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UK&IE MARKET PRACTICE GROUP FOR CORPORATE ACTIONS MEETING HELD ON THURSDAY 18th October 2012
At BNPParibas, London
Attendees:
BNP Paribas Securities Services	& Co-chair	Mari Fumagalli
Equiniti			Chris Webb
Euroclear			Jasbir Thumber
London Stock Exchange	& Co-chair	Matthew Middleton
Northern Trust			Jason Jennings
Standard Logic			Kevin Wooldridge,
			convenor ISO 20022 SEG
SWIFT London			Tim Taylor
Attendees by telephone:
Bank of New York Mellon Corporation		Steve Laen-Gay
Citibank Europe PLC		Robin Leary
Apologies: 
BAML			Nick Whiteley
Blackrock			Scott Piddington
Citi			Jonathan Clinch
Goldman Sachs			Philip Crabtree
JPM Worldwide Securities Services		Stephan Bellow 

Also distributed to: 
AIG	Jackie Madden	Bank of Ireland SS	Joanne O’Brien
Barclays Capital	Mike Wood	Deutsche Bank	Emilila Digiovanni
Fidelity	Aidan Devaney	JPMorgan AM	Jim Blandford
Legal & General		M&G	Dave Whipps
Morgan Stanley	Lee Burman	Newton	Mohsin Siddiqi
Pictet	Ellie Magee	Schroders	Paul Udall
StateStreet	Dave Reed	UBS	Eamon Walsh
Agenda

1. Closer participation in the ISO 20022 Securities Standards Evaluation Group (SEG)
1. Previous Minutes and Actions
1. Feedback on SMPG CA WG telco of 17th October
Rolling Agenda Items. 
1. Banco Santander and similar Spanish events
1. CA 225 - MT 565 - Add Option Features, Rates and Narrative & Remove OFFR
1. Revision of UK&IE CA MP Documentation
1. T2S, formerly the CA JWG Consultation Paper
1. CA78.2 COAF – Official Bodies Identification and Guideline Document from SMPG,
1. SMPG Proxy (ISO 20022) Working Group 
1. SMPG Tax WG – review a spread-sheet listing all tax qualifiers (if received in time)
1. AOB

The next meeting is on THURSDAY 15th November 2012 starting at 14:00 at EUI


1	Closer participation in the ISO 20022 Securities Standards Evaluation Group (SEG)
Kevin Wooldridge explained why the UK shadow of ISO TC68/SC4, the Securities Standards Committee (SSC) believe it is necessary for the NMPGs to be represented on the ISO 20022 Securities Standards Evaluation Group (SEG).  Traditionally, UK membership of ISO working groups is drawn from the SSC.  Normally, this is fine, as much of the work is well in advance of market practice. But in the case of change to active ISO messages, this needs more of a market practice representation.  
(Kevin is convenor of the SEG and chair of the SSC.)
The co-chairs agreed to become members of the ISO 20022 SEG.

2	Previous Minutes and Actions 
Previous Minutes
Accepted
Actions
(1&2)	Revision of UK&IE CA MP Documentation
Co-chairs, to determine the documentation approach to be taken by the UK&IE.   A pdf of the current version has been located.
The approach will be to document areas where the local MP differs from the global MP.
Discussed en route to the SMPG meeting, April 2012.
See agenda item 7) of these June 2012 minutes for details.
(1): LSE, to produce example MT 564 announcement templates.  Expected w/b 24th September. 
Complete.  Templates produced and distributed with these October 2012 minutes <UK MT564 Templates>.
(2): Group, to produce example templates – post announcement – as allocated, see item 6 of these October 2012 minutes.  Target date December’s meeting.
On-going (1): Group.

(3)	Custodians – Example Templates for Format Options for the Banco Santander Event(s)
BNParibas, to draft a formal letter to the ES CA MPG.  Also to decide whether the SMPG CA co-chairs should be co-signatories.  
Ongoing (2): BNParibas.  

(4&5)	CA78.2 COAF– Official Bodies Identification  
(4): Custodians, to indicate their readiness to supply COAF, this is of interest to the IMs.  
See item 8 of these October 2012 minutes.
Ongoing (3): Custodians.  Awaiting Citi and BoNYMellon
(5): LSE, volunteered to provide some example COAFs for the October meeting.
Complete.  See example below - 
	1 2
	3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
	12 13 14 15 16

	U K
	Random ID  
      (9 characters)
	 create date  
    Y yyyy

	U K
	 1 0 0 0 4 8 8 2 6
	  Y 2 0 1 2



(6)	SMPG Tax WG
Feedback required from Bank of New York Mellon, Citi and JPMorgan.
(6): BNPParibas, to chase these firms for their feedback.
Feedback received from JPMorgan and Bank of New York Mellon.
On-going (4): BNPParibas and Citi, to chase Citi for their feedback.

(7)	CA202 Funds Related Issues
BNPParibas, to forward the UK&IE list (of pain points for funds events, as it stands) to the group (SMPG).
Complete.  See email circulated to the UK&IE group on 16th October 2012.  Details below …
QUOTE
A list of "pain point" we face in announcing and processing income and CA events for funds. 
I have discussed this within BNP Paribas and here are some of the items that were identified as pain points:
a) ability to clearly identify accumulation events --> this item has already been addressed as part of SR2013 
b) lack of rate/amount field for equalisation --> this item has already been addressed as part of SR2013
c) ability to identify group 1 and group 2 units --> this item has already been addressed as part of SR2013
d) there are cash distributions (DVCA) for which the unit holder has put in place a standing instruction/income mandate to always have the dividend re-invested. Although there is only one event announced in the market (a cash distribution) we have to announce two separate events (DVCA and DVSE), depending on the standing instructions received at account level.
e) how to announce and process payments of cash/stock distributions for cash funds (liquid assets funds).
Can you please review this list prior to the meeting on Thursday and let me know whether there are any additional items you have identified within your organisation that should be added to this list?
UNQUOTE
Established that the SMPG Funds WG are interested in CAs from the point of view of the investment manager (the manufacturer) rather than the unit holder.
The acceptance of the funds CR for SR2013 alleviates points a), b) and c).
Point d) is agreed to be a cash dividend, followed by a purchase, it is not a DRIP as it is not announced by the company, however, sending the client a confirmation of receipt (MT 545) would not be processable by the client’s trading system.  Note that clients with purchase standing instructions in place or typically in a segregated account.
Point e) liquid asset funds require much effort to manage as the interest accrues daily and distributed on the monthly anniversary of the purchase, they are all domiciled in Ireland.
One custodian reported that they run distributions from these instruments as a drip with a created rate – all very manual.
Follow-on (5): Group, to report on how events on liquid asset funds are handled.

3	Feedback on SMPG CA WG telco of 17th October
Please see the minutes distributed with these October 2012 minutes 
<Draft mins SMPG CA telco_20121017_v0_1>.

3.1	Points of Interest
· (6) CA 226 - Disclosure (DSCL) event - Clarify usage / market practice:
There has been much discussion between the SMPG co-chair (Christine Strandberg of SEB) and the RU CA NMPG.
SMPG wish to remove DSCL as it is not an event (definition “Requirement for holders or beneficial owners to disclose their name, location and holdings of any issue to the issue”). However, there is a pending point on mandatory events that may require a certification/disclosure in order to get the proceeds paid out (see below questions for the group).
RU CA NMPG requires more clarity on the usage of DSCL re their particular case where disclosure requests are only meant for nominees. FR CA NMPG would like to have an update on the 20022 solution for T2S disclosures. Overall, SMPG do not want DSCL events to be confused with the equivalent of a UK Section 793.
Points to note:
· The event is mandatory so no election is needed, however, a response is required in order to give details of the final beneficial owner.
· Does this event occur in the UK?
· If so how is it announced, as CHOS or VOLU or MAND?
· [Post Meeting Note: Equiniti polled their peers, Capita and CIS, and all three registrars reported that they have never requested beneficial holder’s details up front to enable participation in a Corporate Action.]

· (10) Tax Subgroup (Kimchi)
The tax sub-group is dormant at the moment, however, it will be restarted, as many queries are being made about tax amounts and rates.
Citi will take part as will BNPParibas, others required.
Action (6): Group, to indicate their participation in the tax subgroup.
· (11) PV Subgroup (Christine)
Action (7): Group, to indicate their participation in the proxy voting subgroup.

Rolling Agenda Items –

4	Banco Santander and Similar Spanish Events
JPM raised the above issue.  
What was correct market practice for announcing and processing the Banco Santander bonus issue/optional dividend.  Citi and BNPParibas also provided examples
BNPParibas and LSE both used events CAEV//RHDI followed by CAEV//DVOP.  Noted that this type of event seems to be a trend in the Spanish market.  BNPParibas observed that different options are available for shares held in Spain rather than as a CREST CDI, for example the rights are tradable.
Schroders, representing the UK IM CoAc Group, asked (at the February 2011meeting) how the group had processed the event as they have received differing formats from their account servicers, particularly option formats.
The co-chairs noted that as this is a Spanish security they would consult the ES CA MPG.
The co-chairs contacted the Grupo Santander representative of the Spanish CA MPG, they supplied an example format of a single DVOP event using the intermediate securities sequence.  This use was confirmed by the ES CA MPG co-chairs.  The UK&IE co-chairs raised this with SMPG and SWIFTStandards as the global market practice is to use a distribution event and an event on the distributed security, not a single event and the intermediate security sequence.  SMPG (Christine Strandberg, CA WG co-chair) and SWIFTStandards (Jacques Littre) both affirmed the two event approach, SWIFTStandards also pointed out that since there are rights distributed, as per the CA JWG European market Standards for CA processing, it should be done ideally in 2 events.
June 2011 – now the UK&IE agree to use two events attention switched back to the format of the options.
September 2011 – See the Investment Manager Corporate Actions Group (IMCoAc Group) view of the Santander event – the document gives an analysis of the options presented by 10 custodians <Banco Santander options analysis.xls>.
The group confirmed the approach of two or more events:
1) RHDI to distribute the rights;
2) DVOP to distribute the benefit from the rights;
3) PARI if appropriate to assimilate the security benefit from the rights.
The IMCoAc group, whilst appreciating the determinations on the mechanism of the event, require consistency in the presentation of the options by custodians.  The analysis shows that this is not happening at present.
LSE produced an example MT 564 for the second event, noting that as a data provider they have three options compared to the possible six supplied by custodians.  (The on-going action on custodians to produce examples of the second event remains open.)
October 2011 meeting points:
The IMCoAc group are happy initially with the LSE template and the use of DVOP confirmed as the event is a dividend rather than a rights issue and exercise.
Noted that the CA JWG proposals will require that details of the second event are to be sent to holders of the underlying security of the first event, using a zero balance.  This is considered a big systems change.
November 2011 meeting points:
As ividend in October, Blackrock are working on an analysis of the latest Santander event.
December 2011 meeting points:
See the analysis by Blackrock of the recent event <Banco Santander options analysis OCT2011.xls> distributed on 6th December 2011.
Some observations:
· Most holdings are of the Spanish line;
· Many custodians didn’t use event RHDI;
· Some custodians announce as one event only;
· Most custodians move the UK rights to the Spanish line [How?];
· Would be interesting to know what other Spanish custodians do, for example BBVA and BNPP;
· What to do next?  Confirm the UK&IE CA MPG as RHDI, DVOP and PARI;
· BNPP noted that Santander are also listed in DE and IT markets, would be interesting to know how the local agents handle the event.
January 2012 meeting points:
BNPParibas had contacted one of their colleagues in ES who explained that the ES CA MPG is inactive, however, a banking committee exists and they would raise the matter there, submitting the UK request for a two (or more) event process along with the recommended template for the UK line.  Acknowledged that the practice in ES has not been agreed.  Noted that the majority of holdings are of the ES line.
Some discussion on the pari passu event, as there is no obvious date for when the security “funges” (a fungible date), the SMPG rule is that pay date is used if there is a change to the holding and the effective date when there is no outturn.  
February 2012 meeting points:
Awaiting feedback from the Spanish CA group meeting.
March 2012 meeting points:
BNParibas provided feedback from a colleague in Spain:
QUOTE
the UK market concerns were presented in the banking committee held in Jan by our representant, but the Spanish banks didn´t react positively: they mentioned that the event was crystal clear and that there will be similar events during the course of the year, not only in Santander ISIN potentially... 
The event name by the Spanish banks is the following: “ividend opcional en acciones, con derecho de suscripción restringido a los titulares a fecha de corte”,.... which can be translated into... “scrip dividend, with eligible position for the CASH option based on the settled position and traded by record date (close of business)”.
At the end of the discussion, it was decided to take no action on the subject.
I don´t know how strong is the problem in UK, but if you want to go forward I would suggest to issue a formal letter and send it to the ES CA NMPG group. 
UNQUOTE
BNParibas, to draft a formal letter to the ES CA MPG.  Also to decide whether the SMPG CA co-chairs should be co-signatories.  
Northern Trust noted similar events from other Spanish companies, announced as two or more events.
See <BSCH New MP.xlsx> circulated with the call for this meeting on 20th March 2012.  This is the proposed UK MP for processing this type of event.  
It includes the MT564 RHDI which is sent on receipt of the first company announcement and then the follow-up RHDI, DVOP and PARI, once all information is received.
June 2012 meeting points:
Noted that the CA JWG are also talking to their Spanish counterparts.
Another Spanish bank, Bancopop (?) has announced a similar event.
October 2012 meeting points:
Also see report on action item (3) in these October 2012 minutes.

5	CA 225 - MT 565 - Add Option Features, Rates and Narrative & Remove OFFR
This open item was not discussed at the SMPG CA WG telcos of 30th November and 20th December.  The group awaits further information from the US CA MPG, 
Comments from the December 2011 meeting:
· The US will soon have announcements via DTCC so there should be fewer discrepancies in the order of the options in the message;
· Recognized that some mapping of the option attributes will be required;
· More detailed information required, otherwise there’s no global appetite for changing option formats.
January 2012 meeting points:
See distribution to the group on 29th December 2011 including the US CA MPG CR for SR2012 and their recently published CA MP document.
The view is that the US appear to have acted unilaterally with their approach to option numbering, perhaps as there are fewer complex events in the US market.
February 2012 meeting points:
The group have provided event scenarios where the US approach would be difficult to apply (see the email from Blackrock and the summary of option numbering feedback so far <Option Numbering Responses from the Group v02.docx>).
Noted that the US CA MPG is not unanimous in its backing of the proposal.
The consensus of this group is that the US proposal (removal of option numbers) becomes problematic as soon as there is more than one option of the same type. 
And that the aim of the telco with the US is to establish whether a way can be found for the US proposal to work.  If not – end of discussion.  If so – further discussion at a global level.
The US proposal is likely to impact the status and reason codes in the MT 567.
Telco to be held on 2nd March at BNPParibas.
March 2012 meeting points:
Noted that the draft minutes produced by the US for review (and circulated to participating members of this group on 21st March 2012) are considered to have inaccuracies and omissions.  The review response is to specify:
· at the start of the minutes, that there is no intention to remove the option number;
· that Ims who currently supply an option number on an instruction may continue to do so;
· that JPMorgan were not supportive of the proposal on the call;
· that SWIFT commented on the statement 
“The common practice of replaying back proprietary numbers is not considered a standard”.
“Whilst true it is not a standard it is definitely a well and 10 years long established SMPG market practice (since 2002), as the SR2012 SMPG MP specifies unambiguously the following in section 5.1: 
5.1 Identification of option selected on an Election2. 
If the MT 565 is a response to an MT 564, the option number and option code should be one of those announced in the related MT 564. If a mismatch occurs between the MT 565 and the MT 564, the MT 565 should be rejected. 
When the MT 565 is unsolicited, i.e., the instruction has not been preceded by an MT 564 Corporate Action Notification, then the corporate action option number must be UNS, i.e., :13A::CAON//UNS.”
· the number of choice and voluntary events in the UK announced with options of the same type.  LSE provided an initial analysis indicating that 25% of events are optional dividends, for example Irish dividends and ishares offer a choice of currency;
Co-chairs drafted the response and circulated to the group for approval.
Subsequently other feedback has been given – 
Northern Trust have stated that 
“Northern Trust acknowledges the drivers behind the proposal to remove option numbering from MT565 messages and how it may benefit some parties.  We are keen to work with all SWIFT and market participants to ensure the standardisation of the presentation of options in corporate actions messaging.  As a global custodian we need to receive unambiguous instructions from our clients which we can accurately pass onto the market with a minimum of risk. The proposal in its current form migrates the risk in the process from the issuer of a corporate action instruction, to the receiver of this message, placing the onus of interpretation upon the recipient, rather than mitigating risk for all parties.  For these reasons Northern Trust does not support changes to market practice which would allow for the removal of option numbering from swift MT565 messages.  As noted above, we remain keen to be involved in discussions to streamline/simplify the instruction process with the aim of reducing risk for all parties.”
BoNY report their view is similar to NT and JPMorgan.
Citi commented: “Citi’s position is that we would prefer to see the option number remain but would also take into account further validations within the option”
April 2012 meeting points:
· SMPG Telco Minutes 28th March
Bernard mentioned the Greek restructuring events a few weeks ago, which would have been very difficult to process if the issuer had not provided options numbers to the market. Jacques requested Bernard to email a sample notification for one of these events so as to have a concrete example.
Actions:
1. Bernard to provide an example of Greece debt restructuring event notification.
2. Mari/Matthew to provide feedback on the UK&IE / ISITC joint meeting for Athens
3. NMPGs are requested to provide their feedback at the Athens meeting in April on this topic and answer the following question:
Do they agree to address the issue with an alternative algorithm / logic approach still to be found knowing that we will never be able to create something that will work for all events, at all levels of the intermediary chain.
· This meeting:
UK&IE feedback sent to (US) ISITC on 18th April 2012.
Queried how an IM would deal with a mixed population of globals, some who require option number and some who don’t.
Group view is that the sub-custodians will not be affected and will continue to use option number in their communications with global custodians.
Looks like the global custodians may have to provide a dual service +/- option number.
May 2012 meeting points:
From the SMPG meeting, April 2012:
· NMPGs to prepare feedback for the next SMPG telco (23rd May (?)).  
· Can we create a market practice for validation on other fields/values to find the right option when an instruction does not have a proper CAON ?
· Can we create a market practice for validation on other fields to identify the right event when an instruction does not have a proper CORP ?
· Can we support the (not yet ready) US CR to add more data elements (Sonda’s document) in the MT565 ?
Group, to give their feedback.
June 2012 meeting points:
Preparation for the SMPG CA WG telco of 27th June 2012.
· NMPGs to prepare feedback for the next SMPG telco (23rd May (?)).  
1) Can we create a market practice for validation on other fields/values to find the right option when an instruction does not have a proper CAON ?
2) Can we create a market practice for validation on other fields to identify the right event when an instruction does not have a proper CORP ?
3) Can we support the (not yet ready) US CR to add more data elements (Sonda’s document) in the MT565 ?
· UK&IE Feedback: 
1. Views from both sides, for and against.  Overall the group is happy to follow events and see how far the concept gets
2. No, no support for an instruction market practice without a CORP reference, unless a COAF is present
3. Not possible to say without sight of the US CR.
The group is agreed that existing STP must be preserved.  Feedback from more of the UK&IE markets required.
September 2012 meeting points:
The group discussed the rejection of the US ISITC CR 000397: MT565/567 - Add new Instruction Data Elements and Instruction Status Reason codes.
BNPParibas reported that it was not easy to explain the UK abstention with no real reasons from the members who had not supported the CR, mainly down to the undecided nature of members’ firm’s opinions up to the time of the Message Maintenance Working Group (MMWG), where the CR was rejected.
It is likely that the US will continue with an National MP using alternative methods for those clients who do not wish to instruct using an option number.
JPMorgan could not see an end to the issue and foresee that it will contaminate custodians in that they would have to support both practices, a single National MP is not the answer, this must be sorted out, and at a senior level.
Noted that the MT 565 currently is neither a simple message working on cross references to option number nor a message allowing full definition of the option – the purpose of the US CR.  It would be simpler to remove everything except option number.  In fact given the character format of the option number – to allow ‘UNS’, a client may supply a currency code (!).
Here is the full minute from the MMWG for SR2013 …
QUOTE
Sonda [US NMPG] briefly restated the issue and Jacques [SWIFTStandards] recapped the decisions of different SMPG discussions which were held along the year as of the October 2011 on demand from the previous SR2012 MWG meeting which had mandated the SMPG to further investigate solutions.

Last April, the SMPG had finally requested feedback from the NMPGs on the 3 following questions:
• Can we create a market practice for validation on other fields/values to find the right option when an instruction does not have a proper CAON ?
• Can we create a market practice for validation on other fields to identify the right event when an instruction does not have a proper CORP ?
• Can we support the (not yet ready) US CR to add more data elements (Sonda’s document) in the MT565 ? 

Out of the 12 NMPGs feedbacks, 1 country (US) was fully supportive, 9 countries were fully negative for the 3 questions and 2 countries feedback were rather inconclusive.

Amongst those 2, the UK who had a joint conference call with US ISITC on this  topic (gathering namely CSD, Custodians, IMs on both sides). The UK case illustrates well the inconclusive feedback.
UK explained that in the UK as well as in the US there are several requests from IMs to have more information than just the option numbers (as option numbers are numbered differently by different providers). However, the Custodians understand the need but there is a 50/50 split in the discussion as they don’t want to remove the option numbers entirely, but nevertheless would like to find a solution, maybe not the solution proposed by ISITC but an alternative solution.
Hence the inconclusive feedback from UK. UK did an exercise, and even simple events with two options can cause problems. 

From an ISITC perspective it is not a system issue but a standards issue, ie, the number is forced to be mandatory. The information is not coming out in a standard format.

The group agrees that the perfect solution would be that the issuer assigns the options number, but today they don’t this, they do not want to do it and even they don’t provide all the options either.

The MWG agrees that there might eventually be some room for improvement on this topic to simplify IMs option managements and to increase STP but the motivation to change  must be that any new proposed solution should at least be better than what exists today (especially for the complex events), and at an acceptable cost.

The SMPG long standing Market practice today says that you must report the option, there might be different agreements between some custodians and some IMs. Custodians will be flexible to provide solutions, but the CSDs will never have special agreements per client.

US ISITC also did a study for the complex events, and proved that you could achieve STP on 80% of the volume, if the option number is not used. 

The MWG & SMPG have discussed this for 3 years but never came up with a solution. ISITC has started to create a market practice this year, which is inconsistent with the SMPG one mandating the use of the option number,  whereby the option number is not used.

The currency option in the MT 565 is available because it was there before the option number became mandatory, but it was not added afterwards. 

France mentioned that they met in France with all the different market players, including data providers, in order to agree on a standard way of option numbering which will be provided as from end 2012. 

CAJWG agreed that the issuer (agents) will need to provide option numbers as this is part of the CAJWG standard. In Europe, the CSDs and issuer agents have taken over from the issuers (as they are little interested in this topic), in order to define eg COAF and option numbers. 

Each market in the EU is now looking at implementing the CAJWG standards, each market implements what they can, at the speed they can, depending on the gaps in the market. Markets that join T2S will have to ready by the time T2S goes live. However this will not solve the issue of the proprietary option numbers.

Sonda mentioned that the business case has been proven, and that there is a cost benefit, lower risk, more STP etc; it is now up to each institution to do the analysis. 

SG indicated that their official option number, and also unique identifier, should come from an agreed official source in each market. 
Data vendors are part of the SMPG, and in theory they should provide the option number but they have challenges to provide the option numbers. 

As a conclusion, the MWG cannot reach a consensus on the proposed ISITC change request neither on a way forward as the current positions are quite far apart and therefore decides to reject the CR.

Consequently, SWIFT proposes to the group to investigate the following 4 alternative options. Obviously these alternatives will require further discussion at SMPG: 

1. Adopt the proposed ISITC solution but in an ISO 20022 extension. DTCC stated that this is the way they will probably work. This extension could be DTCC proprietary or submitted to ISO if more countries become interested.

2. Add a flag to the MT that would say that you instruct according to the option number or according to a list of data elements. This could be done in a restricted Message user group. Obviously there are many drawbacks to this solution. Group feels that this does not work because you have to duplicate the routing. Could be aligned in ISO 20022.

3. Design a new version of MT 565 without the option number or optional (to be defined), eg, MT 565+, to be used in a CUG. Could be aligned in ISO 20022.

4. Propose to university (Transconstellation or SWIFTUniversity) researchers to analyse and propose solution for the option numbering issue so that it can be looked at with a more academic and neutral approach.

There is now an immediate need for 1 document that explains the issue, and the pros and cons of all proposed solutions. SWIFT will check whether they can help on this document. 
Sonda will also send a summary. We also need feedback from IM community after having implemented the new ISITC market practice. 
UNQUOTE
October 2012 meeting points:
Agreed that this item is now closed as it is a US and not an SMPG and UK&IE issue.  It may be reopened depending on developments in the US.
Noted that the US will run a round table on options at their December meeting.

6	Revision of UK&IE CA MP Documentation
A revision of the UK&IE CA MP document is long overdue; note that the UK document and templates were fore runners of the SMPG documentation and in large part have been superseded by them.  Event level national practice is contained in the UK&IE columns of the EIG+.
The global market practice (part one) has been revised by SMPG working groups and published in June 2011.
The UK&IE plan is to review the revised market practice and document any national additions and variances.
The co-chairs asked SMPG what the ideal format for a national MP is now.
SMPG supplied the US CA MP, produced in 2009, for use as a model.  This is 125 pages long and contains information likely to be in the revised part one of the global MP.
May 2012 meeting points:
See report on action 3 above in these May 2012 minutes.
And, the co-chairs have read the existing 2001/updated 2004 UK&IE CA MP.
· Agreed that > 50% is in the Global Market Practice part one document (which was based on the UK&IE CA MP)
· Therefore focus on the differences
· And produce templates, with the assistance of the group for UK&IE specific events, for example:
· Dutch Auction
· B and C share events
· Open offers
· Takeovers
· Schemes of arrangements
· Also include claims, transformations and buyer protection, in step with the CREST process
· Target is ready for SR2012.
June 2012 meeting points:
Events where there is a specific UK market practise identified and allocated to the group, LSE undertook to produce MT 564 announcements, these are to be continued by the group in the style of the existing SMPG templates:
Tender offer -	JPMorgan
Dutch auction -	Northern Trust
Rights as two or more events - 	Northern Trust
Capital return with B (or other) shares -	Citi
Dividend access plan -	BNPParibas
Open offers - 	EUI
Wind-up - 	Blackrock
Scheme of arrangement -	Bank of New York Mellon
In addition EUI will provide a description of claims, transformations and buyer protection in the UK and Irish markets.
Timescales: 
· Announcements by the end of August,
· Continuation by the end of October for publication by SR 2012 (17th November).
October 2012 meeting points:
See the report on action items 1 and 2 in these October 2012 minutes.
Also, noted that buyer protection will be different in Europe from the centrally managed automated UK process.  EUI requested to provide buyer protection, claims and transformation information.

7	T2S, (formerly the CA JWG Consultation Paper)
LSE are members of the UK MIG, and consider that the UK are probably compliant with 90% of the requirements.  There are, however, a number of ‘red line’ issues, inter alia:
· Ex- and record- dates for all events, not just distributions, this makes no sense, for example rights distributed after record date;
· Buyer protection not supported, a retrograde step as this has been available at CREST for many years;
· A proposed last day of trading three days before record date.  The registrars are not happy about this either.
Noted that message formats will be impacted.  T2S are basing their work on the CA JWG proposals.
June 2010 meeting points:
The crucial processing is how T2S will deal with open transactions.  The CAJWG consider it a CSD’s responsibility to generate the claim.  T2S propose a one-sided claim.  T2S work now supersedes the CAJWG, details available on the T2S website.  See email from Alan MacAlpine dated 30th June 2010 containing a useful link to the T2S proposals for corporate action processing on open transactions.
http://www.ecb.int/paym/t2s/progress/subcorpact/html/index.en.html.
This is supplied as an FYI as the deadline for comments is in the past.  Comments were made by the UK Market Implementation Group (UK MIG), John Clayton of EUI is a member and co-chair with Cassandra Kenny of the British Bankers’ Association (BBA).  
December 2010 meeting points:
Equiniti attended the national user group meeting, main topic – should sterling be a member?  Bank of England not persuaded yet, brokers see long term benefits at the expense of short term costs.  Euroclear UK&Ireland reported no conclusive steer from their members, not on the radar of domestic UK brokers. There is a danger the UK, as sterling (as opposed to Ireland as euro), could be left behind.  Michael Kempe of Capita is working on shareholder transparency and the regulators are maintaining a close interest.
Equiniti are now monitoring the T2S group from UK&IE CA MPG
The Bank of England have not yet made the decision whether settlement in Sterling is to be in T2S.
Also see recent information from Equinti circulated to the group, the CA Business Process Design is being discussed.
Note that formal feedback will be given by the UK Market Implementation Group (the UK MIG), an AFME group will also be included.
May 2011 meeting points
The Used Defined Functional Specification (UDFS) has now been published for consultation which ends on 27th May.
SWIFTStandards plan to run a one day seminar on demystifying the UDFS.
September 2011 meeting points
Equiniti report …
“Capita, CIS & Equiniti have reviewed the draft T2S Corp Action Process Description and have provided feedback to the T2S CA Sub Group under the aegis of ICSA.  Whilst CA BPD is a vast improvement over the old Annex 12 we still have concerns regarding the way Corporate Actions are proposed to work under T2S and the fact that the underlying CA flows are not catered for in T2S at all.  We are hoping for some dialogue with the CA Sub Group but are currently awaiting a response.  Nothing formal from the Bank of England regarding sterling in or out even though there has been some press speculation recently regarding this.”
May 2012 meeting points
See item 2 of the May 2012 minutes (CAJWG update).
June 2012 meeting points
The CA JWG document was distributed to the group with the reminder for this June meeting on 19th June 2012.
October 2012 meeting points
Nothing to report this month.

8	CA78.2 COAF– Official Bodies Identification
ISITC (US) have issued a national market practice for the COAF reference, <Final COAF Recommendation v1 3.docx>.  
BAML queried what reference should be issued for CDRs, the domestic US market practice applies, in this case EUI have a custodial role.
EUI’s view is also that ADRs are out of scope of the SMPG guidelines.
MDPs will have to search repositories in order to pick up the COAF.
The US MP will be used by DTCC who will provision the reference in the first half of 2011, this will be discussed at the SMPG telco next week.
Noted previously that EUI will issue the COAF for the UK&IE (CREST eligible securities, using a combination of the ISIN and the EUI reference number around 2/3Q2012.
The SMPG paper <COAF_UsageGuidelines_v0_2.docx> was circulated to this group on 13th December.
July 2011 meeting points:
No news yet of the telco scheduled for 29th June 2011.
September 2011 meeting points:
Discussed at the SMPG CA WG telco of 14th September 2011.
To be introduced in UK at the end of November.  EUI explained that it will be available in their ISO 15022 service only, and not on the CREST proprietary message (KCAP)
October 2011 meeting points:
The co-chairs, established ….
EUI gave the derivation algorithm for the COAF in the UK&IE markets:
QUOTE
Given that the CA no is already available in the existing CREST GUI and FT [File Transfer] interfaces, (although not ideal), and given the derivation rules below, it means that market can effectively derive the COAF themselves …
to elicit some feedback [from the UK&IE CA MPG] on the usefulness of this in the absence of having the COAF added in the GUI + FT.
UNQUOTE
QUOTE
To confirm the system generation logarithm of COAF, then communication of the COAF value from EUI [use] the following:
Each Official Corporate Action Event Reference (COAF) generated by CREST will take the following structure:
· contain 16 characters in total (with no spaces);
· start with the letters EU (for Euroclear UK and Ireland);
· EU will then be followed by the security ISIN, minus the last check digit, (the ISIN must comprise of 11 digits in total); and
· the ISIN must be followed by the Corporate Action Number (minus the leading 0 digit).
Example: EUGB123456789001.  This solution allows for clients to calculate what the COAF is for any EUI generated event, provided they know the ISIN and CA number).
This will be the case for ALL CA events where the CREST is the home CSD.
(This will include equities, MMIs and Gilts).  If there is a new CA number, then there will be a new COAF.
EUI will attach the COAF to all the MT564 and  MT567 messages to clients (in tag 20C in the general Sequence of the message).
We will also validate when clients have applied a COAF value to an inbound MT565.
Further development has been discussed (to incorporate on GUI and FT
messages) and also to establish the market ractice for CDIs and international securities.  But nothing concrete has been agreed.
Our clients have been made fully aware via the traditional bulletins (technical newsletters and Ops bulletins) what the EUI approach is for the dissemination of the COAF value, starting from November this year.
UNQUOTE
The group understand that the COAF should be publically available, and as CCI and SP are no more there is nothing wrong with EUI reconsidering their position as the provider.
The group is to review the EUI communication and give feedback as requested.
EUI and LSE are to determine if there is interest at the LSE in distributing the COAF, and the impact on EUI.
November 2011 meeting points:
EUI are investigating what is involved to provide details of the COAF on the GUI and in the FT KCAP message.
Queried how market data providers would access the COAF information on EUI
Availability – the COAF will be provided after EUI receive the event information from the registrar of the security, this is likely to be sometime after the initial announcement by the issuer.  They are in dialogue with the registrars and the Stock Events Working Party (SEWP) regarding this matter.
LSE will not reissue the event information solely to include the COAF, but will include it in the next update.
LSE have begun an investigation into whether they could supply the COAF, and would be able to do so for all UK securities, including non-CREST eligible ones in a timely manner, using the algorithm proposed by EUI.
Noted that the COAF has been available in the ISO 15022 messages since SR2008.
December 2011 meeting points:
EUI are investigating the provision of COAF information on their website.  
And a workshop will be arranged with LSE in early January to make the COAF more readily available.  EUI accept that the COAF must be available to the market as a whole and not just CREST users.
January 2012 meeting points:
The meeting between CREST and the LSE will be held after the Stock Events Working Party (SEWP) meeting on 27th January.
February 2012 meeting points:
From the SEWP meeting of 27th January, the SEWP, as users mainly of the CREST proprietary (DEX) messages, are not interested in the provision of a COAF by CREST.  JT was tasked to obtain confirmation from the NMPG that the COAF is required in the UK&IE markets – the group confirmed this.
The LSE (Matt Middleton) and CREST (JT and John Clayton) spoke on 14th February.  LSE confirmed their willingness to provide the COAF for the UK (&IE) markets, in a timely manner and for all UK securities, and will document what they can cover.  To be discussed at the next meeting of this group and the next SEWP.
JT confirmed that the ESES markets, as Euroclear CSDs, are now providing the COAF.
March 2012 meeting points:
LSE provided more details of their COAF offer: 
· COAF would be provided on the first day of the announcement;
· Non-CREST eligible securities will also be covered;
· COAF would also be available on the LSE website;
· Bulk COAFs would be provided to EUI, to be used for MMIs;
· To be available less than three months from the start of development;
· And would be included in a search facility by year-end.
How does the mandate to supply COAF move to LSE?
April 2012 meeting points:
See action (9) of these April 2012 minutes.
EUI are happy with the LSE proposal to supply COAF.
An arrangement will be made to supply EUI with COAFs for MMIs.
The plan is to include a request service for COAF at a later date.
The UK&IE CA MPG supports the LSE proposal.
May 2012 meeting points:
Awaiting timeline from the LSE IT Team.
June 2012 meeting points:
Timeline from the LSE IT Team estimates implementation with SR2012 on 17th November, including the retrieval service.
LSE to meet with EUI on 3rd July 2012.
Custodian readiness to implement COAF:
· BNPParibas - 	ready
· Northern Trust -	ready
September 2012 meeting points:
Custodian readiness to implement COAF:
· JPMorgan	ready for implementation with SR2012, already available for US domestic events.
October 2012 meeting points:
Noted that MMIs are not covered by the LSE, therefore EUI to supply LSE with information on MMIs as they are issued in order for LSE to set up the COAF for the INTR and REDM events.  These are th only events as the MMIs are short term debt binstruments.
Action (8): LSE and EUI.

9	SMPG Proxy (ISO 20022) Working Group
Equiniti and Citi have volunteered to represent the UK&IE CA MPG on the SMPG proxy WG.  The first telco was held on 11th May and a face to face video link is planned for the end of June.  
Broadridge and HSBC Securities Services are live with the messages in Honk Kong.
October 2011 meeting points
The existing chair has stood down due to work commitments and a call has been made for a volunteer to chair.  If the group cannot find a willing member to act as chair, the group will be put on hold.
Also noted that a separate UK group had met at SWIFT …
QUOTE
The attendees represented the entire Proxy Voting life cycle in the UK – Registrars (3), CSD (1), custodians (6), voting agents (2) and investment managers (10).
Agenda:
Transparency – Messaging / Reporting Solutions
1. Discuss Investment Managers requirements 
0. Compliance
0. Confirmation of Votes Cast 
0. Results from AGM/EGM 
1. Confirm and agree to potential next steps 
1. Beyond the UK 
UNQUOTE
November 2011 meeting points
George Harris of JPMorgan, who is responsible for the Proxy Voting stream within JPMorgan Product Development Group, has volunteered to chair the group.
December 2011 meeting points
Report from the SMPG CA WG 30th November 2011 telco:
The UK NMPG has proposed George Harris (JPM) who is not a member of the UK NMPG. A conf. call will be arranged between the co-chairs and Georges to discuss how to rganize this.
ISS has accepted to join the group. SWIFT will contact Broadridge to ask them to join the group.
Action: Jacques to organise conf Call with Georges Harris and co-chairs.
January 2012 meeting points
A call has now been held between SMPG CA WG co-chair Christine Strandberg and George Harris.  The terms of reference have been sent to George followed by a further call.  Care will be taken not to overlap with the other UK proxy group.
February 2012 meeting points
JPMorgan will chase a response to the ToR from George Harris.
March 2012 meeting points
George Harris has withdrawn his candidacy.  
The SMPG co-chairs have emailed the proxy voting subgroup members to ask for a new chair.  Candidates to respond by April 13.  
If no chair, the subgroup will be closed. 
May 2012 meeting points
The ISS and Broadridge representatives will likely co-chair the group
This proposal was accepted by the WG.
June 2012 meeting points
SWIFT summarised the current position of the other UK proxy group.  
Investment managers (IMs), represented by their global heads of corporate governance, require confirmation that their vote has been cast and the meeting results.
The three main registrars have confirmed that they have this information available and are to carry out high-level design to determine how easy it is to obtain the data.
There is an assumption that IMs will pay for the development of any service.
At present the constituents are looking at CREST proprietary DEX messages rather than ISO 2022 [why?].  And any service would cover CREST eligible securities only in the UK.  Nine other markets are under consideration.
The IMs are drafting a letter to be sent to issuers lobbying for their involvement in any such service.
The SMPG Proxy WG is organising a telco for the first half of July.
September 2012 meeting points
From item 9 of the SMPG CA telco draft minutes of 13th September 2012 – 
QUOTE
The PV subgroup had a second call on July 25 with 13 attendees. The scope and usage of the ISO 20022 meeting notification message was reviewed and the group started to define market practice by walking through the message structure.
Conference calls have been scheduled every 2 weeks.
UNQUOTE
October 2012 meeting points
JPM have drafted a paper illustrating the requirement for more reason codes to support the voting process.
Equiniti took the paper to the SMPG  Proxy Sub-WG and reported on 15th October 2012 …
QUOTE
The issue when I raised this with the newly re-formed Proxy Voting sub-group was that it was further developing the 15022 messages when the drive now is to get the 20022 ones to a point where the market can start to implement them and focus development there.
UNQUOTE
JPMorgan’s view (George Harris) is, also on 15th October 2012 …
QUOTE
1. 20022 / 15022 adoption / convergence strategy - Currently, I am not aware of any mandatory  industry timetable for this to occur, my understanding is that it is a discretionary choice for each user to migrate etc. This is unlike the approach taken for 7775 to 15022 migration i.e. big bang.
1. Change Request Comparison – Having read the 20022 documentation I do not believe that the solution provides all of the requirements that have been laid out. Has a comparison been made and is it available for review?
UNQUOTE
Many members of the group outsource the proxy voting process, however, the group will poll its members to establish if others use ISO 15022 for proxy voting and if so request their view.
Action (9): Group, to report if they use ISO 15022 messages for proxy voting, and if so whether they agree with JPMorgan’s request for further election reason codes.

10	SMPG Tax WG
July 2011 meeting points:
The SMPG tax WG telco/meeting has been rescheduled to 1st April 2011.  Noted that BNPPAribas have volunteered to represent the UK&IE CA MPG.
Here are the published minutes …
QUOTE
Before our next meeting 13/05 from 15H to 16H30 CET time , here are our priorities :
- review the existing market practices about tax: update them and eventually create new ones.  But reuse existing standard solution in 15022 /20022 : no new message or change for a change 
 Tax qualifiers to be transmitted and market practices as well by co-chairs
- start from the basics about tax ( interest, dividends with one price before investigating multi fiscality instruments , tax specificities such as taxcredit )
- topics to tackle : income reporting , tax certification, taxrefund reporting
Frequency of our meetings : every 6 weeks by confcall – next ones after May
- 24/06 from 15H to 16H30 
- 09/09 from 15H to 16H30 
After every meeting , one of the co-chair will prepare the minutes.  One member of the group will assist him and sends him back his minutes. 
UNQUOTE
Awaiting details of the second meeting scheduled for 7th July.
November 2011 meeting points
From the SMPG CA WG October meeting minutes – 
“Kim has been acting as chair for the last few months, but never offered to so. She has indicated that she needs assistance. The tax sub-group should appoint a chair.  Bernard is responsible for finding a chair from the sub-group members or an NMPG
Action: Bernard to find a new co-chair for the group.  The new chair to arrange for regular conference calls.”
January 2012 meeting points:
The group is to restart on 20th January 2012, co-chaired by Jean-Pierre Klak of the FR CA MPG.  The terms of reference will be defined, a telco is to be scheduled at 6 weekly intervals and the tax certification event agreed.
February 2012 meeting points:
See the minutes [when did these go out?].
Items under consideration:
· In FR & US, how to inform clients  that documentation has expired and must be renewed before a dividend is paid.  Most distribute the event and then follow-up with WTRC;
· Tax qualifiers to be agreed and those not required removed;
Spreadsheet to be produced for feedback by end of February;
March 2012 meeting points:
The last conf call was on 12March 2012, the next meeting to be held during the SMPG meeting in Athens.
The group is reviewing the content of some key messages.  The issue with the highest probable impact is the possible inclusion of tax reclaims in the message flow for the underlying event (similar to disclosure and consent, which can also be processed as part of an event or as a separate event).
The tax certification process and the different tax qualifiers are also reviewed.
A spreadsheet has been circulated to NMPGs asking for feedback on which tax fields and qualifiers are used.
April 2012 meeting points:
BNPParibas, who represent the group, would like more feedback on institutions’ use of the tax rate and amount qualifiers, in time for the SMPG meeting.
September 2012 meeting points:
Feedback received from Bank of New York Mellon and JPMorgan.
Feedback required from Citi.
From item 8 of the SMPG CA telco draft minutes of 13th September 2012 – 
QUOTE
The review of tax qualifiers has not progressed much due to lack of feedback from countries. Feedback was received from DE, UK, NO only. The review of the tax certification process is still ongoing. Kimchi proposes that the co-chairs of the group get together with Bernard and Sonda to see how to progress in the following couple of months. (From Kimchi via email)
Bernard also proposes to ask Jyi-Chen Chueh, Standards Chartered in Singapore and expert in CA taxes, to participate to the tax subgroup calls.  Jyi-Chen has participated end of August to the SR2013 CA Maintenance WG meeting as the Singapore representative.
Actions:
· Bernard to contact Jyi-Chen
· Tax subgroup Co-chairs to organise a call with Bernard and Sonda to schedule 2012 conf call meetings.
UNQUOTE
October 2012 meeting points:
Nothing to report this month.

11	Any Other Business
11.1	Preparation for the SMPG Meeting in November
Two MP documents are to be produced by the UK:
· Funds, see elsewhere in the minutes for an update, action item 7 of these October 2012 minutes;
· Declared rate
The UK is also involved with the DE CA MPG on an MP for real estate property income.

11.2	EUI – Request for Functionality from the SEWP
The SEWP have asked EUI whether the following functionality is supported by the ISO messages:
· Compliance criteria for paper elections – group view - use field 70E::COMP in the ADDINFO sequence of the MT 564.  “COMP - Information to be Complied With - Provides information conditions to the account owner that are to be complied with, for example, not open to US/Canadian residents, QIB or SIL to be provided”.  Use in conjunction with the 17B::COMP flag in the CADETL sequence of the MT 564.  “COMP - Information to be Complied With - Indicates whether restrictions apply to the event”;
· Fractionals – group view - use the codes associated with the disposition of fractions indicator 22F::DISF in subsquence E1 SECMOVE of the MT 564.  “DISF - Disposition of Fractions - Specifies how fractions resulting from derived securities will be processed or how prorated decisions will be rounding, if provided with a pro ration rate”;
· Link one event to another – group view - use the LINK subsequence in the MT 564.  The events may be cross referenced by CORP or COAF.

11.3	Citi – Rights with no intermediate security
Citi enquired how members handle rights events with no intermediate security, that is CAEV//RHTS with no sequence C INTSEC (Citi use a DSS with the CAEV in order to evade the conditional rule C7).
Observations:
· Sounds like a priority event “PRIO – Priority Issue – Form of open or public offer where, due to a limited amount of securities available, priority is given to existing shareholders”, but with no restriction to existing shareholders;
· Often run through a corporate broker rather than an agent, so is it a corporate action?
Action (10): Group, to provide UK&IE examples.
[Post Meeting Note – Equiniti polled their peers, Capita and CIS, the following response was received regarding rights with no (distributed) interim securities 
“we all issue interim securities (Rights) for Rights Issues (nil paid).  The only time we create Interim rights and not distribute is when (normally an Investment Trust) a company splits into say two new companies and the original company sends out elections forms.  By returning the elections (Cash or New Trust) the capital of the original company is split into A Shares (Cash) and B Shares (Shares): the split will represent the split in asset to each new company.  The A & B shares are (sometime!!) quoted but never issued”.]

12	Date of Future Meetings
The UK&IE CA MP Group meets at 14:00, monthly, on the THIRD Thursday of the month.  The next meeting is from 
14:00-17:00 on THURSDAY 15th November 2012 at 
Euroclear UK & Ireland
33 Cannon Street
London
EC4M 5SB
To confirm attendance please contact: Jasbir Thumber
Jasbir.Thumber@euroclear.com
Telephone: +44 (0)20 7849 0887 0089
Nearest underground stations: Mansion House, St Pauls

The conference call line is to be supplied.
Draft Agenda
1) Previous Minutes and Actions
2) Feedback on SMPG CA WG meeting of 5th – 7th November
Rolling Agenda Items. 
3) Banco Santander and similar Spanish events
4) Revision of UK&IE CA MP Documentation
5) T2S, formerly the CA JWG Consultation Paper
6) CA78.2 COAF – Official Bodies Identification and Guideline Document from SMPG,
7) SMPG Proxy (ISO 20022) Working Group 
8) SMPG Tax WG – review a spread-sheet listing all tax qualifiers (if received in time)
9) AOB

Next SMPG CA WG meeting: 5th – 7th November, Osaka.
Next SMPG CA WG telco dates for 2012: 13th December 14:00-16:00 CET
13	Actions Carried Forward
	Number
	Who 
	What 

	(1)
	Group
	Revision of UK&IE CA MP Documentation
to produce example templates – post announcement – as allocated.  Target date December’s meeting.

	(2)
	BNParibas
	Custodians – Example Templates for Format Options for the Banco Santander Event(s)
to draft a formal letter to the ES CA MPG.  Also to decide whether the SMPG CA co-chairs should be co-signatories.  

	(3)
	Citi and BoNYMellon
	CA78.2 COAF– Official Bodies Identification  
To indicate their readiness to supply COAF, this is of interest to the Ims.  Awaiting Citi and BoNYMellon.

	(4)
	BNParibas and Citi
	SMPG Tax WG
to chase Citi for their feedback.

	(5)
	Group
	CA202 – Funds Related Issues
to report on how events on liquid asset funds are handled.

	(6)
	Group
	(10) Tax Subgroup (Kimchi)
to indicate their participation in the tax subgroup 
The tax subgroup is dormant at the moment, however, it will be restarted, as many queries are being made about tax amounts and rates.  Citi will take part as will BNPParibas, others required.

	(7)
	Group
	(11) PV Subgroup (Christine)
to indicate their participation in the proxy voting subgroup.

	(8)
	LSE and EUI
	CA78.2 COAF– Official Bodies Identification  
to arrange COAFs for MMIs.  Noted that MMIs are not covered by the LSE, therefore EUI to supply LSE with information on MMIs as they are issued in order for LSE to set up the COAF for the INTR and REDM events.  These are the only events as the MMIs are short term debt binstruments.

	(9)
	Group
	Proxy Voting
to report if they use ISO 15022 messages for proxy voting, and if so whether they agree with JPMorgan’s request for further election reason codes

	(10)
	Group
	Rights with No Intermediate Security
To provide example from UK&IE
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