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Proposing a Change Request in 
NPC Confirmation of Payee Scheme 

Change Request 3

	[bookmark: _Toc8287402]Responses by e-mail to: info@npcouncil.org
by 30 November 2023




	Name of 
contributor:
	Kannan Rasappan

	Organisation:
	Banfico Limited

	Address:
	1 Canada Square,
Level 39,
Canary Wharf,
London E14 5AB

	Contact details:
	CoP@banfico.com; prabananth@banfico.com; kannan@banfico.com; 

	Your reference:
	

	Scheme and document and version number:
	Highlight which NPC Scheme Rulebook(s) this change request relates to:
☒     NPC050-01 2023 NPC Confirmation of Payee Rulebook version 1.0

	Request Date:
	29-Nov-2023

	For information:

	This template is provided by NPC to allow any person or organisation to submit a change request for making a change to the NPC Confirmation of Payee Scheme in accordance with the rules set out in the document ‘NPC900-01 Scheme Rules’ which can be found in the Annex II in the Confirmation of Payee Rulebook. 






General description of the change request 

Suggested launch date (if any):  

If accepted, we would expect it to be possible to include this change in the next iteration the CoP Rulebook, set for release in Q3 2024.

Description of the change request: 

Within the Confirmation of Payee Rulebook, there is no specific execution time cycle is set. Section 3.3 says that "The Execution Time Cycle will be subject to agreements between the Infrastructure Providers and both the Payer PSP and Payee PSP. This Scheme does not further regulate Execution Time Cycles for Single [Bulk] Requests." 
Allowing participants and infrastructure providers to set their own times for time cycle means that there could be confusion and a lack of standardisation across the service. To ensure the uniformity of the service, we recommend setting an execution time cycle for participants to ensure timely delivery of the response. Based on our experience with other CoP schemes, we would suggest a time of 1-2 seconds.

In addition, for events where there is no API response from the responder, we believe it would be best practice for a specific time to be set where a 'Timed out' response should be given. This could be set between 2-4 seconds. 

Additionally, we would recommend a limit on the number of times a participant can check the same account within a set period of time, unless of course the customer alters the details of the request. For example, participants may only check twice within 1 minute to ensure participant customers are not continually reinitiating a check when the same response is likely. This could mitigate phishing fraud where fraudsters are trying to collect individuals’ personal details. 

Wherever possible please indicate: 
1.  Impact on the Scheme in general:
This is likely to have an impact on the business, operational and technical documentation but will likely make the service more robust and secure from a phishing perspective, as well as enhancing the customer experience. 

2. Impact on the interbank space:
This change helps in achieving a standard and consistent implementation across the participants and helps the participants to design a user-friendly flow.

3. Impact on the message standards (Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other standards):
No major impact to the messaging standard.

4. Impact on the legal rules as defined in chapter 4 of the Confirmation of Payee Scheme Rulebook:
We wouldn’t expect this to have any direct impact on the legal rules within the Rulebook.
· 
5. The nature of the change request, please choose one of option a or b:
☒  a) A change (deleting or replacing an existing Rulebook element by a new one), please add explanation.

This change request proposes refinements / changes to the business and operation rules related to process and time cycle.

☐  b) A variant (adding an alternative – optional – rule alongside an existing Rulebook element), please add explanation. 





Elements of evaluation 
The submitting party is requested to give an appropriate answer to each of these questions with sufficient detail to allow the NPC to make an evaluation of the change request submitted.

	Is the change request a case for NPC wide acceptance?
	 Yes - This rule change proposed is a case for NPC wide acceptance for the CoP schema.

	Is the change request underpinned by a cost-benefit analysis? 
	 No – this change request is not underpinned by a cost-benefit analysis 

	Does the change fit into the strategic objectives for NPC?
	Yes
The change supports the following objective of NPC:
· Contribute to harmonised payments in the Nordics and this change is expected to improve the instant payments user experience.
This change is aligned with the following objectives of CoP Rulebook:
· To provide a framework for the harmonisation of standards and practices and the removal of inhibitors.
· Create conditions for the improvement of services provided to Customers.
· To support the achievement of high standards of security, low risk and cost efficiency for all actors.

	Do you consider that the implementation of the change resulting from the acceptance of the change request is feasible?
	Yes – As, from our experience with other CoP schemes, they have implemented similar measures already.

	Do you consider that the change request does not impede NPC-wide interoperability?
	No - This will not impede the NPC wide interoperability.

	Do you consider that the change request is in the scope of the scheme involved?
	Yes - This Change Request is in the scope of the NPC CoP scheme.
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