However, if it your scanner relies upon OCR as a sole means of MICR line interpretation, in my opinion it should be disqualified from RDC use and deployment.  This harsh opinion has nothing to do with such a scanner's ability to generate an adequate quality image or an accurately interpreted MICR line.  If my assumption that your product reads the MICR line via OCR is incorrect, please say so immediately so that we can avoid having my opinion associated with it on false grounds.

You are of course aware that the FRB requires that the MICR line on checks be printed in magnetic ink.  Check-21 has not altered this requirement and there is no movement for it to be alterred.  

Many assume that this requirement exists so that check items can be sorted on traditional high-speed check sorters and this assumption would be correct.  However, it is also the case that a MICR line printed in magnetic ink is a long standing deterrence to check fraud. 

Two basic facts underly this claim:

1.  It is easy to alter an existing MICR line on a check in a manner that will cause it to read differently than originally intended when the interpretation is via OCR.  All that is required is an understanding of the MICR characters and check digits and a pen or pencil and, possibly, a razor blade.  Unless the alteration is done unskillfully, OCR will be totally blind to its occurrence.  It is extremely difficult to alter the check's MICR line in a way that will yield an apparent good read that is different from than intended given interpretation via a magnetic read head.  The item will either read as originally intended or reject.

2.  Although not an insurmountable barrier to counterfeiting checks, it is far easier to create an entirely fraudulent check item with the MICR line printed in non-magnetic ink than in FRB specification complieant magnetic ink.  In consequence, the strong majority of counterfeit checks are non-magnetic and that subpopulation of non-magnetic checks is far more likely to contain fraud items than the magnetic population.

MICR characters printed in magnetic ink have a matte/non-shiny appearance in contrast to most commonly available non-magnetic inks and toners.  This is one of several signs of a possibly fraudulent item that Bank Tellers have trained to look for for years.  But additionally, FRB requirements have meant that items which fail to read magnetically have been rejected and, typically, received a MICR repair strip.  The repair operation has exposed potentially fraudulent items to another round of scrutiny by a trained bank employee and served to flag possibly unusual items for the paying bank and account holder.

A check scanner in the hands of the fraud-trained remote depositor (that includes a magnetic MICR read) ups the ante in defending against check fraud because the fraud is likely to be identified more rapidly.  Using an OCR scanner exposes the Remote Depositor to even greater fraud loss potential than existed before.  Since the loss from a single fraudulent item over an entire system lifetime would on average exceed any check scanner cost reduction achieved by omitting magnetic MICR read capability, it is difficult to see how an OCR-only approach makes any sense at all.   

One may absolutely count on check fraud artists quickly coming to recognize the special vulnerability of RDC users with OCR only check scanners and selectively attacking these marks.  Any bank that would recommend a process or equipment to customers that would make them more vulnerable to fraud losses should probably rethink their position.

I have written this unaware of exactly which product is being referred to by the poster.  However, some time ago, I contacted the vendor of a newly announced product that was represented as portable and exceptionally inexpensive.   

On learning that the announced product read the MICR line via OCR only, I asked how the product screened checks that did not meet magnetic ink requirements and how concerns about counterfeit and fraudulently alterred items slipping past the system might be addressed.  The result was an almost hostile reply that the scanner "was Check-21 compliant" and apparent disinterest in discussing the matter further.  Although this caused me to joke with a colleague about the brave new world in which the scam artist could make a WIFI remote deposit of a counterfeit check from the backseat of a cab while on the way to the airport to catch a flight to make a withdrawal from his South Sea island account, I found the thought of such a product very troubling.  This is an area in sore need of some immediate bankerly prudence.  And evidently, I was not alone in this opinion.

The reader should be aware that this issue is surfacing before the FRB, the ANSI X.9 committee and various bank and payments associations.  

One proposal being circulated is that the depository bank include "MICR Quality" metrics conceptionally similar to image quality metrics and particularly flagging non-magnetic items so that the paying bank will be aware of this fact and may use it in determining whether or not the item should be honored or dishonored.   I believe this is a very good idea.  Those that would agree should join in increasing the volume of associated discussion because this concern is a loophole that should be plugged to better protect all parties to the RDC transaction.   

In closing, I note that currently "Check 21 Compliant"  does not mean that the "compliant" approach is a good one or one that will prove to be "compliant" in the future.  If I have been on-target in assuming this product does not have a magnetic MICR read head, I look forward to a vendor reply that affirmative addresses the fraud concern I have surfaced.   Absent a good and convincing answer, I believe the product should be withdrawn from consideration by the RDC market.
