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Proposing a Change Request in 
NPC Confirmation of Payee Scheme

Change Request 1 

	[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
1.1 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.

1.2 Description of the change request: 

In the current implementation guide, a "Close match" is said to occur when there is a ‘small deviation’ between the Payer's provided name and the name on the Payee's account. However, there is an issue which arises from the lack of a clear definition for "small deviation", meaning there could be discrepancies in Participants’ matching rules due to the subjective interpretation of the term. This ambiguity allows participants to apply a "Close match" response regardless of what is inputted, potentially undermining the credibility of the entire service.

To address this concern, it is recommended to explicitly define what constitutes a "small deviation" to eliminate any grey area or room for subjective interpretation. For example, in the existing rules, a ‘Close match’ is illustrated as two instances where letters are switched. This leaves ambiguity there is just one instance of letters being switch as it doesn't qualify for a "Match" response yet (our interpretation is that a Yes Match is only given for an exact match), doesn't meet the established criteria for a "Close match" either. Establishing more exact criteria will enhance clarity and consistency in matching and responses as well as the overall customer experience.

1.3 Wherever possible please indicate: 
1.  Impact on the Scheme in general:
Changes to the Matching Rules included in the implementation guidelines.

2. Impact on the interbank space:
This change could help to achieve more consistent implementation across the banking ecosystem, helping them interpret response in a consistent manner across the interbank space.

3. Impact on the message standards (Scheme Implementation Guidelines and other standards):
Matching Rules documented in the Implementation Guidelines would be changed.

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 “Close Match” algorithm that is documented in the latest version of implementation guidelines published with the NPC CoP Scheme Rulebook.

☐  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 proposed rule change is a case for NPC wide acceptance for the CoP service.

	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.

	Do you consider that the implementation of the change resulting from the acceptance of the change request is feasible?
	Yes – 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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