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Public Hearing
Opening the way for the Single Euro Payments Area for Consumers and 

Enterprises

CChhaalllleennggeess iinn tthhee IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn ooff SSEEPPAA::
The EPC and the Perspective of Banks as Providers of Payment Services

Ruth Wandhöfer, Chair of the European Banking Federation's Payments 
Regulatory Expert Group, Director Citi Global Transaction Services

I) Introduction
Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to express my personal thanks as well as thank 
you on behalf of the European Banking Federation to the ECON Committee, the 
Chair of the ECON Committee and the Rapporteur Ms. Sari Essayah, for giving me 
the opportunity to speak here today. 

To set the scene from a banking industry perspective, it is worthwhile to briefly 
remind the audience of why SEPA and the end-date Regulation are so important:

- SEPA is a key single market building block

- SEPA has the potential to bring significant direct benefits (recall the 
Capgemini Study which promised more than 120 billion euro efficiency 
savings )

- SEPA has a close inter-relationship with other single market initiatives (e-
Invoicing, e-commerce, e-government, the Digital Agenda, Single Market Act 
etc.)

I would also like to briefly remind the audience of the importance the corporate clients 
place on getting SEPA right (efficiency, cost savings, facilitate their European 
expansion, enhance intra-European trade etc.).

II) The principles that need to be followed if Regulation is to be a success are 
in our mind the following.
If the competition and efficiency benefits of SEPA are to be fully realised, the final 
version of the Regulation must pass the following "5 tests":

1) The Regulation must encourage a MAXIMUM HARMONISATION outcome, and 
not (accidentally?) allow fragmentation and national protectionism to continue.

2) The Regulation must have a carefully controlled and proportionate SCOPE - this 
regulation is about triggering the move to pan-European CT and DD retail payment 
schemes and systems and away from local schemes, standards and systems - no 
more, no less.

3) The Regulation must not impose unnecessary/unwarranted TRANSITION COSTS 
on PSPs and/or their clients in migrating to SEPA.

4) The Regulation must not constrain future INNOVATION and competition within -
and outside - the SEPA schemes.

5) The Regulation must set a TRANSITION PERIOD (end-date) which allows 
sufficient time for communication and for the necessary changes to be executed in 
an efficient way, but is as soon as is feasible, given the need to unlock the benefits, 
particularly in a post-crisis environment.
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III) Key issues in the Commission's proposal, and the important role of the EP 
in helping resolve these and ensure that the Regulation passes the "5 tests" 
are as follows:

1) Maximum harmonisation outcome?
- Not easy to achieve given the Commission's indirect drafting philosophy.
- The keys to success lie in certain key concepts (Interoperability, Reachability); key 
definitions (Payment Scheme, Payment System); and the approach to extended 
transition periods for 'niche' or other 'non-standard' schemes (e.g. ELV).
It will be very important to ensure that the global ISO 20022 XML standards, of which 
SEPA is a sub-set are complied with. Only this will enable true competition between 
payment service providers and at the same time help companies to benefit from 
harmonised formats for Euro payments across the market, making it easy to switch 
between Payment Service Providers across the market.
- The Rapporteur's proposals greatly improved on the Commission text in all these 
key areas.

2) Scope?
- Large Value Payment Systems should never have been in. Now all parties 
(including ECB in their opinion) accept this.

3) Transition costs?
- Mandating XML in Customer to Bank space for files/bundles of payments is 
unwarranted and unnecessary. The businesses across Europe have never been 
consulted on this requirement during the preparation phase and cost of compliance 
will be significant, even for the largest Global Corporates. 
- EBF proposes amended approach which would leave this choice to the user, but 
would make it their right to do so if they wish.

4) Future innovation and competition?
- The Regulation Annex must be written in a way that does not require regular 
updating, does not require regular use by the Commission of 'delegated powers', and 
would instead demand that any updating proposals are subject to consultation with 
the EP.
- The Rapporteur's proposals here represent material improvements.

5) Transition period?
- Commission proposal for 2 dates - one date (as proposed already by the 
Rapporteur) is much more practical for all parties.

6) MIF rule in Article
- Whilst I will not spend much time on this article given the previous intervention of 
the EPC as well as the following intervention from France, I would like to state that 
the EBF is in line with the views of the EPC. Furthermore, it is debatable whether 
MIFs are actually anti-competitive. 

IV) Conclusion and Next Steps
The Rapporteur's report is a great start. Significant progress has been already made 
towards solving many of the 'big issues' in the Commission's proposals.
The EBF complements the Rapporteur on her draft report, offers a short constructive 
review and a small number of additional proposals (copies available today and will be 
circulated) and looks further to continuing the cooperative working relationship 
established so far on this key initiative.
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