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Consultation on a Retail payments strategy  
for Europe   

– Swedish Bankers’ Association’s Response  

 

Section 2: Questions for all stakeholders  
 

Question 10. Please explain how the European Commission could, in the field of 

payments, contribute to reinforcing the EU’s economic independence: 

 

To enable a modern, digital and well-functioning payments market where European 

consumers and companies have access to competitive payment instruments it is 

crucial to consider various important aspects especially to further integrate the 

European payment market and ensure European firms’ possibility to compete in a 

global market. For instance, common European and global industry standards have 

historically been important to achieve a more integrated payments market.  

Further, any new initiatives need to include all member states, euro and non-euro, 

and have a global reach to strengthen the competitiveness of European companies 

and simplify consumers ability to pay across the globe. Consideration also needs to 

be taken to the multiple currencies that exist within the Union and hence improved 

interoperability and equal terms which in general are important aspects for an 

integrated payments market.  

To enable this the Commission by supporting a continuous development of 

standardized payments schemes in combination with an interoperable European 

clearing and settlement mechanisms. In that process consideration should be taken 

to the instant payment infrastructures already developed through industry 

cooperation in Member States such as Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Norway, and 

the P27 regional initiative (https://nordicpayments.eu/) that is underway. Built on 

cooperation such solutions are highly successful on the Nordic market, representing 

a significant investment from the financial industry.  

 

https://nordicpayments.eu/
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Regarding any changes to or new initiatives on legislation it is important that they 

are justified by careful analyses of impact and actual needs in combination with a 

consideration of the expected gains of the implemented changes. Hasty decisions 

and development targets should be avoided, and it is of outmost importance to 

ensure consistency between different legislative schemes, especially to foster clarity 

in customer communication. In Furthermore, carefully planned implantation time 

planes and when possible use a joint time plane is an important aspect to consider.  

In the case of PSD2, it is difficult to forecast future needs of new legislation at this 

time as it has only been in force for a reasonably short period of time and with some 

parts that are still not in force for all market activities (such as SCA for e-commerce). 

The main results of the recent changes have not yet been fully materialized. In 

addition, in order to ensure consumer protection, financial stability as well as fight 

financial crime, regulation should be activity-based, irrespective of the type of 

provider.  

 
Question 11. Please explain how the retail payments strategy could support and 

reinforce the international role of the euro: 

Given its relative short lifetime, the euro has already achieved a relatively well-

established status as a currency in the global market. A further development of the 

underlying standards and ensuring the interoperability with other (retail) payment 

systems outside the EU would contribute positively to the role of the EU and the 

euro.  

It is also important to strive to maintain equality among the currencies of all EU 

Member States. A more integrated European payments market (as per previous 

questions) would facilitate easier seamless access for non-European parties with 

benefits for trade.  

Due to the rapid development of virtual currencies/assets, a clear and 

comprehensive regulatory framework for these instruments should be created. This 

framework should preferably comprise Central Bank Digital Currencies (CBDC) 

among the other virtual currencies and may also require a re-evaluation of cash as a 

legal tender. This is not only a question of retail payments but also the foundation of 

financial stability, monetary policy and to a certain extent consumer protection.  
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Question 12. Which of the following measures would in your opinion contribute to the 
successful roll-out of pan-European payment solutions based on instant credit transfers? 
 
 

 1 

 

(irrelevant) 

2 

 

(rather 
not 

relevant) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
relevant) 

5 

 

(fully 
relevant) 

N.A. 

 

a. EU legislation 

making 

Payment Service 

Providers’ (PSP) 

adherence to SCT 

Inst. Scheme 

mandatory 

  X    

b. EU legislation 
mandating the 
replacement of 
regular SCT with SCT 
Inst.  

X      

c. EU legislation 

adding instant credit 

transfers to the list 

of services included 

in the payment 

account with basic 

features referred to 

in Directive 

2014/92/EU. 

 X     

d. Development of 

new 

payment schemes, 

for example SEPA 

Direct Debit Inst. 

Scheme or QR 

interoperability 

scheme*. 

  X    

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014L0092
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32014L0092
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e. Additional 
standardisation 
supporting 
payments, including 
standards for 
technologies used to 
initiate instant 
payments, such as 
QR or others 

  X    

Other    X   

 
 

Please specify what new payment schemes should be developed according to you:  

A new payment schemes should only be developed as a reaction to identified 

market- and customer needs. It also needs to be built on clear and sound business 

models to ensure the markets willingness to invest and should not be driven by 

regulations or other interests skewing incentives.  

The European Payments Council (EPC) and the Nordic Payments Council (NPC) strive 

to ensure that market demands from end-customers and payment service providers 

can be raised and assessed in a structured way with a governance and procedures 

that supports that. Both associations work with open public consultations which give 

all possible stakeholders a possibility to influence the payment schemes being 

developed.  

Work is ongoing with a Request to pay rulebook (RTP) within EPC (the NPC has 

decided to put on hold the work on a Nordic RTP Scheme and await the 

development in EPC on making the SEPA RTP Scheme currency agnostic.). This work 

will be an important element in the development of future bill payment solutions 

based on account-to-account transfers. Another initiative from EPC is to explore the 

possibility of broadening of the credit transfer rulebooks to one leg out-transactions.  

 There is a need for solutions for digital authentication and a harmonizing of AML 

requirements and improved possibilities for sharing data in order to prevent fraud 

attempts.  It is important to consider that the use of QR-codes is primarily a solution 

to improve the dialogue between the merchant and the customer and other 

solutions for digital authentication must be considered.   
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Please specify what kind of additional standardisation supporting payments should be 

developed: 

In the payment domain, various private-sector associations with a broad member 

base, directly or indirectly, are responsible for standardisation-setting, normally 

according transparent processes that follow fixed cycles. This ensuring proper 

balance between speed, adoption rates and longevity as standardisation reflects 

true market needs. In general, we believe that the public sector-regulation should 

avoid attempts at influencing standardisation unless a clear market failure is 

observed.  

 

Please specify what other measures would contribute to the successful rollout of pan-

European payment solutions based on instant credit transfers: 

Reachability at clearing and settlement level constitute the basic building blocks 

underpinning SCT Inst and the development of end-user solutions based on SCT Inst. 

We recognise that currently, due to lack of interoperability at the clearing and 

settlement layer, not all banks that adhere to SCT Inst are able to be interact as SCT 

Inst is only a Euro facility. Resolving this issue should be a priority and should include 

risk assessments and educational initiatives.  

The development of the request to pay-rulebook could be considered as a “missing 

link” for the development of new payment solutions based on account to account-

transfers. The ongoing standardisation work in the EPC aiming to promote mobile-

initiated SCT payments may be a catalyst to achieve such a future objective. 

There is also the European Payment Initiative (EPI), brought forward by several large 

European banks, this is not yet in position to prove its benefits to the successful 

rollout of pan-European payment solutions based on cards and instant credit 

transfers.  

 

Question 13. If adherence to SCT Inst. were to become mandatory for all PSPs that 

currently adhere to SCT, which of the possible following end-dates should be envisaged?  

 By end 2021 
 By end 2022 

 By end 2023 

X Other 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
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Please specify what other end-date should be envisaged if adherence to SCT Inst. were to 

become mandatory: 

For both EUR countries as well as non-EUR countries it is important that any 

mandatory adherence is based on actual needs, i.e. customer and market driven. 

Any end-date setting process should be transparent and allow market participants 

due time to adhere to any requirements (min. 24 months).  

Furthermore, regarding the Nordic market, the joint P27 payment infrastructure 

comprising Denmark, Sweden and Finland is likely to be operational in 2021 and 

becoming the first multi-currency cross border real-time payment infrastructure in 

the world.  

 

Question 13.1 Please explain you answer to question 13:  

Mandatory adherence should not be the reason that PSPs implement SCT Inst. It 

should be the market that set such requirements. It takes a long time to develop a 

new scheme and there are differences between EUR- and non-EUR countries that 

needs to be addressed and that is one of the reasons that there should not be a 

mandatory date set at this time, it should be derived from the status of the work 

with the schemes and the market needs.  

The focus should be on building value added products based on SCT Inst so that PSPs 

see the benefits of joining, rather than a must to adhere in order to compete in a 

future payments landscape - as developing an adequate real-time payments 

infrastructure requires great investments.  

 

Question 14. In your opinion, do instant payments pose additional or increased risks (in 

particular fraud or money laundering) compared to the traditional credit transfers? 

 

x Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
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Question 14.1 If you think instant payments do pose additional or increased risks 

compared to the traditional credit transfers, please explain your answer: 

We believe that instant payments impose a higher risk of fraud and money 

laundering due to the immediacy of the transaction (for most cases, especially for 

the receiving bank) and lack of scheme. Particularly, cross boarder payments, 

connecting different instant schemes, there may be occasions where the parties 

involved do not have the aligned fraud prevention/detection/resolution capabilities.  

Furthermore, as many instant payment services are also carried out through third 

parties there is a systemic lack of insight, leading to lack of ability for robust fraud 

detection. Investigation and resolution of fraud will also be hindered by the 

complexity of the structure and thereby relatively costly. Active sharing of relevant 

data across banks/markets would support fraud detection capabilities and mitigate 

some of the risks and challenges. 

 

Question 15. As instant payments are by definition fast, they could be seen as aggravating 

bank runs. Would an ad-hoc stopgap mechanism be useful for emergency situations, for 

example a mechanism available to banks or competent authorities to prevent instant 

payments from facilitating faster bank runs, in addition to moratorium powers 

(moratorium powers are the powers of public authorities to freeze the flow of payments 

from a bank for a period of time)? 

X Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 

 

Question 15.1 If you think an ad-hoc stopgap mechanism would be useful for emergency 

situations, please explain your answer and specify under which conditions: 

The possibility to block (temporarily or longer) a participant already exists in 

payment infrastructures. This could be due to both technical and financial 

difficulties. In addition, the BRRD (Directive 2014/59/EU) stipulates resolution 

authorities should have the power to impose a temporary moratorium on the 

payment of claims. However, to lower the risk of runs consideration should be taken 

to the scenario when a run takes place outside normal office hours, especially during 

weekends, therefore an ad-hoc stopgap mechanism could be useful.   
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Question 16. Taking this into account, what would be generally the most advantageous 

solutions for EU merchants, other than cash? 

X Card-based solutions 

X SCT Inst.-based solutions 

X Other 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 

 

Please specify what other solution(s) other than cash would be the most advantageous for 

EU merchants: 

Different merchants have different needs depending on their size, existing 

infrastructure, transaction volumes and the type of merchant. For different 

merchants, the most advantageous solution could be different and there is no single 

option that serves all the needs (omnichannel merchant-high-street merchant-

online only merchant).  

In some cases, hybrid solutions will be required that merge card and SCT-based 

solutions. For the banks and the merchants and in the extension their customers, it 

will be the innovation and the development of existing solutions during the coming 

years that will show what solutions prevail as the most effective and customer 

friendly ones.    

Many merchants prefer card payments, as these provide guaranteed payment, 

increased sales, and access to a broader customer base, being the only payment 

method with global reach, and the only alternative for payments that require 

currency conversion. Card acceptance cost has significantly decreased in the last 

years. Also Request to pay might be a possible new solution that can be used by 

merchants for both e-commerce and POS. However, other solutions, e.g. based on 

mobile payments/credit transfers are becoming increasingly important as well.   

Merchants will come to appreciate payment solutions based on instant credit 

transfers, when they are developed and attain the same reach among payers as 

cards. This seems more easily attained for e-commerce than for POS payments. The 

recent success for the Swedish Swish scheme for C2B e-commerce payments points 

in that direction (https://www.swish.nu/). For person-to-person payments, account-

based solutions often provide the best reach, especially for domestic P2P payments. 

In general, consumer protection rules need to be aligned across payment 

instruments to ensure end-user attractiveness and maintain confidence in new 

payment instruments.  

 

https://www.swish.nu/
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Question 16.1 Please explain you answer to question 16:  

See question above. 

 

Question 17. What is in your view the most important factor(s) for merchants when 

deciding whether or not to start accepting a new payment method? 

Please rate each of the following proposals: 

 

 1 

 

(unimportant
) 

2 

 

(rather 
not 

important
) 

3 

 

(neutral
) 

4 

 

(rather 
important

) 

5 

 

(fully 
important

) 

N.A
. 

 

Merchant fee    X   

The 
proportion of 
users 

using that 
payment 

method 

    X  

Fraud 
prevention 
tools 

/mechanisms 

   X   

Seamless 
customer 

experience 
(no 

cumbersome 
processes 

affecting the 
number of 

   X   
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users 
completing 
the 

payment) 

Reconciliatio
n of 

transactions 

   X   

Refund 
services 

   X   

Other    X   

  

Please specify what other important factor(s) you would foresee:  

All of the above apply, and depending on the merchant, the importance and priority 

varies accordingly.  

In addition, the following must also be considered: 

- Investment fee/cost of updating or acquiring required hardware and/or 
software to accept a new payment method 

- Any additional fees related to the new payment method 
- Interoperability with already existing payment methods 
- Cost of adapting existing front-end and back-end systems  
- Vendor choice 
- Value Added services to increase penetration by enhancing the customer 

experience (e.g. loyalty, cashback), and internal operational efficiency (e.g. 
intelligence, warehouse, etc.).  

- Easiness to implement, install and use (especially for small/medium online 
merchants or merchants that work on payment on delivery). 

- Commitment of other stakeholders/parties involved in end-to-end process. 
- The proportion of new customer segments  
- Maturity of the new payment method – expected operating life 
- Settlement process and time 
- Chargeback rights and processes 
- Integration with ERPs and marketplaces/ecommerce applications 
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Question 17.1 Please explain you answer to question 17:  

Reach > Conversion > Cost” is a classic way to describe the merchant hierarchy of 

needs for payment solutions. Without a significant reach there will be very few 

payments. 

 Merchants are often reluctant to promote new payment methods which have not 

already proven to be attractive to payers. Where the use of cash is declining, there is 

an increased relative reach of electronic payment means. Once reach is established, 

focus turns to conversion, the ability for the payment method to contribute to a fast 

checkout, including a convenient user experience. Fast checkout contributes to 

increased sales as well as lower cost. 

Customer reach and ease of use are the most important factors determining the 

choice of payment instruments by merchants. For merchants a combination of 

above is essential. A new payment method usually drives development in cashier 

systems which is cost and time consuming and especially when more and more 

merchants have all integrated ERP systems.  

When both reach and conversion are established, focus turn to reduce cost. 

Merchants might then be overly positive to entirely new solutions if they think they 

will incur lower fees for the individual payment, e.g. if there are no interchange fees. 

However, they then overlook the cost and effort needed to build up reach and 

conversion for a new payment method. 

To implement new means of payments with a solid business case that drive sales for 

the merchants the merchants need to be convinced that the new method will be 

widespread, super robust, reliable and reasonably priced - as they know that cash 

and cards are there today – and an acceptance of the merchants for a new method 

is essential and the only way to obtain success for a new payment method. 

 

Question 18. Do you accept SEPA Direct Debit (SDD) payments from residents in other 

countries? 

X Yes, I accept domestic and foreign SDD payments 

 No, I only accept domestic SDD payments 

 I do not accept SDD payments at all 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
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Question 18.1 If you do accept SEPA Direct Debit (SDD) payments from residents in other 

countries, please explain why: 

Quite a few of the SBA banking members already accept SDD payments from 

residents in other countries. The SDD schemes facilitates trade across Europe and 

contribute to the goals of the single market.   

 

Question 19. Do you see a need for action to be taken at EU level with a view to 

promoting the development of cross-border compatible digital identity solutions for 

payment authentication purposes? 

 Yes, changes to EU legislation 

 Yes, further guidance or development of new standards to facilitate cross-
border interoperability 

 Yes, another type of action 

 No, I do not see a need for action 

X Other 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Please specify what other need(s) for action you would foresee or what other type(s) of 

action you would recommend:  

The issue of digital identity solutions is important for a continued digital development. 

However, a pan-European digital identity is a long-term vision. As of today, we lack 

the underlying infrastructure and the critical prerequisites are not yet there. In order 

to be able to use a digital identification the basic building blocks for such identification 

must be in place in order to be able to use the same digital identification cross-country 

as well as being   harmonized in all countries.  

There are several basic issues that needs to be addressed first with current 
regulation. Interoperability is highly needed but high quality must be prioritized 
before that, for example AML-questions to consider as well as GDPR. A major 
challenge that needs to be addressed are how respective country/bank will be able 
to trust the authentication process and the handling of the digital identity and to 
assure that it has an acceptable level of security; especially as this is also a challenge 
within some member states which needs to be addressed. 

Question 19.1 Please explain you answer to question 19:  

The implementation of PSD2 is still on-going, and the market needs stability to 

complete this work without new initiatives being introduced. Large investments 

have already been made in both the current and next generation of digital identity 

solutions.  
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Furthermore, if banks were mandated to accept all types of electronic IDs, they 

would need to upgrade all their different systems to recognise and accept all 

different types of electronic IDs to a high cost if even possible. National legislation 

setting a maximum price for eID-services risks hampering innovation and the future 

development of eID-services. Banks should have the right to decide what 

technologies and security credentials can be used to log into remote services of the 

bank. But if individual member states could possibly consolidate and create one 

platform for identification this would increase usability and reduce costs for all 

stakeholders but especially for consumers. 

 

As a common solution is not widely spread within EU – all kinds of cross border 

activity will have constraints not only payments – example an Italian student cannot 

apply to a Spanish University online using hers/his digital credentials that are used 

domestic for all sorts of actions like payments, Universities, Social welfare etc. 

 

This is a common problem all over Europe – where every country has their own 

standards, sometime not only one but several domestic solutions that can only be 

used domestically. In the long run it will be crucial to have a comprehensive and 

internationally agreed digital identity assurance framework based on eIDAS that can 

facilitate the use of harmonised digital identity systems across jurisdictions in 

combination with exiting SCA solutions. 

As of today, the digital identity ecosystem is fragmented with different national 

solutions. Building a common and open EU-database, a master register, would 

however imply critical security risks as well as a credibility risk, being an attractive 

target for crime. An insurance that digital ID can be used for on-boarding of 

customers and finding ways of supporting a fully digital onboarding process would 

be important in order for digital competition to unfold on a European level. The 

concept of interoperable eID is interesting and long-term vision for the Single 

Market.  

At the moment, there is no European infrastructure to support the idea toward 

payment authentication purposes. eIDAS infrastructure is presently limited only to 

government-only access. It should also be acknowledged that the eIDAS or other 

corresponding technologies do not provide full benefit for the on-line onboarding if 

the AML regulation is not amended in accordance with the technologies available.   
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The main issue regarding e-IDs is the underlying method of identifying a customer 

with full certainty. There are two specific situations that needs to be considered.  

Firstly, when on-boarding a customer, KYC processes need to ensure the identity of 

the customer with full certainty. The absence of unique social security 

numbers/personal numbers including the differences between Member States as 

regards to the methods of identification means that a bank needs to have other 

methods to identify a new customer with certainty (e.g. physical identification 

through passport or, in the future, biometric identification when such is developed), 

particularly in the cross-border context.  

Secondly, when a customer utilises the banking services, there need to be electronic 

identification with certainty in order to ensure that it is the customer using the 

service.  

Other things to consider are Beneficiary Account Assurance, Behavioural Biometrics, 

Behavioural Analytics, Mule data sharing and Fraud data sharing in general. 

 

Promoting the diversity of payment options, including cash 

Question 20. What are the main factors contributing to a decreasing use of cash in some 

countries EU countries? 

Please rate each of the following factors: 

 1 

 

(irrelevant) 

2 

 

(rather 
not 

relevant) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
relevant) 

5 

 

(fully 
relevant) 

N.A. 

 

Convenience of 

paying digitally 

    X  

The increasing 

importance of e-

commerce 

   X   

Contactless 

payments 

   X   

The shrinking 

availability of ATMs 

 X     
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The cost of 

withdrawing 

cash 

X      

Digital wallets   X    

Cash backs for card 

payments 

 X     

EU or national 

Regulation 

  X    

Other      X 

 

Other: techical development, risks such as robberies, time consuming and expensive to 

handle cash.  

Please specify which EU or national regulation(s) may contribute to a decreasing use of 

cash in some countries in the EU:  

The Swedish experience is that consumer have an outmost limited need and a 

majority of the customers have expressed that they do not see a new for cash. The 

availability to use cash should be customer driven. Cash payments entail a high cost 

for society and increases the risk of robberies. On the other hand, cash is still an 

important means of payments for certain groups of citizens. And some countries e.g. 

Sweden has adopted legislation to increase the availability of cash services. With 

consideration to the above legislation always need to be balanced.  

National legislation could contribute to a decreasing use of cash. As an example of 

specific regulation, a fundamental impact has been the amended Finnish Act on 

labour contracts (398/2013). From the 1.7.2013 a salary must be paid to bank 

account.  

Regulation/authorities can contribute to decreasing the use of cash by mandating 

digital payments in several use cases: 

- Requiring large invoices to be paid digitally by consumers and companies 

- Requiring payment of services subject to tax deductions to be made digitally 

- Requiring digital invoicing/payment of public authorities 

- Allowing merchants to decline cash in certain scenarios 
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Please specify what other factor(s) may contribute to a decreasing use of cash in some 

countries in the EU: 

As seen with the current Corona crisis, physical means of payments can be perceived 

by the customer to contribute to the spreading of infections and may therefore 

deter users of cash. The number of payments from older (65+) to younger, especially 

to the 40-65 age group, continues to increase. The increase to the 40-65 group is 

now almost 60%. One of the explanations is that older people who have previously 

withdrawn money from ATM:s instead use the mobile payment service Swish 

(https://www.swish.nu/) to get help from younger generations to shop in isolation 

times. 

Viewed in a longer perspective the decrease of cash in circulation has been a long-

term development which has started for practical reasons not due to regulation. The 

merchants have a driving role in their cost/benefit analysis of offering the different 

payment methods. Increasingly, particularly in the Nordics, merchants chose to not 

accept cash. As most of the cost of accepting cash is fixed, they have reached the 

point where cash is more expensive than card payments and mobile payments also 

for low value payments. Merchants and their employee unions have been 

instrumental in the development to this point as they sought to avoid the employer 

and personal costs associated with the handling of cash and armed robberies.  

The importance of electronic payment means is applicable for all types of payment 

situations, e.g. P2P payments, and for all customer categories (incl. children). 

Consumers that carry cash in order to make P2P payments or provide children with 

means to pay, tend to use cash also for low-value C2B retail payments. If these 

needs for cash are removed, consumers tend to use electronic payments for all C2B 

retail payments as well. This is the case in the Nordic countries with the introduction 

of mobile payments where it for instance has never been easier to live outside of a 

city as digital finance tools make payments and instant transfers easy – lowering the 

need and demand for cash.  

 

Question 21. Do you believe that the EU should consider introducing measures to preserve 

the access to and acceptance of cash (without prejudice to the limits imposed by Member 

States for large cash transactions) 

 

 Yes 

X No 

https://www.swish.nu/
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 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 

 

Question 21.1 Please explain your answer to question 21 

The usage of cash as a means of payment, like other payment instruments, should 

be driven by the consumer needs and demands. Until suitable digital means of 

payment are accessible to all citizens (including children, disabled and other groups) 

and rules and regulations are fully adapted to support the digitalisation of payments, 

cash will play a role, but will also become increasingly costly to manage as 

consumers continue to turn to digital means of payments. 

Cash as a legal tender should not be regulated separately from other means of 

payment instruments. The development of electronic payment instruments should 

be acknowledged as a parallel and substituting payment method alternative. 

Payment habits vary significantly between markets/Member States and different 

currencies exist. Therefore, decisions need to be taken by the individual Member 

States rather than at an EU level. 

Question 22. Which of the following measures do you think could be necessary to ensure 

that cash remains accessible and usable by EU citizens? 

 

 1 

 

(irrelevant) 

2 

 

(rather 
not 

relevant) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
relevant) 

5 

 

(fully 
relevant) 

N.A. 

 

Promote a sufficient 
coverage of ATMs in 
the EU, including in 
remote areas 

 X     

EU legislation 
adding ‘free-of-
charge cash 
withdrawals’ to the 
list of services 
included in the 
“payment account 
with basic features” 
referred to in the 

 

X 
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Payment Accounts 
Directive 

Ensure that cash is 
always accepted as 
a means of payment 
at point of sale 

X      

Other       

 

Question 22.1. Please specify what other measures would be necessary to ensure that 

cash remains accessible and usable by EU citizens: 

The usage of cash as a means of payment, like other payment instruments, should 

be driven by the consumer needs and demands. In addition, each payment 

instrument should carry its’ own societal cost in order to maximise the societal 

benefit. 

 

PSD2 implementation and market developments 
 

Question 23. Taking into account that experience with PSD2 is so far limited, what would 

you consider has been the impact of PSD2 in the market so far? 

 

 1 

 

(strongly 
disagree) 

2 

 

(rather 
disagree) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
agree) 

5 

 

(fully 
agree) 

N.A. 

 

PSD2 has facilitated 
access to the market 
for payment service 
providers other than 
banks 

   X   

PSD2 has increased 
competition 

   X   

PSD2 has facilitated 
innovation 

  X    
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PSD2 has allowed for 
open banking to 
develop 

   X   

PSD2 has increased 
the level of security 
for payments 

  X    

Other       

 

Please specify what other impact PSD2 had in the market so far: 

PSD2 has laid a good foundation enabling third parties to connect on a level playing 

field as well as increased the development of Open banking and APIs. A foundation 

has been laid for further competition and innovation. 

It supports the development of new payment services and business models by 

allowing customers to grant other payment service providers access to payment 

data from banks and to initiate transactions from payment accounts held in banks. 

While maintaining important and vital adequate levels of security for payments 

there are instances of overly technical requirements that hamper convenience and 

thus the ability for all service providers to innovate. 

 

Question 23.1 Please explain your answer to question 23: 

Given the limited time that PSD2 has been in force and that not all market players 

have adopted e.g. the SCA requirement, it is too early to fully assess the impact that 

PSD2 will have on the market. Confusion between the requirements arising from the 

GDPR and PSD2 has increased service provider’s administrative work (governance 

cover).   

Regarding the level of security, a more frequent use of Strong Customer 

Authentication in payments – especially for card payments, should definitely have 

the potential of significantly reducing fraud and thereby increase security as well as 

customer’s trust in payments. The RTS on SCA introduces an extensive set of 

exclusions and exemptions1 from the SCA requirement, and it remains to be seen to 

what extent the usage of these exemptions will reduce the impact in reduction of 

fraud.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

20 (34) 

On the other hand, the new openness and the increase of participants have a cost in 
form of additional security risks that needs to be addressed by ASPSP´s.  There is a risk 
that customers who “click a box” on terms and conditions for a service do not fully 
understand what this would mean with regards to their data being shared and used 
by another actor.  
 
Question 24. The payments market is in constant evolution. Are there any activities which 

are not currently in the list of payment services of PSD2 and which would raise specific 

and significant risks not addressed by current legislation? 

 

X Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 
Question 24.1 Please explain your answer to question 24: 

The main question is most probably not the lack of activities in the list of payment 

services of PSD2. There are many issues to consider, correlation between PSD2 and 

other regulations are one factor that needs to be addressed (for example AML, fraud 

and GDPR). With future developments we can see a potential need to review. 

Exclusions like the Limited Networks (k), electronic communication networks (l) and 

independent ATMs (o) could be removed to create clarity, level playing field and 

increased customer protection. 

Banks and PSPs are screening incoming payments for potential AML issues and are 

obliged to do so. However, fraud screening of incoming payments is not yet 

mandatory. That would of course reduce the level of fraud but for that to be 

possible more data would need to be shared to be able to screen for incoming fraud 

and for the data sharing we have GDPR unclarities in the EU. To screen also incoming 

payments for fraud in addition to outgoing would require major investments for the 

banks. In addition, there is currently no aligned definition at the EU level as to what 

exactly fraud includes. Any potential legislation would have to address these issues.   

Today, any party is free to start doing incoming payment screening for fraud if they 

wish to do so. It’s still an operational risk which everyone can find a way to mitigate 

as they see fit.  

It would be beneficial with a pan-European harmonized regulation for the level of 

the required preparedness arrangements. This regulatory framework should be 

based on careful review of costs and efficiency. 
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Question 25. PSD2 introduced strong customer authentication to mitigate the risk of fraud 

or of unauthorised electronic payments. Do you consider that certain new developments 

regarding fraud (stemming for example from a particular technology, a means of payment 

or use cases) would require additional mitigating measures to be applied by payment 

services providers or users? 

X Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 

 

Question 25.1 Please explain your answer to question 25 and specify if this should be 

covered by legislation: 

Fraud trends are constantly changing and currently moves towards manipulating 

customers. Therefore, Beneficiary Account Assurance and adding further layers of 

security, e.g. the use of biometric solutions including behavioural 

biometrics/analytics and geodata, would be appropriate. Mandating the use of such 

elements would significantly reduce fraud levels. 

However, the latter is currently in conflict with GDPR. Hence political re-

prioritisation and regulatory exemptions may be relevant to consider in order to 

better allow fraud detection and protection of consumers.  

It remains to be seen what effect the SCA requirement will have on reducing fraud 

and increasing security, as it has been, as an example, postponed until end of 2020 

for card-based e-commerce payments, a main fraud area. What is mostly needed is 

enforcement of the SCA requirement.  

Question 26. Recent developments have highlighted the importance of developing 

innovative payment solutions. Contactless payments have, in particular, become critical to 

reduce the spread of viruses. Do you think that new, innovative payment solutions should 

be developed? 

X Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 26.1 If you answered yes to question 26, please explain your answer: 

In contrast to cash, new innovative payment solutions, such as contactless payments 

including mobile contactless payments, should be developed by market participants 

based on market needs and customer demand, driven by sound business principles 

that ensures a valid business case for the investors in innovation and new 
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technology. The most important tasks for the regulator in this context are to ensure 

a level playing field (with less exclusions from the PSD2 scope) and avoid regulation 

that deteriorates the business case for the market participants investing in such 

solutions. Keeping the interchange fees for card-based payments at least at current 

level, is crucial in this context. 

Considering the eventual risk of a spread of virus, there are already existing 

solutions to a large extent that allows for purely digital payments with minimal or no 

physical interaction involved and thus contribute to contain infections such as 

Corona. 

Question 27. Do you believe in particular that contactless payments (based on cards, 

mobile apps or other innovative technologies) should be further facilitated? 

X Yes 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 27.1. Please explain your answer to question 27. (Please consider to include the 

following elements: how would you promote them? For example, would you support an 

increase of the current ceilings authorised by EU legislation? And do you believe that 

mitigating measures on fraud and liability should then be also envisaged?): 

Contactless payments are reaching a mature state and any changes/adaptations 
should be based on market needs and customer demand, driven by sound business 
principles that ensures a valid business case for the investors in innovation and new 
technology. Contactless payments were developed to introduce more convenient 
and faster payments an any need to (quickly) adjust the limit should be driven by 
demand not regulation. There are different initiatives that may be further facilitated, 
for example smartphone manufacturers to open their NFC antenna to the issuer to 
increase adoption and enrich services of mobile contactless payments.  

 

Improving access to payment accounts data under 
PSD2 
Question 28. Do you see a need for further action at EU level to ensure that open banking 

under PSD2 achieves its full potential? 

 

X Yes 

 No 
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 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 28.1 If you do see a need for further action at EU level to ensure that open 

banking under PSD2 achieves its full potential, please rate each of the following proposals: 

 

 1 

 

(irrelevant) 

2 

 

(rather 
not 

relevant) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
relevant) 

5 

 

(fully 
relevant) 

N.A. 

 

Promote the use of 
different 
authentication 
methods, ensuring 
that the ASPSPs 
always offer both a 
redirection based 
and an embedded 
approach 

 X     

Promote the 
development of a 
scheme involving 
relevant market 
players with a view 
to facilitating the 
delegation of Strong 
Customer 
Authentication to 
TPPs 

 X     

Promote the 
implementation of 
consent dashboards 
allowing payment 
service users to 
manage the consent 
to access their data 
via a single interface 

 X     

Other       
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Question 28.2 Please specify what other proposal(s) you have: 

We suggest an exhaustive impact assessment of costs and benefits of the PSD2 prior 

to any further regulative action points. Particularly the RTS on SCA is not sufficiently 

clear but any revision should be made in accordance to the revision timeline set in 

PSD2 i.e. 2021. 

Without a clearly specified concept of consent dashboard it is difficult to assess 
potential benefits and downsides of the concept. It may also bring a risk of market 
centralisation which will contravene the Commission’s objective to foster innovations. 
The idea of eIDAS compliant services is not feasible. In case eIDAS identification was 
mandatory, it will limit the service development and innovations and in worst case 
drive a range of service providers out from market. We also refer to our answer to 
question 19. 

 
Question 29. Do you see a need for further action at EU level promoting the 

standardisation of dedicated interfaces (e.g. Application Programming Interfaces – APIs) 

under PSD2? 

 

 Yes 

 No 

X Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 29.1 Please explain your answer to question 29: 

A standardisation of APIs at the EU level is only preferred when/if the market has 

identified a need for it (could be for example concerning risk/security issues). A high 

level of security must be achieved in order to maintain consumer confidence, 

transparency and integrity of the exchange of data. A majority of the banks have 

already made major developments and changes to what have already been put into 

production can be costly and should only be applied when necessary.     

Possible standardisation candidates to address for the future are for example 

authentication methods and regulation concerning additional types of 

information/open data (not only payments accounts).    

A precondition for a successful digitalisation is that all players in the financial 

industry need to have the same conditions and commercial opportunities to make 

the investments required to offer innovative services and infrastructure. The SBA 
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therefore supports the principle, “same services, same risks, same rules and same 

supervision”.  

Adapting EMD2 to the evolution of the market and 
experience in its implementation 
 

Question 30. Do you consider the current authorisation and prudential regime for 

electronic money institutions (including capital requirements and safeguarding of funds) 

to be adequate? 

 

 Yes 

 No 

X Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 30.1 Please explain your answer to question 30: 

The provision of financial services is done by both credit institutions (i.e. banks), 

other types of financial institutions (e.g. PSPs, insurance companies, AIFs, crowd-

funding platforms, consumer credit companies) as well as tech (fintech and big tech 

companies). In order to ensure consumer protection and (as new market 

participants grow) financial stability, we support the principle of “same activity, 

same risks, same regulation and same supervision”. In this regard, both the same 

level of regulation (e.g. prudential, AML/CFT) as well as proportionate supervisory 

attention is important. Consequently, irrespective of the provider of the service the 

regulatory and supervisory demands should be the same. This principle should be 

upheld both between different types of financial companies and between financial 

companies and others (big techs and fin techs).  

We support activity-based regulation irrespective of the type of provider (e.g. credit 
institutions, ASPSPs, PSPs, big tech or fintech). This would ensure consumer 
protection and (as new entrants grow) financial stability. 
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Question 30.2 If you do you not consider the current authorisation and prudential regime 

adequate, what are most relevant factors as to why the prudential regime for electronic 

money institutions may not be adequate? 

-  

Question 30.3 Please specify what are the other factor(s) make the prudential regime for 

electronic money institutions not adequate: 

        - 

Question 31. Would you consider it useful to further align the regime for payment 

institutions and electronic money institutions? 

X Yes, the full alignment of the regimes is appropriate 

 Yes, but a full alignment is not appropriate because certain aspects cannot be 
addressed by the same regime 

 No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 31.1 Please explain your answer to question 31: 

Currently several ongoing schemes have their focus on digital currency/assets and 
related regulation. The consultation on Crypto Currencies has ended only on 
19.3.2020 and the outcomes are to be released. ECB's WG for Central Bank Digital 
Currency has not yet indicated any plans on how to go forward with CBDC. Only on 
13.05.2020 FISMA had a conference call where regulation questions and policies were 
discussed. One key question (among the others) was missing taxonomy in conjunction 
to different virtual currencies. Keeping in mind that any regulative choice regarding 
the currencies and scope of the regulation is fundamental to market and all financial 
players.  For these reasons a coherent regulation framework comprising all different 
instruments is necessary.   

 

Question 31.2 Please state which differences, if any, between payment institutions and 

electronic money institutions might require, a different regime: 

We believe there is nothing that require different regimes. Irrespective of the 

provider of the service the regulatory and supervisory demands should be the same. 
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Payment solutions of the future 
 

Question 32. Do you see “programmable money” as a promising development to support 

the needs of the digital economy? 

 Yes 

X No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 32.1 If you do see “programmable money” as a promising development to 

support the needs of the digital economy, how and to what extent, in your views, could 

EU policies facilitate its safe deployment?  

Digital contracts that automate movement of money with pre-defined conditions 

signed by all parties of a contractual obligation (i.e. so called “smart money”) is a 

powerful concept that can automate e.g. industrial value chains in combination with 

properly regulated and legal verifiable data networks. However, the technology is 

immature, and unresolved challenges remain (governance, accountability, 

competition and coordination within the context of decentralized systems). The 

introduction of these technologies likely brings new risks to consumers and needs to 

be addressed.   

EU policies for digital cross border transactions can support the development of the 

digital contract model by e.g. continue harmonizing the legal status of digital 

signatures in the eurozone and keeping financial regulation technology neutral. 

 

B. Access to safe, efficient and interoperable retail 

payment systems and other support infrastructure 

Interoperability of instant payments infrastructures  
 

Question 33. With regard to SCT Inst., do you see a role for the European Commission in 

facilitating solutions for achieving this interoperability in a cost-efficient way? 

 Yes 

X No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
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Question 33.1 Please explain your answer to question 33 

As a starting point, it should be noted that EBA Clearing’s RT1 is an efficient private-

sector owned clearing platform that provides close to 100 percent reachability with 

fair and open access. At the same time, interoperability between all instant payment 

infrastructures is an important objective to ensure reach and avoid the costs and 

complexities of multiple CSM participations. Yet, this should not be pursued through 

regulatory actions that may be difficult to calibrate according to market needs. 

Instead it should be further explored if this interoperability can be properly 

established through increased cooperation between infrastructures as in the EACHA 

model. As part of this, the Eurosystem should contribute actively in developing a 

solution that allows banks to connect to just one CSM without the need to divide 

liquidity between CSMs.  

Ensure a fair and open access to relevant technical 
infrastructures in relation to payments activity 
 

Question 34. Do you agree with the following statements? 

 

 1 

 

(strongly 
disagree) 

2 

 

(rather 
disagree) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
agree) 

5 

 

(fully 
agree) 

N.A. 

 

Existence of such 
legislation in only 
some Member 
States creates level 
playing field risks 

    X  

EU legislation should 
oblige providers of 
technical services 
supporting the 
provision of 
payment services to 
give access to such 
technical services to 
all payment service 
providers 

  X    
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Mandatory access to 
such technical 
services creates 
additional security 
risks 

   x   

 

Question 34.1 Please explain your answer to question 34: 

A level playing field including access to relevant technical infrastructures on equal 

terms is important; it increases the opportunities for development, interoperability, 

and sustainability of services across borders. This applies to both the service 

providers and the service takers who are dependent on access to infrastructures. 

Mandatory access of all PSPs may create additional risks because of the difference in 

reliability and access to Central Bank money for settlement, between PSPs.  

Furthermore, market participants should be able to agree on adequate 

compensation for access to data, in order to ensure sustainable financing and fair 

distribution of costs for maintaining the relevant technical infrastructure. 

 

Question 34.2 If you think that EU legislation should address this issue, please explain 

under which conditions such access should be given: 

- 

 

Facilitating access to payments infrastructures 
 

Question 35. Is direct access to all payment systems important for payment institutions 

and e-money institutions or is indirect participation through a bank sufficient? 

 Yes, direct participation should be allowed 

x No, indirect participation through banks is sufficient 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
  

Question 35.1 Why do you think direct participation should be allowed? 

- 

Question 35.2 Please specify the other reason(s) why you think direct participation should 

be allowed: 
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- 

Question 35.3 Why do you think indirect participation through banks is sufficient? 

You can select as many answers as you like. 

X Because the cost of direct participation would be too high 

X Because banks offer indirect access at reasonable conditions 

 Other reasons 
 

Question 35.4 Please specify the other reason(s) why you think indirect participation 

through banks is sufficient: 

The banks are regulated and takes responsibility for the risks. 

Question 36. As several – but not all – Member States have adopted licensing regimes for 

payment system operators, is there a risk in terms of level playing field, despite the 

existence of central bank oversight? 

In order to further harmonize the European payment eco-system and ensuring a 

level playing field, it would be important to ensure that Member States licensing 

schemes are aligned and harmonized. A most recent example requires the Nordic 

P27 infrastructure company to acquire a license in order for it to start its operations 

in Sweden. However, similar requirements do not exist in Denmark. Therefore, we 

strongly support uniform licensing terms. Licencing is the correct approach to ensure 

only serious players are allowed to operate systems. 

 

Improved cross-border payments, including 
remittances, facilitating the international role of the 
euro 
 
Question 37. Do you see a need for action at EU level on cross-border payments between 

the EU and other jurisdictions? 

 Yes 

X No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
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Question 37.1 Please explain your answer to question 37: 

Faster and more efficient payments are preferred also in a global context. The 

current correspondent banking no longer appears a feasible solution for modern 

world payments and needs.  

Issues faced by banks include the lack of transparency and loss of information, 

exchange of information and communication between banks, and lack of 

harmonised KYC and screening requirements and practices. Currently the SCT 

scheme does not allow for all the needed information and this is being worked on by 

the EPC.  

SWIFT GPI by banks along with the migration to the ISO20022 XML standard will 
contribute reducing some of the issues. A close dialogue between the market and the 
legislation for certain general questions can facilitate the development needed 
(Fraud, AML etc.).   
 
Question 38. Should the Commission play a role (legislative or other) in facilitating cross-

border payments between the EU and the rest of the world? 

 Yes 

X No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

A major issue with cross-border payments between the EU and the rest of the world is about 

obtaining enough and the right information from the cross-border payment when introduced in 

the clearing and settlement systems of the EU. The EPC is working on solutions for changing 

the current SEPA CT Rulebooks in order to facilitate this and there is no need for the 

Commission to intervene at this point. 

 

Question 39. Should the Commission play a role in facilitating remittances, through e.g. 

cost reduction, improvement of services? 

 Yes 

X No 

 Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 
Question 39.1 Please explain your answer to question 39 and specify which role the 

Commission should play – legislative or non-legislative: 

 

In order to reduce costs for international transfers, further harmonisation of terms 

and processes on a global level will increase efficiency, including for remittances that 
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often are costly for consumers. However, commercially driven initiatives are also 

aiming to achieve such goals. Therefore, any actions should be of a non-regulatory 

character and aim at ensuring equal terms and a level playing field between 

jurisdictions. The effects of more efficient payment systems should be reflected in 

higher competition to ensure lower prices to process these transfers.  

 
Question 40. Taking into account that the industry is developing or implementing 

solutions to facilitate cross-border payments between the EU and other jurisdictions, to 

what extent would you support the following actions: 

 

 1 

 

(irrelevant) 

2 

 

(rather 
not 

relevant) 

3 

 

(neutral) 

4 

 

(rather 
relevant) 

5 

 

(fully 
relevant) 

N.A. 

 

Include in SEPA SCT 
scheme one-leg 
credit transfers 

   X   

Wide adoption by 
the banking industry 
of cross-border 
payment trackers 
such as SWIFT’s 
Global Payments 
Initiative 

   X   

Facilitate linkages 
between instant 
payment systems 
between 
jurisdictions 

   X   

Support “SEPA-like” 
experiences at 
regional level 
outside the EU and 
explore possible 
linkages with SEPA 
where relevant and 
feasible 

   X   
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Support and 
promote the 
adoption of 
international 
standards such as 
ISO 20022 

    X  

Other     X  

 

 
Please specify what other action(s) you would support: 

Uniform terms and conditions in central banks and correspondent banks will 

facilitate more efficient cross border payments, however, to be effective, this would 

also necessitate uniform requirements regarding AML and sanctions. 

 

Question 40.1 Please explain your answer to question 40: 

Faster and more efficient payments are preferred also in a global context. The 

current correspondent banking no longer appears a feasible solution for modern 

world payments and needs.  

Issues faced by banks include the lack of transparency and loss of information, 

exchange of information and communication between banks, and lack of 

harmonised KYC and screening requirements and practices. Currently the SCT 

scheme does not allow for all the needed information and this is being worked on by 

the EPC.  

SWIFT GPI by banks along with the migration to the ISO20022 XML standard will 

contribute reducing some of the issues. A close dialogue between the market and 

the legislation for certain general questions can facilitate the development needed 

(Fraud prevention, AML etc.).   

 

Question 41. Would establishing linkages between instant payments systems in the EU 

and other jurisdictions: 

 Reduce the cost of cross-border payments between the EU and other 
jurisdictions? 

 Increase the costs of cross-border payments between the EU and other 
jurisdictions? 
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 Have no impact on the costs of cross-border payments between the EU and 
other jurisdictions? 

X Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant 
 

Question 41.1 Please explain your answer to question 41 

- 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


