Issues for discussion – SMPG London 2014



1) MT548 – Qualifier IPRC or TPRC in response of hold/release instruction requested in MT530 or MT54x.

Mail from 19 March:

Should IPRC or TPRC be used, if a hold/release request is instructed via MT54x?

The scenario is that CSD’s client instructs a hold/release via ISO 15022. This is accepted by the CSD and forwarded to T2S via a sese.030. The hold/release is, however, denied by T2S for whatever reason.. T2S sends a sese.031 with denied code e.g. DCAN (DeniedSinceAlreadyCancelled). 


1. If the hold release was sent via MT530 in the first place, the MT548 to CSD’s client should have code 25D:TPRC//DEND and 24B:DEND//DCAN. Should status TPRC always apply even if the hold/release was instructed via an MT54x?
1. If TPRC should not always apply how should the denied status be reported in the MT548?

Reply from SMPG:
SMPG would advise to use the qualifier IPRC in the MT548 response to the MT54x. However, the allowed codes for IPRC are not similar to what is possible for TPRC.

SMPG proposes to discuss the specific case at London meeting. A CR may need to be submitted for alignment between code sets.


MT548 TPRC:
DEND	Denied
MODC	Modification Completed
MOPN	Modification Pending
PACK	Acknowledged /Accepted
REJT	Rejected

Codes in italic also exist for IPRC.



2) Definition of denied reason codes in sese.031.

Mail from 19 March:

More Denied reason codes in sese.031 has ‘borrowed’ the definition from sese.027, status of a cancellation request. Please refer to attached example from sese.031.
This is e.g. DCAN which has the following definition: Cancellation request was denied since the instruction has already been cancelled.

Should we consider a change request to make the definition for the following codes more generic:
DCAN, DPRG, DREP, DSET. The definition could be   Your or The request was denied…..

Reply from SMPG:
SMPG agrees to proposal of making the code definition more generic.


I would like to discuss the best wording of the definition in order to submit at CR.




3) Definition of expected settlement date in ISO 20022

The definition of expected settlement date in ISO 20022 is a ‘copy paste’ from settlement date.
Does SMPG agree that the definition ought to be changed, and how is this done in ISO 20022?

ISO 15022:

MT537:	
EXSE:	Date/time at which the Sender expects settlement
SETT:	Date/time at which the financial instruments are to be delivered or received


MT548:
EXSE:	Date/time at which the Sender expects settlement
SETT:	Date/time at which the financial instruments are to be delivered or received



ISO 20022:

SEMT.018, SecuritiesTransactionPendingReport	

ExpectedSettlementDate	(XpctdSttlmDt)
Definition: Date and time at which the securities are to be delivered or received.

SettlementDate (SttlmDt)
Definition: Date and time at which the securities are to be delivered or received.


SESE.024, SecuritiesSettlementTransactionStatusAdvice

ExpectedSettlementDate (XpctdSttlmDt)
Definition: Date and time at which the securities are to be delivered or received.

SettlementDate (SttlmDt)
Definition: Date and time at which the securities are to be delivered or received.



SESE.034, SecuritiesFinancingStatusAdvice	
ExpectedSettlementDate (XpctdSttlmDt)
Definition: Date and time at which the securities are to be delivered or received.




4) Use of reference owner BIC in case of link of instructions in T2S


Mail from 1 March:

When a participant wants to link one of his messages to another transaction (a Settlement Instruction, Intra position movement etc.) this instruction can belong to him or to another party.
The other instruction can also be instructed via another CSD or a DCP (Directly Connected Participant), and in this case the instruction (and reference owner) is unknown to the CSD.


T2S has the following requirements:

1. The client can link to another T2S reference (Market Infrastructure Transaction Id) which is known and unique within T2S. We can support that request in ISO 15022 by asking the client to link to a MITI reference.

or

1. The client can link to another Account Owner Id (or Account Servicer Id). In this case T2S needs an account owner BIC, as this reference might not be unique within T2S. 
	

It is possible for the CSD to instruct this Account Owner BIC to T2S via ISO 20022, but it is not possible for the CSD’s client to instruct it via ISO 15022.


I have been investigating internally in my own company, and it turns out, that it is not an issue for VP, after all.

VP Luxembourg is going to support link functionality, and the communication with clients is going to be in ISO 20022
VP Securities (Denmark) communicates via ISO 15022 (until 2018), but VP is not going to support link functionality.

Based on this I will not make an issue out of this, but maybe we should discuss this at the SMPG meeting as others might have problems with this.


5) Settlement instruction status: MTCH/MACH in the context of Hold/Release process

According to the existing global MPs (e.g. MT548 and Hold Release 5.1) the MACH status is created immediately after matching regardless of the Hold/Release state of the source instructions.
The concern is that instructions being on Hold (PREA) should not be considered as finally matched, but only ‘pre-matched’, hence the status MACH should not be propagated at this stage of the process.

A new proposed rule would be to send the MACH status only if:
- both matching instructions are in the Release state (NEWM) at the moment of matching process; or
- a matched instruction, that was previously on Hold, changed the its state to Released.

Alternatively, MACH status could be sent twice, the first time at the pre-matching stage and then for a  final match. Additionally a  HoldIndicator <HldInd> field (ISO20022 only?) could be used to distinguish between the two cases.

We got some informal indication that the existing rules for the MACH status might be an issue for other markets as well,  therefore we suggest a discussion at SMPG level.
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