RA ID : CR0357

Change Request
for the update of ISO 20022 financial repository items
A. Origin of the request:
A.1 Submitter: 
The organization submitting this maintenance change request is the Dutch Payment Association (“Betaalvereniging Nederland”).
A.2 Contact person: 

Allard Keuter
Function: Head of Program Management

Telephone number: Tel: +31 (0)6 121 08 368
E-mail: a.keuter@betaalvereniging.nl

 A.3 Sponsors: 
The submitter acts in this respect on behalf of the Dutch banking community, i.e. the members of the Dutch Payment Association. 

B. Related messages:

The Dutch banks are going to use the pain.009, pain.010, pain.011 and pain.012 for their eMandate services. This change request impacts these messages. 

	MandateInitiationRequestV03
	pain.009.001.03

	MandateAmendmentRequestV03
	pain.010.001.03

	MandateCancellationRequestV03
	pain.011.001.03

	MandateAcceptanceReportV03
	pain.012.001.03


C. Description of the change request:
On Dutch paper SEPA mandates, the field ‘Reason for Mandate’ is available. This field is used to inform the Debtor in functional terms what the reason of the mandate (e.g. ‘Advance electricity bill payments’) is. The pain message definitions 009, 010, 011 and 012 currently have no data element that allows for this information, as part of the signed eMandate. To align the eMandate information with current paper standards, and to allow the user to distinguish between different mandates for the same creditor (i.e. to support consumer protection as prescribed by the EU regulation 260/2012), we propose to add the data element ‘Reason for mandate’ with the formatting rule ‘Max70Text’ to the aforementioned pain messages.  

D. Purpose of the change:

In the online banking environment the eMandates will be shown to the user (Debtor). This information is derived form the eMandate messages as described under B. For a user to be able to understand the purpose of a particular mandate a ‘reason for mandate’ is preferred in the description within the mandate administration. A user will then be able to understand what a mandate is about (business relevance instead of just a reference ID), relate to the correct mandate when making further inquiries, especially if more than one mandate for the same creditor exists. 
It also allows for a visual check by the user in the online issuing of the mandate to verify that the mandate indeed covers the service requested. As with the paper mandate this given an extra comfort feeling and sense of control for the user (Debtor) “you can debit me for this” (“not for anything else”).

Furthermore, the EU regulation 260/2012 requires that the Debtor bank allows the user to set, amend or cancel restrictions regarding the use of de SEPA Direct Debit CORE Scheme. To be able to do so the user (and the Debtor bank) also needs to distinguish between different Direct Debit flows. This is supported by the correct setting on the correct mandate. 

The change requested has been discussed with both the Dutch Banking community and the relevant stakeholders in the Dutch market, both Creditors or their representative organisations and Debtor organisations. These stakeholders were consulted on the alignment with their business processes and on requirements from a user perspective and they support this change request.
E. Urgency of the request:

The Dutch banks and the Dutch merchants would like to introduce the eMandates services as soon as possible. Development and implementation of the eMandates solutions will take place in 2014. Deployment of the solution is planned to start early 2015. The default release cycle therefore would not allow for this planning.  We would therefore like to apply for an urgent implementation cycle outside the yearly maintenance cycle.
F. Business examples:
· A user wishing to prohibit the direct debit in their online banking for a subscription for online magazine A, but not for online magazine B from the same publisher.
· A user has just agreed to a eMandate, but before accepting the mandate in their online banking environment verifies the description to make sure it covers the requested service.
· Etc.

G. SEG recommendation:
	Consider
	X
	Timing

	
	- Next yearly cycle: 2014/2015
(the change will be considered for implementation in the yearly maintenance cycle which starts in 2014 and completes with the publication of new message versions in the spring of 2015)
	

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

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

	
	- Other timing:
	


Comments: Potentially prior to 2014/2015 maintenance cycle
	Reject
	


Reason for rejection:
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