to start the
rulebook
investigation
procedure,
wait or use
another

The Scheme foresees an optional investigation procedure for the
Originator Bank for exceptional situations whereby no confirmation
message has reached the Originator Bank after the time-out
deadline defined in section 4.2.3. The Scheme obliges the
Beneficiary Bank to respond to this investigation procedure.
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Contributor
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Reason for change

EPC
response
channel to
know the final
status of the
transaction.

280.

STUZZA Austria

The optional status investigation procedure should be skipped as a
whole from our point of view -> Delete chapter 4.4 and all hints to
the status investigation procedure in the document.

The
procedure
adds
additional
complexity and is not easy to handle.
If the sending bank does not receive a
confirmation message the chance to
get an answer to a status investigation

See general
EPC response
for chapter 4.

message via the same channel is from
a technical point of view not very high.
Furthermore the transaction is already
final after 25 seconds. The fact that the
procedure is only optional does not
really help as you have of course to be
able to react to an incoming request as
receiving bank. There is still the
possibility to implement such a
procedure in a later stage if really
needed.
281.

Tata consulting
services

What do you mean with Interbank?
The clearing System has to track the processing to the beneficiary
Bank. This would suffice to retransmit the message to the
Beneficiary. If the originator Bank is always the beginning part of
the investigation, then confirmation of executed payment can be
done directly through originator Bank without bothering other
parties.

The duties of the stakeholders can be
worked out clearer.

Definition of
Interbank
Space added
in section 7.

Can only the originator Bank start the investigation, why not the
originator or Beneficiary (by knowing the end-to-end ID)?
4.5 Business Requirements for Datasets
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EPC
response

282.

Portuguese
banking
community

Mandatory/Optional attributes

Based on the experience of SEPA
Schemes, there should be clarity on
the way yellow and white fields are
used

We refer to
the
Implementation
Guidelines.

SCT Inst IG should
following obligations:

include

the

• Even if an actor in the payment chain
is not using “white” fields in the
payment messages, the actor should
always pass any such “white” fields to
the next party in the chain
• All actors in the payment chain must
be able to support all “yellow” field
options in the payment messages. For
example, if data can be included in the
group header or the individual
transactions then actors must be able
to support both options
Or, the SCT Inst IG should clearly
define the “yellow” field option in the
SCT Inst messages
283.

Tata consulting
services

Finding
Describe the attributes based on ISO standards, e.g. debtor agent.
Describe the reference model for end-to-end processing. E.g. for
merchants the initiators of the payment will have an end-to-end
ID, which has to match and be provided to the beneficiary to initiate
the delivery of the goods.

Reuse of existing ISO 20022 logic in
payment processing.
End-to-End reference model has to be
defined to integrate SCT Inst into
business processes.
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will be
technically
translated
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IGs.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

4.5.1

DS-01 Customer to bank Credit Transfer Information

284.

Anonymous

“Rules applied”: we understand that exchange of data between
banks is limited by regulatory requirements (in our understanding
the content of the instruction does not differ from the existing one).

Proposal: The texts should be
amended with the clearer definition

No change to
be done here
as it is the
Customer-toBank dataset.

285.

Bankgirot

Description of DS-01

Can this “Originator Reference Party”
be a TPP, which on the request of the
Originator has initiated the payment
via the access to account-rules in
PSD2? In this case the DS-01 needs
to support an attribute that holds the
name and/or identification code of the
TPP. If not – where is that specified?

No change.
The TPP is a
channel but
not a party on
whose behalf
the Originator
initiates a
SCT Inst
Instruction.

Alias/proxy is not expected to be used
in the C2B area?

The v1.0 will
not include
such
attribute.
Change
requests for
having such
attribute can
always be
submitted in
the next
rulebook
change
management
cycle.

AT-08 The name of the Originator Reference Party
AT-09 The identification code of the Originator Reference Party
The role of a TPP

286.

D+H

Currently it is not listed as an attribute.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response

287.

French banking
federation

“Customer-to-Bank”

Typo

Rewording
done.

288.

Portuguese
banking
community

Mandatory and optional attributes should be defined

Clarification

We refer to
the contents
of the C2B
IGs. No
change in the
rulebook itself
needs to be
made.

4.5.2

DS-02 Interbank Payment Dataset

289.

Anonymous

• To refer to Regulation (EU)
1781/2006 and (EU) 2015/847 and
to also align SCT rulebook.

03: only
mandatory
when the
Originator
Bank

• 03 The address of the Originator (Optional if intra EU)
• 50 Timestamp of the acceptance of the SCT Inst Instruction by
the Originator Bank

• To align the wording
definition under 4.2.

with

the

or the
Beneficiary
Bank is
located in a
non-EEA
SEPA country
or territory
50: title
description
has been
amended
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EPC
response

290.

Bankgirot

Description of DS-02

Can this “Originator Reference Party”
be a TPP, which on the request of the
Originator has initiated the payment
via the access to account-rules in
PSD2? In this case the DS-01 needs
to support an attribute that holds the
name and/or identification code of the
TPP. If not – where is that specified?

No change.
The TPP is a
channel but
not a party on
whose behalf
the Originator
initiates a
SCT Inst
Instruction.

Attributes 44 and 45 should be the
same as 4.5.1.

No change to
remain in line
with standard
SCT rulebook
at this stage.

AT-08 The name of the Originator Reference Party
AT-09 The identification code of the Originator Reference Party
The role of a TPP

291.

Eurocommerce

Attributes contained

The purpose and category purpose
should be mandatory in the interbank
domain. If the customer provides the
purpose, it could be lost which could
hinder the B2C reconciliation or
potentially lead to the rejection of the
payment instruction if present ( e.g.
SALA for salary payments initiated
through SCT inst.)

4.5.3

DS-03 Confirmation Message to Originator Bank

292.

Commerzbank

Negative confirmation message (RJCT code)
R45 The specific reference of the party initiating the Reject

Attribut R5 to be
Attribut R4

replaced by

A change
request for
this attribute
can be
submitted in
the next
rulebook
change
management
cycle.

Has been
corrected.

Text specified under AT-R5 reflect
Attribut R4
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EPC
response

293.

Dutch payments
association

R54 The specific reference of the party initiating the Reject

Please verify the numbering.

Has been
corrected.

294.

Dutch payments
association

Include: An exact copy of the original Interbank payment dataset
(DS-02) which is being confirmed.

This to stay in line with the common
practice
of
SCT
and
simple
implementation

No change.
The goal is to
have only few
elements: to
keep the DS
as short as
possible.

295.

Dutch payments
association

Add extra attribute: AT-51 Timestamp of the ‘Valid SCT Inst?’
validation point.

Clarification: it is unclear why it was
removed from the rulebook, while it
was present in earlier versions. It could
be helpful in case of investigations of a
non-happy flow.

No change.
Not seen as a
necessary
feature of the
scheme based
on the new
conceptual
work flow of
the scheme.

296.

Portuguese
banking
community

R5 R4 The specific reference of the party initiating the Reject

R5 already exists in 4.5.6

Has been
corrected.

297.

S&T Slovenia

• 51 The Beneficiary Bank’s reference of the SCT Inst Transaction
(status ID)

clarification: is this reference or status?

No change. It
is an
identification
ID specifically
for the
positive
confirmation.

If it is reference only it has no value,
since we already have a unique
reference (i.e. Originator Bank +
Originator Bank reference). Nobody
but the Beneficiary Bank benefit from
this information.
If this is status, please define the
status set.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

298.

Spanish
banking
association

R5 R4 The specific reference of the party initiating the Reject

It seems to be a mistake.

Has been
corrected.

Instant Payments can only by
successful if they can be used at the
point of sale. Many customers will only
be willing to use Instant Payments if
there identity remains anonymous.

No change.
This is not
required by
law for credit
transfers.

4.5.4 DS-04 – Bank to customer credit transfer information
299.

BITKOM

300.

Eurocommerce

Attributes contained:
•
02 The name of the Originator if allowed by the Originator
•
08 The name of the Originator Reference Party (optional) if
allowed by the Originator

Attributes contained.

Attribute 45 should be included as
(optional, if provided).
• 44 The purpose of the SCT Inst
Instruction
• 45 The category purpose of the SCT
Inst Instruction

301.

Portuguese
banking
community

42 The Settlement Date of the SCT Inst Transaction (optional)

The date for the Beneficiary Bank
should be mandatory (includes the
date applied)
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No change.
AT-45 is only
important for
the Originator
and the
Originator
Bank. It has
no value for
the
Beneficiary
Bank and the
Beneficiary.
No change.
This AT may
have no value
for some
Beneficiaries.
The funds are
made
available
immediately.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

4.5.6

DS-06 Answer to a Recall of an SCT Inst Dataset

302.

S&T Slovenia

• R7 The Settlement Date for the positive answer to the Recall

Reason for change

EPC
response

It opens the question of the future
dated payment instructions in near
real-time transaction system, which is
contradiction in terms.

No change.
The recall
procedure
here follows
the same
rules as for
normal SCT.

Option 1: the R7 is skipped as whole,
and current business date is taken as a
settlement / value date.
Option 2: the R7 is transmitted and it
is required to be the current business
date.
47 The fee for the positive answer to a Recall in euro (optional)

303.

Spanish
banking
association

4.5.7

DS-07 Dataset for the SCT Inst Transaction status investigation message sent by the Originator Bank

304.

Anonymous

305.

Commerzbank

• 50 Timestamp of the receipt acceptance, of the SCT Inst
Instruction by the Originator Bank.

This attribute should be optional or
0,00 should be allowed for AT-47.

To align the wording with the definition
under 4.2.1

Section 4.5.7 DS-07 on the SCT Inst Transaction status
investigation message is no longer needed to be consistent with
proposed changes to Section 4.2.3 C and 4.2.3. D
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be made.

Title
description
has been
amended.
No deletion.
The new
conceptual
work flow of
the scheme
still foresees
an optional
investigation.

210

N°

Contributor
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Reason for change

EPC
response

306.

Dutch payments
association

Add extra attribute: AT-51 Timestamp of the ‘Valid SCT Inst?’
validation point.

Clarification: it is unclear why it was
removed from the rulebook, while it
was present in earlier versions. It could
be helpful in case of investigations of a
non-happy flow.

No change.
Not seen as a
necessary
feature of the
scheme based
on the new
conceptual
work flow of
the scheme.

PROPOSED NEW dataset: contents of message from Originator Bank to Originator in case of a negative confirmation message
307.

EPC secretariat

Standard SCT: DS-03 ‘reject or return credit transfer’: the C2B
IGs foresee a pain.002 message for the Originator Bank to report
a reject to the Originator. So the DS-03 can be used for C2B as
for interbank use.
SCT Inst: DS-03 Confirmation message to Originator bank. One
can consider that this DS is only made for interbank use. Attribute
R3 under DS-03 however lists reason codes which the Org Bank
can only send in the phase Org bank -> Originator.

Question: does a specific DS have to
be made for the negative confirmation
message from the Org Bank -> Org
(e.g., to be used in case of a) the
initiation of a SCT Inst instruction, b)
the failure of the SCT Inst transaction)
Or should the wording of SCT Inst DS03 be adapted in order that it is a
confirmation message not only to the
Org Bank but also to the Org (i.e. a
more neutral description)

No change. It
is a matter
between the
Originator
Bank and the
Originator on
how the
mandatory
negative
confirmation
message is
sent back.
Different
channels can
be agreed
upon.

4.6 Business Requirements for attributes
308.

Tata consulting
services

Finding

Clarify description of attributes

AT-08 description of Originator Reference Party is not clear. Is this
the ultimate creditor or debtor?
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

AT-10 usage of this identification code in relation to AT-24?

EPC
response
AT-10 and
AT-24 can
help both
parties in
their
transaction
reconciliation.

AT-24 usage of this identification code in relation to AT-10?
AT-28 is this the ultimate creditor?
AT-29 usage of identification code in relation to AT-24?

AT-28: is the
ultimate
Beneficiary.
AT-29: to
allow better
reconciliation.
4.6.1

Attribute Details

AT-04 The amount of the SCT Inst in euro
309.

Bankgirot

Since about 33% of the EU citizens do
not have euro as currency, the SCT
Inst Scheme Rulebook should

The SCT Inst
rulebook is
for

preferably also cater for the other
currencies in EU/EES – at least
optional for the respective country.

transactions
in euro, but
accounts
denominated
in another
currency can
be used.

Further, it would be desirable to have
attributes in the messages also for the
original currency and amount, to
support future interoperability
between different Instant Payment
systems across the EU/EES, in
different currencies.
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Reason for change

EPC
response

310.

S&T Slovenia

The combined value of 0,00 euro (zero euro and zero euro cent)
is not allowed

Redundant information it is already
said in the previous sentences.

No change.
Sentence will
be kept to
clearly stress
that such
specific value
is not
possible.

Alternative:
The amount is in closed interval of:
0.01€ and maximum
reference [16].
AT-05
311.

defined

in

The Remittance Information sent by the Originator to the Beneficiary in the SCT Inst Instruction
Anonymous

To align the SCT Inst Rulebook with all
other rulebooks (SCT and SDD), if the
change request below is accepted:
"CR-37: Making storage location for
additional
customer-to-customer
information available outside the
payment transaction".

312.

AT-07
313.

BITKOM

Description: A maximum of 140 characters for unstructured
Remittance Information. If there are any additions or extensions in
the SCT rulebook, these additions or extensions must also be
implemented automatically in this rulebook.

There should be no
between the rulebooks.

differences

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters.

No change. At
scheme
launch, the
EPC holds the
140
characters.

The Requested Execution Date and Time of the SCT Inst Instruction
Anonymous

Does this means that the entry of date and time should be allowed
if requested by a customer?

Proposal:
Need
for
additional
definition of different time stamps.
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messages for
instant credit
transfers
cannot yet
support date
and time.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
Updates
made to
section 4.2.1
and 4.2.3.

314.

BITKOM

The Requested Execution Date and Time of the SCT Inst Instruction
cannot be represented within an ISO 20022-Field. Only the date
can be included.

315.

Commerzbank

This date corresponds with a date and time requested by an
Originator for commencing the execution of the Credit
Transfer Instruction as described in section 4.2.1.
This optional attribute may be supported by the Originator
Bank subject to an arrangement with the Originator.

316.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

This date corresponds with a date and
Originator for commencing the execution
Instruction as described in section 4.2.1.
may be supported by the Originator
arrangement with the Originator.

time requested by an
of the Credit Transfer
This optional attribute
Bank subject to an

The ISO
messages for
instant credit
transfers
cannot yet
support date
and time.
Updates
made to
section 4.2.1
and 4.2.3.
Attribut AT-07 has to be optional to
be
consistent
with
proposed
changes to Section 4.2.1 as
Execution Date and Time are an
optional product feature of the
Originator Bank for their clients.

The ISO
messages for
instant credit
transfers
cannot yet
support date
and time.
Updates
made to
section 4.2.1
and 4.2.3.

See comment to 4.2.1
Execution Date and Time

The ISO
messages for
instant credit
transfers
cannot yet
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
support date
and time.
Updates
made to
section 4.2.1
and 4.2.3.

317.

S&T Slovenia

The CT instruction must be executed in
10 sec. Why it is necessary to define
date and time? As expressed in the
attribute description, one can set the
value date in the future.
10s roundtrip is in a direct collision
with:
CT-01.04 (A) The Beneficiary Bank
executes various validation checks.
(B) In case the validation checks are
successful, the Beneficiary Bank must
immediately make the funds available
to the Beneficiary. The Beneficiary
Bank will make the information of DS04 available to the Beneficiary on the
basis agreed between the Beneficiary
and his Beneficiary Bank. This action
means that the Beneficiary has
immediate use of the funds subject to
the terms and conditions governing the
use of the account of the Beneficiary.

The ISO
messages for
instant credit
transfers
cannot yet
support date
and time.
Updates
made to
section 4.2.1
and 4.2.3.

Proposal: Keep only date and the date
must be the same as current business
day.
AT-08 The name of the Originator Reference Party
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
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EPC
response

318.

Bankgirot

The role of a TPP

Can this “Originator Reference Party”
be a TPP, which on the request of the
Originator has initiated the payment
via the access to account-rules in
PSD2? In this case the DS-01 needs
to support an attribute that holds the
name and/or identification code of the
TPP. If not – where is that specified?

No change.
The TPP is a
channel but
not a party on
whose behalf
the Originator
initiates a
SCT Inst
Instruction.

Can this “Originator Reference Party”
be a TPP, which on the request of the
Originator has initiated the payment
via the access to account-rules in

No change.
The TPP is a
channel but
not a party on
whose behalf
the Originator
initiates a
SCT Inst
Instruction.

AT-09 The identification code of the Originator Reference Party
319.

Bankgirot

The role of a TPP

PSD2? In this case the DS-01 needs
to support an attribute that holds the
name and/or identification code of the
TPP. If not – where is that specified?
AT-50 Timestamp of the receipt of the SCT Inst Instruction
320.

Anonymous

The time format is DD/MM/YYY – HH:MM:SS.sss + time zone. The
time zone applied is UTC.

As in 4.2.3.A
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The time can
be expressed
in UTC time
or in the
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defined by
the ISO
standard.
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Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

321.

Anonymous

Timestamp of the receipt acceptance of the SCT Inst Instruction
by the Originator Bank.

322.

Dutch payments
association

Identification: AT-50
Name: Timestamp of the receipt commencement of the SCT Inst
Execution Time Cycle Instruction

Reason for change

EPC
response

To align the wording with the definition
under 4.2.1

AT has been
reworded.

The words used for this attribute are
not in line with 4.2.1 Commencement
of the SCT Inst Execution Time Cycle

AT has been
reworded.

One common time zone should be used
in the scheme to simplify the
processing of SEPA Inst payments

AT has been
reworded.
The time can

across Europe. Opinions slightly differ
in Finland concerning the preferred
time zone. Many banks suggest using
UTF. One bank would prefer CET,
because it is the time zone of most
SEPA countries. The main thing,
whatever time zone is chosen, is to use
the same time zone throughout SEPA.

be expressed
in UTC time
or in the
equivalent
local time as
defined by
the ISO
standard.

Originator Bank may send reject
messages to Originator, cf. 4.23. D 5th
§.

No change.
The
Originator
Bank will
agree on the
type of
messages or
channels to
communicate
a rejected
transaction

Description:
This timestamp defines the start of the maximum
execution time defined in section 4.2.3
323.

Finnish banking
association

The time format is DD/MM/YYY – HH:MM:SS.sss + time zone. The
time zone is UTF (or CET if commonly agreed so)

AT-R2 The Identification of the type of party initiating the “R” message
324.

French banking
federation

• Values applying for Reject messages:
o CSM
o Originator Bank
o Beneficiary Bank
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Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
which it was
not able to
process by
itself.

AT-R3 The reason code for non-acceptance of the SCT Inst
325.

Anonymous

Will the system provide real codes of rejection or only code MS03
as today.

Proposal: The texts should be
amended; the reason codes with the
real description of the mistake should
be added

Scheme
participants
may not be
allowed by
national law
to use more
specific
reasons.

326.

Dutch payments
association

Include reason codes related to sanction screening and fraud

Needed for suspicion of sanction
screening and fraud situations

No change.
Very specific
information
about such
situations can
be sensitive.
The rulebook
foresees only
a generic
reason to
cover all such
situations.

327.

Payments UK

Add Time out to reasons for a Reject by the Originator

If maximum time has exceeded before
SCT inst leaves originator bank there is
no point sending it as it will be rejected
by ben bank.

No change.
Rewording
has been
done in
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC
response
section 4.2.1
indicating
when the
‘clock’ of the
scheme
formally
starts to tick.
The
Originator
Bank can
agree with
the Originator
on
communication means to
indicate the
Instruction
cannot be
processed.

328.

Swedbank

The reasons for a Reject by the Beneficiary Bank are as follows:
[…]
•
[…]

By order of the Beneficiary

Rulebook foresees that within 10
seconds Beneficiary Bank reports to
the Originator Bank whether the funds
being made available to the Beneficiary
or the reject of the SCT Inst
transaction.
Within very limited timeframe it would
be almost impossible for Beneficiary to
instruct Beneficiary Bank to reject the
payment. Please clarify in which cases
this particular Reject reason could be
used.
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The
Beneficiary
can have the
option to
refuse upfront
SCT Inst
Transactions
for specific
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2.6.

Chapter 5 – comments and change proposals

N°

Contributor

5.1

The Scheme

329.

Anonymous

330.

Lorenzo Gaston

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Participants need to ensure that applicable Regulation (EC)
1781/2006 of 15 November 2006 on Information on the Payer
accompanying Transfers of Funds and the provisions of Title III
and Title IV of the applicable Payment Services Directive from
November 2009 affecting credit transfers enabled by the SCT Inst
Scheme are effectively represented in law or substantially
equivalent binding practice.

Refer to
 Directive (EU) 2015/849 on preventing the use of the financial
system for money laundering or terrorist financing (4th AntiMoney Laundering Directive)

Reason for change

EPC response

To be sure to refer to the correct
Regulation and Directive, when the
SCT Inst rulebook will be applicable.

Section has
been
reworded. The
term Payment
Services
Directive in
section 7 has
been updated.

The references to the applicable
regulatory framework for instant
credit transfers seem outdated.

Wording for
PSD 2 and Reg
2015/ 847 is
updated in
section 5.1.


Re g u la t io n ( EU) 2 0 1 5 / 8 4 7 o n in fo r m a t io n o n t h e p a y e r
accompanying transfers of funds – makes fund transfers more
transparent, thereby helping law enforcement authorities to track
down terrorists and criminals
The Revised Directive on Payment Services (PSD2- DIRECTIVE
(EU) 2015/2366)

•

5.3
331.

5.4

Swedish
bankers
association

Reachability

Each Participant shall offer services relating to the Scheme…

Editorial/wording.

A Participant can use the operational services of a CSM…

Important not to use the word
service - especially in the same
section - for different purposes
without distinguish them.

Rewording
done.

Eligibility for participation
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

332.

Portuguese
banking
community

PSPs unavailability information management

Despite
the
24x7
scheme
requirement,
PSPs
may
be
unavailable from time to time (egg.
planned
limited
maintenance
windows). If a payment is sent to
such a PSP, it will ultimately timeout
and the investigation process will
follow. This will not be answered
leading
to
some
degree
of
uncertainty. There are various
strategies that can be followed, often
involving the CSMs monitoring the
state of each PSP and advising other
PSPs when a bank is offline. Clearly
such procedures/messages should
be within the scope of the SCT Inst
IG or possibly in a separate technical
document to ensure that there is
alignment across all industry players

Section 5.3
updated: It is
recognized that
a Participant
may
temporarily not
be reachable in
exceptional
circumstances.

333.

Portuguese
banking
community

24x7 availability

The description of scope of the
scheme states that the services
based on the scheme are available
24 hours a day and on all calendar
days of the year. However, due to
several technical reasons (egg.
planned
limited
maintenance
windows), this requirement may not
be entirely fulfilled

Section 5.3
updated: It is
recognized that
a Participant
may
temporarily not
be reachable in
exceptional
circumstances.

334.

Swedish
bankers
association

Include a footnote, where applicable, explaining that limited
unavailability windows can occur

In order to be eligible as a Participant, a Participant must at all
times:
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No change. No
need to add
this
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The contributor
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)
•

5.7

be active in the business of providing banking and/or
payment services to customers, including the provision of
customer 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

EPC response
can submit a
concrete
change request
with
justification for
all 4 EPC
schemes.

Obligations of an Originator Bank

335.

Anonymous

336.

Anonymous

337.

Reason for change

EPC secretariat

• provide settlement certainty to the Beneficiary Bank for each
SCT Inst Transaction;

Include the formal obligation that scheme participants have to
make use of services of CSMs which are overseen by authorities
based in SEPA Scheme Countries [see 14]

The settlement layer is out of scope
of the rulebook.

No change.
Rulebook
obliges the
Originator
Bank to
provide
settlement
certainty to the
Beneficiary
Bank.

To make a reference to the ‘IBAN
only’ process, because the BIC code
of the Beneficiary Bank is only
mandatory when Beneficiary Bank is
located in a non-EEA SEPA country or
territory

No need.

Eurosystem oversight requirements

Extra
obligations
added with
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
respect to
CSMs and
other SCT Inst
service
providers.

338.

Febelfin

19th bullet: ” effect exception processing in accordance with the
Rulebook.”
It is a precondition to the Originator Bank’s obligations in respect
of a SCT Instant instruction, that the Beneficiary has provided to
the Originator the IBAN as unique identifier and the BIC of the
Beneficiary’s account to be credited.

339.

Finnish banking
association

19th bullet: ” effect exception processing in accordance with the
Rulebook.”
It is a precondition to the Originator Bank’s obligations in respect
of a SCT Inst Instruction, that the Beneficiary has provided to the
Originator the IBAN (and BIC in case the Beneficiary Bank is not an
EEA country) of the Beneficiary’s account to be credited.

340.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Add: In respect of each of its Originators, an Originator Bank shall:
• inform or make the information available to its Originators in case
of any planned or unforeseen inability to receive a SCT Inst
Instructions as defined in the Rulebook. The information should be
provided as soon as possible to allow any Originator to make other
payment arrangements.

The scheme can work on IBAN only.
Under 5.8. 58th bullet) it is explicitly
stated that : ….and make the funds
immediately available to the
Beneficiary identified by the IBAN in
the SCT Inst Transaction as the
unique identifier, provided that…

An alternative
wording has
been made.

A misleading impression is given that
the Beneficiary is always obliged to
provide the Originator the BIC of the
Beneficiary’s account, even though
this is not the default situation. The
default situation should be written in
the rule book, but the exception can
be stated, too.

An alternative
wording has
been made.

It is proposed to provide guidance to
(potential) Scheme Participants to
handle exceptional situations where
SCT Inst instructions cannot be
received from Originators. This
exceptional situations may occur e.
g. due to software update/ releases,
system changes, security attacks or
suppliers in the payment chain. In
most of such cases the downtime will
happen outside of the general
business hours and with appropriate
information
to
the
Originator
customers ahead of time.

Section 5.3
updated: It is
recognized that
a Participant
may
temporarily not
be reachable in
exceptional
circumstances.
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N°
5.8
341.

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

Obligations of a Beneficiary Bank
BPFI

Obligations of a beneficiary Bank:

See chapter 4
outlining the
business rules.

Add “is obliged to reply to the originator bank within 10
banking business working days relating to a recall”.
342.

EPC secretariat

Include the formal obligation that scheme participants have to
make use of services of CSMs which are overseen by authorities
based in SEPA Scheme Countries [see 14]

Eurosystem oversight requirements

Extra
obligations
added with
respect to
CSMs and
other SCT Inst
service
providers.

343.

German
Banking
Industry
Committee

Obligations of a Beneficiary Bank

It is proposed to provide guidance to
(potential) Scheme Participants to
handle exceptional situations where
SCT Inst instructions cannot be
received from Originator Banks. This
exceptional situations may occur e.
g. due to software update/ releases,
system changes or security attacks.
In most of such cases the downtime
will happen outside of the general
business hours.

Section 5.3
updated: It is
recognized that
a Participant
may
temporarily not
be reachable in
exceptional
circumstances.

Add: In respect of each of its Beneficiaries, a Beneficiary Bank
shall:
• inform or make the information available to its CSM(s) or
Intermediary Bank(s) in case of any planned or unforeseen inability
to receive SCT Inst Transactions from Originator Banks and make
the funds immediately available to Beneficiaries as defined in the
Rulebook. The information should be provided as soon as possible
to allow its CSM(s) and Intermediary Banks to reject respective
SCT Inst Transactions and/ or to inform or make the information
available to Originator Banks.

344.

Payments UK

Add “is obliged to reply to the originator bank within 10 banking
business working days relating to a recall”.

345.

Portuguese
banking
community

The Beneficiary Bank is obliged to respond to the investigation
procedure

See chapter 4
outlining the
business rules.
Missing obligation
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

5.9.1

Compensation for Breach of the Rulebook

346.

Febelfin

347.

Swedish
bankers
association

5.9.2

Limits on liability

348.

Swedish
bankers
association

Delete this point 3 entirely: any operational failure of the relevant
Participant, its employees or agents relating to the SCT Inst
insofar as relevant to the operation of the Scheme

A Participant who is party to an SCT Inst shall be liable to the
other Participant who is also party to that SCT Inst for all
foreseeable losses, costs, damages and expenses (including
reasonable legal fees), taxes and liabilities for any claims,
demands or actions (each referred to as a "Loss"), where…

A Participant's liability under the Rulebook is limited as follows:
The maximum amount which may be claimed in respect of a Loss
is the amount of the SCT Inst...

Reason for change

EPC response

We do not think it is acceptable that
any operational failure of the
relevant participant, its employees
or agents relating to the SCT Inst,
should automatically entitle the
counterparty to a compensation for
the incurred loss.

No change. It
requires a legal
review and
affects all
other EPC
schemes as
well. The
contributor can
make a change
request for the
next change
management
cycle.

The liability stated in the paragraphs
seems contradictional.

No change. It
requires a legal
review and
affects all
other EPC
schemes as
well. The
contributor can
make a change
request for the
next change
management
cycle.

The liability stated in the
paragraphs seems contradictional.

No change. It
requires a legal
review and
affects all
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response
other EPC
schemes as
well. The
contributor can
make a change
request for the
next change
management
cycle.

5.11
349.

Termination
Febelfin

We do not understand the meaning of the designated day (for
which purpose such a day will be designated at least one day for
each month)?

Please clarify.

No change. It
requires a legal
review and
affects all
other EPC
schemes as
well. The
contributor can
make a change
request for the
next change
management
cycle.
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2.7.
N°
7.

Chapter 7 – comments and change proposals
Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

DEFINED TERMS IN THE RULEBOOK

350.

Febelfin

Reservation of the amount: delete (ii) “or immediately debits
the amount of the SCT Instant instruction from the Originator
Payment Account…”

We do not understand why in the
definition of the term “reservation”
reference is made to the debiting of
the account. This reference does not
belong here.

No change.
Some PSPs may
immediately
debit the
account.

351.

Febelfin

Funds

The term Funds is explained in the
glossary, so it should carry a capital
letter throughout the Rulebook.

Changes made.

352.

French banking
federation

The terms defined in Annex 7 should begin with a capital letter
throughout the entire document.

Typo

Has been done.

353.

Payments UK

See comments on 1.4(4)(B)

Section 7 Insert:

Definition of
instant(ly)
added.

Immediate(ly):
As
defined
within the target maximum
operating time of the Instant
payments scheme defined in
section 4.2.3(B). Immediately
needs to be defined to an exact
time in ss seconds to prevent
different
interpretations
throughout participants.
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3. PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT FOR INSTRUCTIONS UNDER THE SCT INST SCHEME
RULEBOOK (EPC 023-16 V0.1)
N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in
tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

Maximum Amount for Instructions under
the SCT Inst Scheme Rulebook

According to a survey carried out by ibi a
majority of 75 % spoke out against the
maximum amount of 15.000 EUR.

The separate document
provides the EPC the
flexibility to adapt the
maximum amount for a
single SCT Inst Instruction
between two ST Inst
rulebook change
management cycles.

Comment:

Noted

General
1.

BITKOM

2.

German
Banking
Industry Committee

3.

2.
4.

Portuguese banking
community

We support any initial maximum amount up
to 15.000 Euro.
Maximum amount for instructions

The amount limit should be higher, concerning
B2B use cases

The separate document
provides the EPC the
flexibility to adapt the
maximum amount for a
single SCT Inst Instruction
between two change
management cycles.

Maximum Amount for SCT Inst Instructions under the SCT Inst Scheme Rulebook
Caixabank Spain

Add: The minimum amount an Originator
can transfer via a single SCT Inst
Instruction is set at 0,50 EUR.

We understand that SCTinst could be used by
certain actors as a way to confirm ownership
of certain accounts held in the books of
Beneficiary’s Bank. Setting up a minimum
amount would help prevent this kind of
practise.
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in
tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

5.

FIS Global

The maximum amount an Originator can
transfer via a single SCT Inst Instruction is
set at 15.000,00 EUR. The limit is
transaction based and not time based
(daily, monthly or annual).

Clarify to the participants that, for example,
several iSCT could be made in the same day
each one within the limit.

The limit applies only per
separate SCT Inst
Instruction as stipulated in
the rulebook and in the
document EPC 023-16.
Each Originator Bank has
the freedom to set
limitations in the number
of SCT Inst Instructions an
Originator can make per
day or per month

3.
6.

This will clarify that a single customer, in the
same day, could effectively surpass the
amount limit by splitting the total amount into
several transactions.

Entry into Force of the Maximum Amount for SCT Inst Instructions
ABI

If an adaptation of the maximum amount
results from an EPC decision taken between
two regular Scheme Rulebook release
management cycles, the new maximum
amount will be applicable 90 120 calendar
days after the publication by the EPC of the
new version of this document on the EPC
website

We propose to extend the period to 120
calendar days (instead of the 90 proposed in
the document) because that is the minimum
time needed to ensure that Banks are able to
optimize the operational and technical
processes and to send communication to their
customers in line with the EU and national
transparency regulations.

No change. The internal
EPC process for possibly
modifying the maximum
amount will take time
whereby all scheme
participants will be
consulted upfront.
This is already a formal
and timely
signal to all scheme
participants about a
possible new maximum
amount.

7.
4.

Caixabank Spain

Add ‘/minimum’ to all mentions
‘maximum’ appearing on both points.

to

Consistency with what required on section 2.

See EPC response under
n°4.

Governance Process to Review the Maximum Amount outside the Regular Scheme Rulebook Release Management Cycle
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N°

Contributor

Proposed new Rulebook text (in
tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

8.

ABI

Any new maximum amount will be
applicable 90 120 calendar days after the
publication

We propose to extend the period to 120
calendar days (instead of the 90 proposed in
the document) because that is the minimum
time needed to ensure that Banks are able to
optimize the operational and technical
processes and to send communication to their
customers in line with the EU and national
transparency regulations.

See EPC response under
n°6.

9.

Caixabank Spain

Add ‘/minimum’ to all mentions
‘maximum’ appearing on both points.

Consistency with what required on section 2.

See EPC response under
n°4.

10.

Portuguese banking
community

Lead time for development and operational
activities of changes to the maximum
amount

90 days may not be enough for development
and operational activities by all involved
parties, so an extended period should be
considered (120 days)

See EPC response under
n°6.

11.

Portuguese banking
community

Include a § for the transition periods
(adoption of a new maximum amount in the
scheme)

In some cases, during transition periods, may
not be possible to recall an early SCT Inst
transfer made with an higher maximum
amount (if we are decreasing the limit)

Comment taken. This will
be a discussion point for
the next change
management cycle.

to
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4. PROPOSED CHANGES ON OTHER DOCUMENTS
N°

Contributor

Section 0.1
1.

Proposed new Rulebook text (in
tracked changes)

Reason for change

EPC response

These guidelines have to clarify in
particular how to handle the hits in case
of the assets freeze and have to be set as
binding documentation. To date, there is
no asset freeze possible. The SCT Inst will
be immediately rejected.

This topic is a matter of each
bank within its jurisdiction
and cannot be included in
the scheme.

The aim of these guidelines is to highlight
the risks of the scheme and the possible
mitigation measures. In particular :

The EPC is in the process of
producing a Risk
Management Annex (RMA)
for the SCT Inst scheme.
The rulebook sections 5.7
and 5.8 formally refer to the
RMA.

References: Proposed new text

French
banking
federation

[TBD] //
Document Number: TBD //
Title: Guidelines on validation and
regulatory checks in SCT Inst
procedure //
Issued by: EPC.

2.

French
banking
federation

[TBD] //
Document Number: TBD //
Title: Guidelines on Risk Mitigation //
Issued by EPC.

-

Highlight potential security issue due
to gap of IT security level between
direct and sub-participating banks and
/ or payment institutions

-

Identify role and responsibility of
intermediary bank (who put the
timestamp? Responsibility in case of
time-out?...)

The EPC is in the process of
producing a Risk
Management Annex (RMA)
for the SCT Inst scheme
which will cover among
others these aspects. The
RMA will only be shared with
(applicant) scheme
participants given its
sensitive information.

This document has to be set as a binding
documentation.
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5. ANNEX – LETTER FROM EACHA
The following letter covers the comments from EACHA (see comment item 13 under section 2.1 General comments).
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