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5.2 Provisions on Credit Transfers 

 
Stakeholders are asked whether issues relating to the use of different cost options 
for transfers in euro have been resolved. For example: 

– Do banks continue to ask consumers whether they wanted to pay all the charges 
(OUR) or share the charges (SHARE), the customer usually said pay all (OUR)? 

– Do other problems in this field exist? 

– Are consumers aware of their rights in this area?  

– Do stakeholders believe that Regulation (EC) No 2560/2001 should be amended 
to avoid any artificial circumvention of the Regulation in addition to what is 
foreseen in the New Legal Framework and thus resolve the problem described 
above? 

 
Important: The Regulation should be amended in a way that it states all credit 
transfers are executed, by default, as “national share”. We have noticed cases where 
the (German) bank of the payee took an extra fee for crediting the amount on his 
account. After the bank’s interpretation the Regulation only protects the payer and 
not the payee. If that interpretation was right, there would be a serious loophole in the 
scope of the Regulation. 
 
 

Do stakeholders agree that that the problems described above in Spain have been 
resolved? 

No further experiences  
 



6. DIRECT IMPACT OF REGULATION (EC) NO 2560/2001  

6.1 Impact on Charges for Payments made Cross-Border 

 
Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on whether prices are equalised or 
whether problems still exist.  

In the latter case, stakeholders are asked to provide additional information as to 
exactly why prices may not be equalised. 

Copies of any further studies/surveys that may have been undertaken at the 
national level are also welcome. 

To our knowledge prices are equalised by now. 
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on whether the prices for cross-
border transfers have fallen.  

Copies of any further studies/surveys that may have been undertaken at the 
national level are also welcome. 

Main, unchanged point of criticism; average charge/fee for ATMs of other banking 
groups (“not-on-us”-fee) within Germany (and cross-border): 4 €. Before it was 4 DM 
(2 €) within Germany and 5 DM (2,50 €) cross-border. Prices of almost all banks 
have risen substantially. In Annex I “not-on-us”-fees are listed (see attached article of 
Stiftung Warentest, 7/2005).  
 
Cross-border credit transfers have become cheaper as national credit transfers 
already have been very low-priced. 
 
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide information on charges for cross-border 
payments (electronic payments and credit transfers) above EUR 12 500 and to 
compare them to charges below the threshold. 

No latest experiences. 
 
 

6.2 Impact on Consumer Awareness 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on the following aspects: 

– Have all the Regulation’s requirements on the provision of consumer 
information been implemented? 

– Does the Regulation create any inconsistencies with other legislation in this 
respect? 

– Do stakeholders have any other comments on the provision of information in this 
respect? 



 
Concerning credit transfers, to our knowledge in many cases the implementation has  
been fulfilled by handing out small brochures about the new possibility of cross-
border credit transfer with the use of IBAN and BIC. Many banks present IBAN and 
BIC on  the bank statements.    
 
There is a general problem with information about modifications of the charges. 
Banks hand out their price list (general terms and conditions) on request and post it 
in the window. In many cases, this information it is also available on the internet. 
However, the price lists are subject to alterations at short notice. It is unlikely that the 
consumer is really aware of these changes and the time limits. 
 
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on the following aspects: 

– Are consumers aware of the scope and/or detail of the Regulation? If not, where 
is information lacking? 

– Do stakeholders have any other comments on consumer understanding of the 
Regulation? 

 
Many consumers are not aware of the scope or details of the Regulation.  
 
Especially in the field of ATM withdrawals information is lacking or complex, not so 
much what regards ATM withdrawal abroad, but national ATM withdrawals from other 
than the own banking group (sometimes there are three different fees depending on 
the bank one withdraws money).   
 
 

The Commission would like to request input from stakeholders on the following 
issues: 

– Have the Regulation requirements (Articles 4(1) and (2)) been fully integrated 
into national law? 

– Do consumers have the required information to make informed decisions? 

– Are consumers aware of the Regulation and its scope? If not, what actions could 
be undertaken to make consumers more aware? 

– Is there widespread use of IBAN and BIC codes? Are consumers aware of their 
IBAN/BIC and what they are used for? 

– Are IBAN and BIC the still correct standards to be used in this respect? 

See above. Widespread use of IBAN and BIC in Germany, but only for cross-border 
transfers. For purely national transfers, the ZKA intends not to introduce IBAN and 
BIC, not even after the start of SEPA.    
 



Problems may arise when banks won’t check any further the correlation/matching of 
the data between IBAN and payee (so far in Germany the decisive information is the 
payee information). 
 
 

6.3 Impact of National Reporting Obligations 

 
Stakeholders are asked to provide additional information, particularly on the non-
implementation of Article 6. 

-/- 
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide information on whether transfer behaviour has 
altered since the implementation of the Regulation.  

In particular, are consumers reducing the size of their transactions to below the 
EUR 12 500 threshold in order to reduce charges? 

If consumers are clever it is the only possibility to spare costs.  
 
 

Stakeholders are asked provide their views on the different options.  

Should changes in the Regulation be required, what would be a suitable timeframe? 

 
-/- 
 

Would an increase in the threshold create any inconsistencies with other legislation 
in this respect? 

-/- 
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide more detailed information on the nature of 
national obligations which prevent the automation of payments. 

-/- 
 

6.4 Payment Infrastructures 

 
Stakeholders are asked to comment on whether issues relating to the development 
of payment infrastructures should continue to be dealt with in the context of the 
New Legal Framework and self-regulation as is currently the case.  

Stakeholders are asked to identify the key area where problems exist to establish a 
pan-European payments infrastructure and their view on how these can be 
overcome. 

 



The main problem concerning SEPA is that some national banking associations like 
the German ones don’t intend to give up the old national systems at all (unending 
use as long as consumers still want the old instruments, no active pushing and 
marketing for SEPA instruments), that consequently the timeframe “end of 2010” 
don’t play any role for them and that they want to price SEPA instruments differently 
from national payment instruments.     
 
 

7. INDIRECT IMPACT OF REGULATION (EC) NO 2560/2001 

 
Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on the impact of Regulation 
(EC) No 2560/2001 on the price of national credit transfers.  

Do stakeholders agree with the results of the study? If not, please provide 
additional information. 

 
No impact on the price of national credit transfers (already very low).  
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on the impact of Regulation 
(EC) No 2560/2001 on the price of national payment card purchases.  

Do stakeholders agree with the results of the study? If not, please provide 
additional information. 

No change on national payment card purchases 
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on the impact of Regulation 
(EC) No 2560/2001 on the price of national ATM cash withdrawals.  

Do stakeholders agree with the results of the study? If not, please provide 
additional information. 

See above: prices have risen substantially.  
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views as to whether the reliability and 
speed of cross-border transfers has developed since the adoption of Regulation (EC) 
No 2560/2001. Detailed evidence to support stakeholder views in this area is 
appreciated. 

Reliability: yes, but experiences show that some transfers still are very slow.  
 

8. OTHER ISSUES 

8.1 Scope 

Stakeholders are asked to provide their views on the exclusion of cheques 
from the scope of Regulation (EC) No 2560/2001. 



Cheques don’t play a vital role in Germany anymore.  
 

Stakeholders are asked to provide input as to whether the scope of 
Regulation (EC) No 2560/2001 should be expanded to cover other payments 
instruments such as direct debits. 

The scope could be expanded to direct debits if one day there will be will a Pan-
European Direct debit (PEDD).  
 

8.2 Competition 

 
Cross-border Credit Transfers 

Stakeholders are asked to provide comments on the conclusions of the RBR 
study. 

As the study asks for person-to-person funds transfers should be included as long as 
security aspects are met.  
 

Payment Cards 

Stakeholders are asked to provide comments on the conclusions of the RBR 
study. 

-/- 
 

ATM Cash Withdrawal Networks 

Stakeholders are asked to provide comments on the conclusions of the RBR 
study. 

-/- 
 

European Commission Sectoral Investigation 

In general terms, on the question of “the advisability of improving consumer 
services by strengthening the conditions of competition in the provision of 
cross-border payment services”, any conclusions would be premature given 
the ongoing sectoral investigation into retail financial services. 

agree 
 

8.3 Enforcement 

8.3.1 Sanctions  

Stakeholders are asked to provide information on the sanctions schemes 
available in their Member States. 

 



In contrast to the answer of the Government: No special sanctions in the German law 
have been integrated after the entry into force of the Regulation. The general rules in 
the BGB – existing for a long time - don’t fit here.   
 
 

8.3.2 Competent authorities  

Stakeholders as requested to provide their view on the different options 
addressing dispute settlement. 

Member States are also asked to provide information on whether they have 
competent authorities or not. If yes, how many cases are dealt with and what 
would be the estimated cost. 

The dispute settlement system in Germany is very splitted and intransparent.  

 
8.4 Review Clause 

Stakeholders are requested to provide their views on the insertion of a revised 
review clause, in particular: 

– When should the legislation be reviewed (2010 in line with SEPA objectives)? 

– Should the specific issues highlighted under the Article 8 be re-examined in the 
future? Should more/less issues be covered? If yes, which issues?  
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