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XS Input on Open Items
Here is my feedback on various points of the Singapore agenda: 
· CA278: ok for me but I requested final check internally 
· CA284: ok with the proposal 
· CA289: (i) Second case in the table seems weird since we say in the secnario 'no lapse of securities entitlemen' though we still add a LAPS option (ii) why did we add 'if CHOS' after the LAPS option in case 4? 
· CA 297: ok with the proposed text 
· CA300: Bernard, can you send me you document ahead of the meeting so that I can review and comment on it? 
· CA305: I think this type of CR might be expensive for the community to implement. I would propose monitory of MT567 with multiple statuses via check of the messages by Swift once the market practice has been implemented? This wold help us know if such messages occur and then decide to go for a CR. 
· CA307: nothing specific to report for XS, the only deviations are listed in the XS column of the EIG matrix 
· CA313: I tink the MT567 rejection would be easier from a processing point of view than having to generate a zero payment 566. The reason code in the 567 could be INTV if we agree that such option should be deactivated in the 564 upon decision of the issuer not to accept additional instructions for that option 
· CA314: Bernard, could you provide example where such format would have been needed on PRPP?
FR Input on Open Items

Please find below the feedback / comments from France on the different CA open items.

I remain at your disposal for any additional information you may require.
Kind regards
JPK

CA 203 – SR2016

First comment from the French Market is that it is difficult to work on some impacts for France knowing that the country vote is not closed yet.
Potentially, we may vote against some decisions taken by the MWG.

In addition to this introduction, the FR NMPG made a specific focus on the following CR:
CR976 :
if FDIV and PDIV are deleted, would it be possible to postpone deletion to SR2017? Indeed, all French participants are using these codes and it may cause trouble to cancel these qualifiers : risk of massive nacks.
Furthermore, the risk is that some payments in May announced and paid with FDIV and PDIV (MT564 and MT566) will have an additional credit in November or December 2016 so AFTER the SR2016 implementation. Messages may be not consistent.
Postponing to SR2017 would allow France to implement a new Market Practice without FDIV / PDIV before the dividend period for example with effective date 1st Jan 2017. 

On the other hand, the proposed qualifiers ACTU and INDI doesn’t mean the same thing so the decision of the French Market (still under discussion) may be simply not to replace FDIV /PDIV and just remove them from the messages.

CR981: 
Potential vote against this CR also. In addition to PRIO and DVOP Corporate Events, we also see an issue on EXWA and CONV.
The use of QINS only when it will be applied to new securities will be not enough if we are not allowed to transmit the underlying securities.

Example : client 1 with 17 underlying securities and client 2 with 18 underlying securities
Ratio 1/10
Total required : QREC = 2 new securities even if the QINS is 35
We consider that management of fractions in the different flows between CSD / Participants and Participants / Clients will be very difficult and will generate confusion or additional manual reporting (excel spreadsheets, emails, …)
New discussions have been launched with Euroclear France which had already implemented messages with QREC for the Harmonization project. 

CA 278 - Sample for usage of PRFC / NWFC in INT and REDM Events: 
N/A for France

CA 289 - MAND event with required owner action: 

Scenario 1: OK

Scenario 2:  The sentence 'No lapse of the securities entitlement' looks not consistent with the Default option indicator at Yes: qualifier LAPS//Y.
Typo error? Nevertheless, France is OK with this scenario.

Scenario 3: We don’t understand this case. Does it mean that the account owner must answer before the Rights Distribution?
If this is the case, French NMPG is against this proposal because we don’t see how to manage the messaging flow because it is said that we require an answer from the client “in order to receive the securities”. If we refer to the new securities coming from the associated EXRI event, it could work but in such a case, the description of the scenario should be reviewed because ‘securities’ is used both for the rights and the new securities.

Scenario 4 : OK

CA 297 - MT564 & Multiple MT568 linking

France participants are using both ways: linkage between the MT568s and the main MT564 but also linkage between an MT568 and the previous one 
=> impossible to provide an unique FR position and recommendation.

CA307 - NMPGs Status Report on Local MP Publications (Country Report)

We spent our last NMPG to work on the SR2016 Change Requests so nothing new except some feedbacks on the SMPG open items (see all above topics).
Regarding Market Practices, they are currently reviewed globally by the Market in the frame of the H2D / HDR project (or R2 - D2 as Christine knows it !) so I don’t know what sort of information you may require.
Furthermore, the French NMPG was wondering if the report was supposed to highlight the discussion topics during our NMPG meetings or only what relates to Market Practices amendments?
The reason why I’m asking is because the French NMPG meetings are usually dedicated to the Global CA SMPG open items and not necessarily to Market Practices review and update … except when it relates to the above mentioned Harmonization project ! … Or Swift Releases J
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