
Change request CR00803: Add debit advice element
UPDATED IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSAL
A. Proposed implementation as initially defined in the MCR:
As already indicated during the initial assessment, we did not support the requested implementation and following further discussion with the submitter of the change request, they submitted a new proposal as following:

On-Demand Notification of Payment (NoP)

This CR is a modification of CR803 including input and requirements from the UK and is intended to enable a Creditor or a Debtor to request a notification from his agent as soon as the agent has processed (debited/credited) the payment or transaction(s).

1. Requirements
· Only the account owner should be able to request the notification.

· The type of notification and the way the notification is delivered needs to be specified by the respective account owner in accordance with the available services provided by it's agent.

· The type of notification should be specified by providing a code from an external code-list together with an optional element providing additional information for the specific code.

· A range of mechanisms by which notifications can be posted by e.g. advice message, sms text message, web service url should be supported 

· The mechanism to deliver the notification should be specified by providing a code from an external code-list together with an optional element providing additional information for the specific code.

2. Proposed Solution

ISO20022 payment messages do cater for instructions to be provided to the debtor or creditor agent (InstrForCdtrAgt and InstrForDbtrAgt).

While InstrForCdtrAgt already has some structure that could be modified/adapted InstrForDbtrAgt lacks any structure.

Changing InstrForDbtrAgt to a similar structure as InstrForCdtrAgt and adding additional sub-elements to convey the mechanisms to both.

Furthermore the Cd elements should be connected to external code lists.

The currently available codes in InstrForCdtrAgt/Cd should be externalized and supplemented with the following codes:
	Identification

	
	Code
	Name
	Definition

	1
	PHTX
	Phone text message
	Debit advice sent as text message

	2
	ELEC
	Electronic
	Debit advice sent through URL

	3
	EMAL
	email
	Debit advice sent through email


A new optional component to specify the type of notification containing a Cd element linked to a new external code-list providing the following codes:

	 
	Code
	Name
	Definition

	1
	NOAD
	No Advice
	An advice should be suppressed

	2
	ADVC
	Advice
	An advice is requested

	3
	ADWD
	Advice with Details
	An Advice with transaction details is requested

	4
	ADND
	Advice without Details
	An Advice without  transaction details is requested


3. Effected Messages

At least the following messages are effected:

· pain.001

· pain.013

· pain.008

· pacs.008

Based on this new proposal, we support the proposed implementation, resulting in the following structure, with some consideration:

1. For the update of the InstructionForDebtorAgent/CreditorAgent, we fully support you request and have no issues, but we would propose to have separate external codes for the debit and creditor agents:
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2. For the addition of a new optional code, we do not agree with the current proposal, as we think this is a duplicate of existing elements in the message, taking into account following considerations: 
· For the use case of the Details/No details, we have already the BatchBookingIndicator which is today used to indicate whether in the Debit/Credit notification, the payment information should be provided with all details or not. 
· Therefore we believe that this new component could be a duplicate of the PaymentMethod (I now understand why you wanted to remove the PaymentMethod element), where you have already the 2 options TRF (credit transfer with no advice) and Transfer Advice (where the advice should be sent to the account owner) combined with the batch booking indicator as highlighted in first point.
Question to the SEG:
SIX has indicated that they will do a further consultation with their market participants to provide some feedback on the above questions/remarks prior to the SEG evaluation. However, we would seek some input on the comments on whether the new element DebitAdvice is really required or if the current existing combined fields in the message (PaymentMethod and BatchBookingIndicator) are not already sufficient to cover the scenarios provided by SIX.

If the element would be required to be added following the final decision of the SEG we would propose to add it right after the PaymentMethod element as an optional DebitAdvice component, with a usage rule on how this new element interacts with the PaymentMethod and BatchBookingIndicator.
B. Updated Implementation proposal for the second point:
Following the review during the 16 September 2019 meeting, the SEG confirmed that the element should be considered in the following messages:
· pain.001, pain.008 and pain.013 as requested already in the updated CR from SIX.
The group however rejected to include the element in the pacs messages (especially in the pacs.008).

Moreover, the group indicated that the element could also be considered in the pain.007. Following further analysis and considering the related impact, we believe that the element should not be implemented in the pain.007, as the pain.007 is the reversal of an initial pain.008, and it should be processed in the same way as the original transaction. Therefore we believe there is no need to have a dedicated element for the pain.007. Moreover, the only place where this element could be added in the pain.007 would be in the OriginalTransactionReference element (which is common to all R-messages currently) and changing this element would impact also all other R-messages, including the pacs messages.
In summary we propose to add this element only in the messages as requested by the submitter of the change request.

For the implementation of the element itself, we would propose following solution, which can cover both current request but also future solutions:

· Add an optional element after the PaymentMethod element as following:
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Those two elements will be typed as requested in the updated change request, with following code set (there is no need to externalise this code set as it will probably never change, but we could foresee a choice between the code and proprietary elements if required by the SEG):

	 
	Code
	Name
	Definition

	1
	ADWD
	Advice with Details
	An Advice with transaction details is requested

	2
	ADND
	Advice without Details
	An Advice without  transaction details is requested


Remark: the two first codes in the list provided by SIX are duplicating the Payment Method options TRF and TRA which have exactly the same meaning, so we propose not to retain those 2 codes.

