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Minutes of UK & IE Securities Market Practice Group 
14:00pm 8th July 2008
at Euroclear UK & Ireland, London
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Peter Shum
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David Ewings
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Tom Gardner
Nicole Harrington
Legal & General Investment Management
Morley Fund Managers
Harold Bimpong

Newton Investment Management
Brian Bradley 

RBC Channel Islands

Andre Rees
State Street
Peter Tulloch 

State Street Global Advisors Limited
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· Agenda 

1
Previous Minutes and Actions

ROLLING AGENDA ITEMS IF TIME PERMITS

2
ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering Update & Co-existence - Monitor of SMPG Approach / BVG Update
3
Update on Settlement of Funds/Mutuals/Unit Trusts in UK&IE markets

4
Euroclear Update

5
ISO 20022 Securities SEG
6
AOB
1.
Previous Minutes and Actions

1.1. Previous Minutes
Minutes accepted with one typo in the actions table, and may now be posted to the UK&IE folder of www.smpg.info.

1.2. Actions 
(1&2) Update on the Meeting on 13th December 2006 on ‘Settlement’ of Funds/Mutuals/Unit Trusts in General in the UK, IE and Other Markets
Co-chairs to have provided a summary based on the original list of action items for this group.  The summary paper has been written and approved by the sub-group.  It will be distributed with the IMA paper rather than as a stand alone document.  The IMA paper is has been drafted and is under review, by JPMChase and HSBC.
(1) Co-chairs, to distribute the summary paper with the IMA paper below.
(2) Co-chairs, to distribute the IMA paper when review completed.
As part of these actions the co-chairs met on 22nd May and agreed the next steps.  A further meeting for 6th June was postponed.
On-going (1) & (2).  HSBC and JPM met on 12th June and a mail has been drafted to be sent to David Broadway of the IMA.  HSBC to confirm sending of the mail.
(3) MT 321 MPs – UK&IE and US
SWIFTStandards circulated the existing UK&IE MT 321 MP with the US MP to the dormant UK&IE group.

Noted that many of original group may have changed institutions so the UK&IE SRT MPG ‘cc’d’.  Responses received indicate that the use of the two market practices has caused issues.  Co-chairs to attend the first meeting in order to explain the origin of the item from the SMPG S&R WG.  Noted that subsequent meetings would require chairing from the MT 321 MPG.  
On-going (3): SWIFTStandards, Co-chairs, to agree on a date for the meeting.  
(4, 5) ISO20022 Requirements BVG and Central Translation & Coexistence
Noted that the BVG is on 24th – 25th June, Peter Chapman representing UK.

(4) HSBC, to reconcile the April and May minutes of this group against the revised documentation and to poll the group for an updated view if required.

Complete.  See  agenda item 2 for BVG feedback.
(5) SWIFTStandards, to find out whether a decision has been made regarding the provision of central translation, and if so when.

Complete.  The SWIFT Board decision on central translation was taken in March 2007 (see ER1015) after consideration of the central translation discussion paper DP145:

1)
There will be no central translation service for MT-MX coexistence provided by SWIFT. Translation as part of the migration from MT to MX should be undertaken locally.

2)
SWIFT offer a local translation service as part of its normal commercial interface activities.
(6, 7) SMPG point SR13 Processing Change Message
Noted that the functionality is NOT supported by the ISO DEX, it will be supported by Single Platform Settlement.

(6) Euroclear to draft appropriate wording and SWIFTStandards, to include in the current update of the UK&IE Settlement MP document, and explain that the functionality is proprietary and not supported by the MT 530.

Ongoing (4)

(7) JPMChase, once complete to advise SMPG this action discharged.

Ongoing (5)

(8, 9) UK&IE Settlement Market Practice Document – SR2007 & SR2008 Updates
(8): SWIFTStandards, Subsequently decided to keep the stamp codes table as the ‘blue book’ does not cover Ireland.  Ensure in line with most recent ‘blue book’ above.

Complete.
(9) Euroclear, to review

Ongoing (6): Euroclear, have reviewed the draft MP as it stands, however additional wording on the MT 530 is to be included, see June meeting action (6) above, and the transaction report marker and the safe-keeping account section.

Euroclear’s review comments so far are:

· Comments on the Transaction Report Marker

· Transaction Stamp Status IEZX has been removed from the system (this post dates the October 2007 ‘blue book’)
· A proposed edit to III.2.2 the format of the safekeeping account when serviced by CREST.  Euroclear to confirm this edit as it requires the use of narrative and does not appear to align with the published ISO DEX.
Action (7): SWIFT, to issue marked up version for final review by the group. 
(10) Euroclear Communications Standards Group Training Programme
Group, any other items for inclusion?

Complete.  No other items submitted.
Follow-on (8): Euroclear, to supply an outline of the course when available.

(11) New Market Practices on www.smpg.info
Group, to review with comments for the next meeting.

Complete.  Review comments as follows:

· Linkages (final)

The turn around wording has been clarified satisfactorily

· Transaction Processing Command (final)

No issues as the version is the same as previously agreed by this group.
· Split Settlement (draft)

The diagram on page 5 remains incorrect – the point where the decision to be split is made, it may be both before settlement is attempted and also on occasion after a (failed) settlement attempt

Follow-on (9): JPMChase, to request amendment

[Post Meeting Note – email sent to Alexandre Kech on 10 July 2008.]
· Listed derivatives (draft)

Unable to comment any further as not the model practiced by the UK&IE market.
· Cash / Securities Split Settlement (draft)

No issues as only one change made and deemed cosmetic. 
(12) Minutes of the S&R WG from the SMPG April Meeting
JPMChase, to cross check the minutes and raise comments as necessary.

Complete.  Comments submitted to Alex Kech 17th June 2008.
Final minutes awaited.
(13, 14, 15) Regional Market Practice Group (RMPG)
(13) Euroclear UK&Ireland, to give meeting details for the RMPG review of CRs (if indeed there is one) or alternatively, advise date for feedback from UK&IE NMPG

Complete.  See email from HSBC to group dated 1st July 2008 giving details of the Euroclear CRs submitted for SR2009.

No issues for the UK&IE SRT MPG with the Euroclear CRs (only 2 reviewed and commented on).

(14) SWIFTStandards, to issue Euroclear CRs to group for review and comment at next meeting.
Complete.  Issued to group 11th June 2008.
Follow-on (10): JPMChase, to contact Citi regarding the submission of the ECCP change request.

[Post Meeting Note – meeting arranged between JPM and Citi for 22 July 2008.] 

The UK&IE were unable to participate in the RMPG meeting of 27th May.  It would appear that a draft MP has been put forward by NL.  This is to be reviewed at the next meeting on 26th June.

(15) HSBC, to attend.

Closed.  HSBC were unable to attend.  The main topics cover ESES markets.  A further meeting is scheduled for 10th July, the co-chairs will attempt to attend.

[Post Meeting Note – no attendance possible, but await minutes and details of the next meeting.]
(16)
IMA email on the Investment Transfer Form
SWIFTStandards, to circulate.

Complete.  Issued to group 11th June 2008.
2
ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering Update & Co-existence – Monitor of SMPG Approach / BVG Update
Peter Chapman represented the UK at the ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering Business Validation Group on 24th and 25th June.  Peter’s report follows in the table below in red.
Items agreed by IC and awaiting confirmation by BVG and items provisionally agreed by IC  that need further discussions or analysis

Detailed gaps that, if agreed, will be added in ISO 15022 and ISO 20022
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 Items common to S&R and CA.

	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	1
	Settlement Instruction and Confirmation - 1 message
	Some industry players are suggesting that the 540-3 and 544-7 (NEWM) should become one SettlementInstruction and one SettlementConfirmation. They claim there is no longer the need to have segregation by instruction type as it may have existed in the past for processing prioritisation.

BVG discussion.
All in agreement.
	(see MT-MX granularity table)
The IC agreed  to move from 4 to 1  instruction and 4 to 1 confirmation message  for the following reasons:

· The ISO 200022 conversion is a one opportunity to change. The 4 to 1 follows perfectly the business processes described in the activity and sequence diagrams. The ISO 200022 conversion is a one opportunity to change.

· The differentiating elements between the MT 540-543 and 544-547 are minor. 

· Within this unique instruction message there will be 2 additional indicators (RECE/DELI, FREE/PAYE) that will specify the transaction type. These indicators will be located at the beginning of the message to ensure proper processing.

· The switch to one message will avoid unnecessary inflation of messages when we will come to cancellation request/advise, Cancel and Replace, Transaction Processing Command.
 

·  Need to be coherent/in line with what is done in other business areas.


	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally agreed
	Critical
	June 2008

	2
	Settlement Instruction and Confirmation - derivatives
	The MT 540-7 can be used today for trade notification of derivatives from an IM to a custodian or from a client and/or broker to a clearing house member. 

During the market practice building of such flows, some model differences (compared to the typical use of the settlement messages) were highlighted. 

This led to the suggestion that this functionality should be removed from the future MX settlement messages and modelled in dedicated flows and messages.

BVG discussion.
All in agreement.

Depends on the delivery of the post trade project. This will not be removed if this project is not delivered in time for ISO20022. There must be something to replace it for derivative functionality to be removed. If fields are kept in the messages, UHB will indicate clearly that they are for derivatives only.

	 Proposal is to remove the listed-derivative functionalities from the future settlement and confirmation.

Derivatives follow a different business model (does not require settlement) and today the MT 54X are misused or free format messages are used (e.g. MT 598)

Derivatives trade notification and subsequent messages are likely to be covered in the ISO 20022 post-trade project. The S&R project team will coordinate and make sure that at the minimum, there will be an ISO 20022 solution to cover the current ISO 15022 derivatives functionality by end of 2010.


	IC 

Conf 

by BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG
	Critical
	Jun 2008

	3
	Settlement Instruction and Confirmation - modification
	During discussions at SMPG and ISITC as well as during the T2S user requirement phase, the need for modifying an instruction in some specific scenarios was highlighted:
- modification of non-matching processing information. This is covered by the Transaction Processing Command message.
- modification of "accounting" information such as factor updates. This is ineffectively covered today by cancelling and replacing a settled transaction that should in fact NOT be cancelled.
- modification of matching information before matching (T2S). This is covered today (ineffectively?) by cancelling and replacing the transaction. When receiving a cancel, the receiver cannot tell whether it is for a cancel or for a cancel & replace.
- modification of two-leg transaction closing information. This is covered today by cancelling and replacing, which is OK when applying to the two-message Market practice but less OK when applying the one-message market practice (See also item 11).

Additional issues with the cancel and replace in two messages process:

- the sending of a cancel followed by a new message may lead to duplicate instructions, if the cancellation is not executed but the new instruction is processed.

- it is not possible to know, when receiving the cancel message, whether it is for an outright cancellation or if a replacement will follow.

BVG discussion re 3 & 4.

Cancellation advice used only when settlement messages sent in error. Always sent from a/c servicer to a/c owner. NOTE. There will be a separate Removal message.
BVG require that advice should clearly indicate it is a message revocation not a cancellation.
Questioned if there is a need for a CANC reason field to explain why CANC is revoked.

	Proposal (see MT-MX granularity table) is two have two “modification” messages.

· Transaction processing Command for  Processing data (MX530)
· New ‘Replace’  message for modification of business data

The replace message would contain a complete settlement instruction, not only the modified data, to ease processing and enable an adequate audit trail.

It will contain a reference to the replaced object and, like for cancellation requests , the option to provide a limited number of details of the transaction being replaced.

The identification of the transaction replacing will be different from the identification of the transaction being replaced to ensure clear audit trail.

If a party wants (eg, for legal reason) the instruction to always be cancelled (with a cancellation) and replaced (with a new message), it would still be able to do so

During coexistence, translation from 20022 to 15022 is possible, the other way round would not be. This was acknowledged by the group and not considered an issue.

SMPG S&R WG are reluctant in having the cancel/new communication flow existing in parallel of a replace communication flow.  However requestor of such a  replace flow come from market  infrastructures (including T2S) that  have such a  process today and therefore they would like to be able to do the same when they will migrate to ISO standards.

Further analysis is currently being performed on the subject to identify and document the different needs (accounting, enrichment, true replacement) for replacement/modification. 

Due to the coexistence issue and the need for further analysis this item will be removed from the RE project and be submitted under a separate business justification.

 
	IC 

Conf by BVG 
	On Hold
	High
	Jun 2008

	4
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	Settlement Instruction and Confirmation - cancellation
	The way cancellations are handled in ISO 20022 is different from ISO 15022. It is not handled through the usage of a message function but through specific cancellation requests. We believe it is the way to go as well for ISO 20022 settlement instructions:
- because it allows cancelling on reference only (or with a few additional business data for recon checks),
- and because a function of the message leads to more complex schemas.
But we do not believe that 1 cancellation message is needed per instruction (RF, RVP, DVP, DF).


We identified two types of cancellation messages:
- cancellation requests, ie, when an account owner  requests the cancellation of an instruction to an account servicer (eg, MT 541 :23G:CANC)
- cancellation advice, ie, when the account servicer advises of the cancellation of an previously sent confirmation, status (eg, MT 544 :23G:CANC).
They are quite different in terms of criticality and actions expected.
BVG discussion,
In CANC Request content of an optional section with mandatory min number of elements discussed. Currently tehse are Inst ref, quantity, sett date, a/c no, message type. BVG agreed additional optional elements to be be Trade date, Amount, Party 1 to 3. Could however not use the optional sequence and just send reference and account only.

Request to include account servicer ref as this plus a/c owner ref should always be enough to identify correct transaction and make optional sequence unnecessary.

BVG decided to include this.

Removal and reversal advice would need similar info to the CANC adv although more info needed on reversal as settlement may no longer be in the system. Removal will need a/c servicer and owner reference but no client ref would be available.

The replace message to be removed from 20022 rev eng project and be a separate project as SWIFT believe it is not rev eng and needs more analysis.

MKT Infrastructures nee replace message and hope it will be developed in parallel to 20022 rev eng.  Agreed. 


	see MT-MX granularity table),

The IC group agrees but the scope and the definition must be clarified and all scenarios covered in terms of what can be subject to a cancellation request or a cancellation advice.

  -The cancellation request is from the account owner to the account servicer. It impacts the transaction. A cancellation request can be rejected.

  -The cancellation advice is from the account servicer to the account owner. This does not impact directly the transaction, i.e., the transaction will not be cancelled, but just a message previously sent by the account servicer. The cancellation advice cannot be rejected.

A clear distinction must be made between the above and

     - a cancellation status advice (which results from a cancellation request);

     -  a reversal advice of a settlement confirmation (the settlement actually happened on the market).; 

     - a removal advice when an allegement is no longer pending because matching took place.

These advices fulfil different functions from a cancellation advice.

As far as what the cancellation request and advice messages should contain, the IC group unanimously agreed to opt for a cancellation including the reference and a limited set of data to be defined during the detailed analysis (mandatory info in the item to be cancelled +  some additional fields part of the  10 common elements TBD)

It was noted that through account information may be mandatory in a cancellation request, it is not needed as mandatory in the cancellation advice or the  allegements. 


	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally Agreed
	Critical
	Jun 2008

	4
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	Settlement Instruction and Confirmation – cancellation (CONT.)
	
	There will be different sets of cancellation advice and requests for CA and S&R as the detailed data requirements are different and the routing of the message remains important.


	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally Agreed
	Critical
	Jun 2008

	5
	Settlement Status and Processing Advice
	SMPG and SMWG highlighted issues with the fact the MT 548 is covering to many different status reporting. 

The issue is not too much about the various steps of reporting for an instruction but more that the 548 today provides status on MT 541-3 (instruction) on MT 541-3 (cancellation), 549, 530, 524. This leads to a multiplicity of status and reason codes, sometimes common to all instruction/request types, sometime not. This leads to misunderstanding and misusing.

BVG Agreed


	(see MT-MX granularity table) 
(See appendix 10.6)

The IC group unanimously agrees with the proposal i.e. one status reporting per process. 

 A detailed analysis may lead to combining some of the status reporting (e.g.  Instruction and replacement status advice). To be investigated.

 Tentative decision:

· Settlement Instruction/Replace Status Advice

· Intra-Position Status Advice

· Request for Status /Statement Status Advice

· Processing Change Command Status Advice

· Replacement Status Advice

It was also confirmed that a SettlementTransactionStatus could not be used as a result of a Cancellation Request. It should be  a CancellationRequestStatusAdvice as per current MP.

The only instance where you can use an Instruction status with a cancelled code is when it follows an Instruction Status Request for a transaction for which a cancellation have been requested by the AO. 

Note that for the MT 530 do not necessary lead to a change of status. Therefore the TransactionProcessingCommandStatusAdvice message should also include acceptance status
	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. details to be approved by BVG
	Critical
	June  2008

	6


	Negative sign in amounts, quantities
	Some players are suggesting that the negative and positive amount should be handled differently in ISO 20022, that is, amounts/quantities should always be negative if debited and positive if credited.

Reasoning is that the +/-  sign can be misleading as it is not related to the direction of the movement. 

Item 6 & 28

BVG Discussion. CR/DR indicator only on settlement amount and optional as message type will indicate direction or as above but mandatory. Agreed that it should be mandatory indicator on all posting amounts.

On position statements a requirement to show a short position discussed. Indicator only required whne short. BVG agreed optional short indicator for balance so that only haveto use indicator when short (normally the exception rather than the rule) and not on long positions.


	The IC group agrees to use a Credit/Debit indicator for the settlement amount only but not to the settlement quantities as it is redundant  information with the instruction type. delivery and receive indicator. This flag will always be mandatory.  Moreover having the info twice may lead to conflicting data being present in either field.. All the other amounts (such as commisions, fees etc..)  will  also have the Credit/Debit indicator by it will be optional.   Usage rules for each non posted amounts will be defined to determine based on the transaction type whether the amount should be credited or debited.

Swift Standards came up with a default value usage rule ( see appendix xx

For Settlement Instruction and confirmation, settlement instruction type would be qualified as it is today in statements:

          - Receive/Deliver with RECE and DELI code

           - Payment with APMT and FREE code

This solution would solve issue # 14 DWP as the direction of the settlement amount would be specifically mentioned. No consensus  was reached on the need for the credit/debit indicator to be mandatory for posting amount. This will be brought to the attention of the BVG in June. 

Pros for mandatory flag in the posted     settlement amount: the messages should be explicit and not implicit. The fact that in 99% of the cases it will follow the normal way does not matter from a system perspective


	BGV
	Provisionally Agreed.

Further impact analysis to be done to confirm it is OK.
	Medium
	June 2008

	6


	Negative sign in amounts, quantities

(CONT.)
	
	Cons: should be optional as most of the time it will go the normal way. Main concern is really when the messages will have to be typed manually. SWIFT Standards reminded that the objective of standards is automation. In the case of messages typed manually, the GUI should handle such a “user friendly” requirement, not the message behind the GUI.  

Additional arguments was the fact of having the other cash amounts CRED/DEBI flag also mandatory.

Pros: was that it would be consistent. 

Cons: said that from a settlement perspective this was only background info (except for accounting maybe, but then generally accounting systems would have their own calculation algorithm in place). Forcing the indicator to be mandatory for those would push the responsibility of building this algorithm on the instructing party. In many cases, these instructing parties are small or medium, eg, IMs that do not have the technology to start building such an algorithm (hence their relying on custodians to deal with such problems).

	BGV
	Provisionally Agreed.

Further impact analysis to be done to confirm it is OK.
	Medium
	June 2008

	7
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	Reference-Ids
	There is no consistency in the way identification and references are handled today in ISO 15022. We would like to take the opportunity of ISO 20022 to align it across all messages/documents.

SWIFTStandards has analysed existing id/reference schemes in the financial industry and came up with a ref-id proposal that we plan to apply for the MT-MX reverse engineering exercise.

BVG decision.

After much discussion agreed 

20C SEME Mandatory
!3B STAT Optional

28E 00001/MORE Mandatory

If SEME is the same for each page of same statement there is no problem however it has been found that people misuse SEME.
	-  The IC group reached a consensus to have two mandatory ids in a message, The settlement transaction id and the message id. This would align with the CA concept of corporate action id and message id.

· Creation of a Settlement Transaction ID identifying, at the instructing party, a settlement transaction from creation to end of life.

· Each message exchanged in the framework of this settlement transaction has its message identification.

However  it was decided that it was not necessary to mandate the message ID on the SettlementTransaction  as:

- Preparation date/time + settlement transaction ID should be sufficient.

- Two mandatory Identifications in the settlement instruction would lead to implementation costs

 For the other flows the message ID will remain mandatory

Therefore only the mandatory Settlement Transaction Identification will be mapped during coexistence to the ISO 15022 :20C::SEME). 

There will be no CR to update ISO 15022 to comply with the future ISO 20022 identification logic and therefore have also two identifications in the MT 540-3, one optional message id and one mandatory settlement transaction id (too big impact  and cost vs benefit it would bring to coexistence of the 2 standards). This should be dealt with as part of the coexistence tools (mapping table between ISO 15022 and ISO 20022.

It was also agreed that for an outright cancellation, it should only be possible to request the cancellation of the settlement transaction and not the cancellation of an instruction (optional ID). 

Use of specifically named references, rather than PREV/RELA  generic references.

 Note that other ids and references (ex pool, trade etc...) existing currently in ISO 15022 would still be present in ISO 20022. Eg,  a pool ID can be used to link multiple transactions together (eg, block trade settlement).


	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally Agreed
	Critical
	Jun 2008

	7
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	Reference-Ids

(CONT.)
	
	- Today, in ISO 15022, a statement consisting of multiple pages can be identified using:

· Statement number (optional)

· Statement message identification 

· Page number and More/last indicator

In ISO 20022, applying a consistent identification process, we should identify a statement by:

· Statement number (mandatory)

· Statement message identification (could be optional)

· Page number and More/last indicator

The question was on the need for statement message identification at all. Feedback (IC and SMPG) is split between the need to base the work on business needs (no need for statement message identification) and the need to take ISO 15022 into consideration (and to have the same level of info that today).  Keeping the Message identification would be coherent with what we do in other part of the process (eg advices) and it is easier to track from a audit trail perspective

The statement number today in ISO 15022 is optional and would become mandatory in ISO 20022. For coexistence, should we align in ISO 15022 during the next maintenance and have it mandatory? More analysis is needed as well as well as waiting for the results of the field/qualifier/code usage scan (to know how often the statement number field is used today) that will be available in July. 


	
	
	
	

	8
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	Linkage
	Linked to the previous item, there is a need to implement one way of linking messages for specific processing purposed (for info, hard links, etc). 

BVG  discussion.

Keep ISO 15022 linkage logic.

Discussed soft linkage often used in CREST for optimisation of settlement of GILTS. Agreed that this would need a CR however soft link  will remain in MT530. 
	Proposal is to have one message component structure for linkages that would include, similarly to ISO 15022, the type of link (AFTE, BEFO, WITH, INFO), an instruction type that would match the MX message name and a reference to the linked message.

Investigate need for distinction between the transaction linking and the message linking. The only instance at the moment that could apply to message linking is the link of a cancel and replace, however with the new ‘Replace’ message, this is not useful anymore. More research is needed to find out whether other business cases apply. 
Today in ISO 15022 there is no clear way to apply a soft link, that is, the attempt to settle transactions together without preventing the settlement of one of the transaction if the other fails. We have to consider creating a new message element to allow this (e.g. a ‘soft’ WITH that would allow still allow part of the settlement if one of the transactions cannot settle). Interested parties should submit a change request.
	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG.
	High
	Jun 2008

	9
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	Copy mechanism
	Clear rules should be defined as far as the usage of the COPY/CODU/DUPL/RECO function.

BVG agree same rules as ISO15022.
	We will not change the way it is done today in ISO 15022 but the business model that will be reviewed by the BVG in June will clearly define all scenarios and describe all usage in details.
	IC 

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG.
	High
	June 2008

	10
	Pre-advice/hold-release/freeze-unfreeze
	The SMPG has defined a global market practice for pre-advice/hold-release/freeze-unfreeze. This process needs to be integrated and described in the modelling exercise for settlement, making sure all scenarios are included. Harmonisation of the flows should be reached as much as possible (mostly done through the global MP).

BVG agree with IC view. NOTE PREA followed by NEWM will not be documented in 20022 although can still be done. 
	Model the hold-release process in detail. Make sure all scenarios are included and harmonised as far as the communication and message usage is concerned.

See also item 21.

The IC group agrees with the current MP  that recommends to have the hold indicator in settlement instruction and to use the Transaction Processing Command to release a on hold instruction and not use a new instruction linked to the on hold/released one.


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG.
	Medium
	June 2008

	11
	Repo/Securities financing new set of messages
	The SMPG has defined two market practices for Repo. One when the opening and closing information is instructed in one messages, a second when two messages should be used.

BVG discussion.

Agreed that Sequence D will not be re-engineered but the securities financing group will be modelling it. SWIFT will start modelling Secs Financing messages and put out and put out a document for review at the August meeting. 
	The IC group agreed to remove the Repo functionality from the MT54X and create a new set of securities financing messages. It will ensure the settlement instruction and confirmation messages are as simple and dedicated as possible.  These messages will cover Repo, Reverse Repo, Securities lending and borrowing and Collateral in and out. It will be used for scenarios where the account servicer is not only performing the settlement of the transaction but offers additional securities financing management services.

Regular settlement would still take place using settlement instructions. The Repo/Secl/Coll trn type will therefore still be available in the standard settlement messages for a tracking point of view at a settlement level.
Coordinate with any existing collateral settlement project.

SMPG questioned the fact that Securities Lending and Borrowing AND Collateral in/out process should be included.

For Securities Lending/Borrowing Swift Standards (and IC) believe that it should indeed be the case as such requirements exist at some market infrastructure

For Collateral in/out movement, the business case seems to be less evident. 

See 7.1.4  Securities financing high level model

	IC

Conf by BVG
	On Hold.
	Medium
	June 2008

	12
	Settlement instruction generated by account servicer 
	How should the details of a settlement instruction generated by an account servicer be provided to an account owner (eg, transformation by CSD following CA, notification to an account owner of a settlement instruction received through a third party, or recovering of settlement instruction details following system breakdown)? 

The current practice is to inform of the creation of such an instruction using a status advice and to provide all the details (if needed) using a settlement instruction with sub-function RECO (for reconciliation).
BVG. Creation of a Generated Transaction advice,

O/s questions. Do we want to see current status on the advice? August discussion.
	The original SWIFT proposal was NOT to have a specific message for that process NOR to expand the status advice message to provide all the details available in a settlement instruction. 


However all IC participants commented that we should opt for a specific message to cover that process. 

The new advice would contain:

· the settlement  instructions details

· the reason for creation

· current status 

Once auto-generated the transaction will follow the normal settlement and status reporting life cycle.


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. . To be confirmed by BVG.
	Medium
	June 2008

	13
	DVD
	Delivery versus delivery. For collateral substitutions and other processes leading to the delivery of one instrument against another one, the current process is to use a delivery and a receipt instruction with a hard link.

BVG Agreed with proposal.
	We propose to keep the same logic. It works today and there is no strong business case to have a specific message created for such a process. Creating a specific message would just lead to more costs for a process that is covered today by commonly used instruction messages.
	IC

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG.
	Low
	June 2008

	14
	DwP
	Delivery with Payment. For operations (eg, netting) leading to the possible delivery of securities with payment, or the receipt of securities with payment, the current process is to use the message type corresponding to the securities movement and to use a negative settlement amount to express the fact that the amount goes the opposite direction that the instruction type suggests.

BVG agreed.
	Per item 6, the IC group agrees to use a credit/debit indicator for the posted amount i.e.  settlement quantity and settlement amount . This would solve the DWP issue as the direction of the settlement amount would always be specifically mentioned. 


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG.
	Low
	June 2008

	15

00001[image: image8.png]



	MEOR, MERE, ACOW
	In ISO 15022 today, there is confusion on how and when an originator of the message (MEOR) and a recipient of the message (MERE) should be used versus ACOW.

MEOR is defined as Party that originated the message, if other than the Sender.

MERE is defined as Party that is the final destination of the message, if other than the Receiver. 

ACOW is defined as the Party that  owns the account.
	We propose to keep the same logic as in ISO 15022 but provide a clear and unambiguous model for this process. 

This model will be documented for the June BVG meeting. Like for any other documents, it will be made available for review to all before end.
	BVG
	Agreed. To be confirmed by BVG.
	Low
	June 2008

	16
	Settlement chain
	Do we need to simplify and/or modify the ISO 15022 settlement chain as defined today? On various occasions, the complexity of settlement parties information in ISO 15022 have been highlighted:

- the way the inclusion of intermediaries works,

- the business name that parties have despite being effectively used as settlement chain levels,

- the “place of settlement” information that is still confusing for many industry players, despite the existing SMPG clarification.

BVG discussion. PSET – Party 1. What do you use if Fundsettle? SMPG says use country code. BVG asked that all scenarios are documented.
	 (SMPG says use country code. Despite these difficulties, the ISO 15022 way works in 95% of the case, once explained and implemented correctly. We should therefore be careful not to break the STP rates by redefining completely how a settlement chain should be provided.

The IC group has agreed to name the settlement parties for what they effectively are i.e. levels in the settlement chain.

This will facilitate the inclusion of additional levels.

CSDs (identified in the PSET field today) will just be a party in the chain. It will be the first party in the chain in most of the cases. However, it was suggested that it would not always be the case (e.g. settlement of physical securities or internal transfer might not take place at the CSD level). This would represent a change in the MP and requires further analysis at SMPG level.

If a party needs to be identified through its business role in a transaction (eg, investor), this would be done in another part of the message, not in the settlement chain. 

During the IC meeting, for the identification of an investor, it was suggested that the “side” of the investor be provided. Today, it is not easy to identify whether the investor provided is on the receive or delivery side. 

All existing MP regarding settlement parties should be updated in line with this proposal to see whether all is done today in ISO 15022 can be done in ISO 20022.


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally Agreed
	Medium
	April 2008

June 2008

	28
	Balance of holding: Short/Long indicator
	During the IC meeting, based on discussions on item 6, the group has considered to remove the negative sign in the balances for statement of holdings and replace it by a short/long indicator 

BVG see item 6. comments.
	The IC also agreed to have a short/long (or negative/positive) indicator (terminology still need TBD) for the balances instead of a negative sign.  The short/long flag  would apply to  the Aggregate balance  only as as available/unavailable balances and sub-balances define/qualify a specific position to which the concept of short/long cannot apply  


	BGV
	Provisionally Agreed.

.
	Medium
	June 2008

	29
	Request for Status/Request for Statement
	In ISO 15022, there is one message to request a status on a transaction or a statement of holding, the MT 549.

The fact that statements and status may be requested using the same message leads to potential unrealistic requests such as the request for a statement of holding with status matched...

BVG Agreed but these are little used at present.


	Proposal:

In ISO 20022 have clean requests that cannot be misused and therefore create two requests. One for statement and one for status.
	IC conf call

Confirmed by BVG
	Pending
	Low
	April 2008

June 2008


Detailed gaps that, if agreed, will be maintained in ISO 15022 and included in ISO 20022

	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	17
	Conditional Delivery
	Following the Giovannini Gap analysis, there is a need for an indicator to identify that a transaction is a conditional delivery, that is, that the securities will be provisioned but will not be released until a release instruction is received.
	Requirement to be validated by IC in the framework of the hold/release MP. Maintenance request will be issued for June 2008 for discussion at the BVG/Maintenance WG meeting of Q3 2008 for inclusion in both ISO 15022 and ISO 20022.

The IC group agrees that functionality currently available in the hold/release market practice covers all the scenarios. The business case to have a  ‘clearer’ indicator in the settlement transaction must be clarified.

For T2S the conditional delivery is deducted from  the information available  in the settlement instruction.


	ECSDA WG6
	Pending
	Medium
	June 2008

	18
	Validity date on settlement instruction
	Following the Giovannini Gap analysis, a CSD expressed the need to be able to include a date on settlement instruction, after which, the instruction will no longer be valid and will not be submitted to further settlement cycles.
	Requirement to be validated by ECSDA WG 6. Maintenance request will be issued for June 2008 for discussion at the BVG/Maintenance WG meeting of Q3 2008 for inclusion in both ISO 15022 and ISO 20022.

In TARGET2-Securities it will be possible for a CSD to store in static data a maximum number of settlement days of recycling.


	ECSDA WG 6
	Pending
	Low
	June 2008

	19
	Identify settlement cycle in reporting
	Following the Giovannini Gap analysis, a CSD expressed the need for a way to identify which settlement cycle has produced the report ie, day time, night time etc..
	Requirement to be validated by ECSDA WG 6. Maintenance request will be issued for June 2008 for discussion at the BVG/Maintenance WG meeting of Q3 2008 for inclusion in both ISO 15022 and ISO 20022.

The IC group agrees that the preparation date and time should be enough to determine the settlement cycle. Business case to be clarified (settlement cycle, batch cycle, processing cycle?).
	ECSDA WG 6
	Pending
	Low
	June 2008


	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	20
	Allegement rejection
	Following the Giovannini Gap analysis, a CSD expressed the need for a way to reject an allegement when this allegement is considered by the recipient as “should not have been alleged to me”.
	Requirement to be validated by ECSDA WG 6. Maintenance request will be issued for June 2008 for discussion at the BVG/Maintenance WG meeting of Q3 2008 for inclusion in ISO 20022.

If accepted, this would probably be a 6th status advice message as it is a different process than the one described already in item 5.

The IC group agrees this was not necessary. Business case is not strong enough to create a new message that most probably will not be automated. 

More and more cou ntries are coming with such a need (ES, US , DE)
	ECSDA WG 6
	Provisionally rejected.
	Low
	June  2008

	21
	PREA function of the message
	The PREA existing function of the message is covering today all processes for the sending of an instruction that will not settle until another process takes place; hold and release, blocking/unblocking, preadvice, pre-matching...

In ISO 20022, we should not have function of the message, so we would propose to reverse engineer this ISO 15022 sub-function into an ISO 20022 indicator.

Internal analysis has concluded that, as far as the settlement instructions are concerned, the impact on current processes is null.
	Proposal is that this functionality be covered by a hold Y/N indicator in the transaction. The indicator would be optional as this process is not relevant in all instructions flows (eg, from IM to global custodian).

This indicator would be an attribute of the transaction and could therefore “follow” the transaction, ie, be provided as well in status reporting about that transaction. 

See also item 10.

The IC group agrees to have a hold Y/N indicator in the transaction for ISO 20022 to replace the PREA function in ISO 15022.


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Closed. Combined with item 10
	Low
	June 2008


	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	22
	Generic business/message elements
	Today in ISO 15022, but also in existing ISO 20022 messages, if for example there is a need to provide a date that is not defined in the standards, the only way to provide such a date is to use a narrative field or extension. There is a request to be able for the sender, like for codes, to issue a date that can be assigned a meaning by the sender.
	SWIFT Standards believes that having generic data elements that can be further qualified by a sender is going against the principle of standardisation. Either that data should be defined in the standard. In between maintenances, if a new data is needed, it should be provided in an XML extension or narrative until it can be added to the standard. If it cannot be added to the standard because it is too specific, it should be kept in the extension or narrative field.

We do not believe the DSS feature existing for codes should be extended to data elements themselves.

The IC group recommends the extensions to be published until a new structured code is introduced in the next maintenance or to cover bilaterally-agreed specific processes. It would even be advised that extensions to be submitted to SMPG/local market practice for approval and documentation purposes.

Note in ISO 15022, this information is provided in field 70a. In ISO 20022, this process is clearer as provided in one specific place of the message than can be better controlled than if in any test field of the message.

Need to develop a market practice on a globally agreed process for proposing and publication of extensions. 


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Agreed
	Low
	June 2008

	23
	VARI place of trade (JASDEC)
	When a broker/dealer receives a block order from its client, it occasionally executes trades on different exchanges and conduct trade allocation by bringing these trades together with the method of average-pricing. In this case, it is needed to set VARI in the “Place of Trade” because only one exchange cannot be identified. However, the present settlement instructions(MT54X) have no codes to identify multiple trade places. Besides, MT515 has it.

When VARI is set in the "Place of Trade" in the trade matching process (MT515), it is necessary to set VARI in the "Place of Trade" in the settlement matching process (MT54x) consistently.
	The proposal is to include VARI as a place of trade code in both the ISO 15022 and ISO 20022 settlement and reconciliation messages where applicable.

Maintenance Request to be submitted, Jasdec will include some examples
	IC

Conf by BVG
	Pending
	Medium
	August 2008


	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	24
	Identification of Place of Settlement (JASDEC)
	See also item 16.

Under the new securities transfer law, account management institutions can be the "PSET" and there is a possibility that an account management institutions don't have "BIC". In that case we need to use DSS to identify the account management institution.
	The current global SMPG and standards prevents the use of DSS with PSET because that field should only be populated by the identification of a CSD, an exchange or a country. Account management institutions, in transfers, should be identified as a REAG or DEAG, the PSET remaining the local CSD (if the securities are deposited there) or country code if physical or no CSD.

Based on the information available in ANNEX 1., the IC and BVG will need to assess whether the current practice and standard should be changed.  

Will wait for the outcome on the Settlement Parties Chain (# 16) discussions. If it is decided that the first level will be Party 1 (not specifically a CSD) then this will be a non issue.

In TARGET2-Securities information on the “place of settlement” is needed for reporting purposes and for the feature of “Conditional Securities Delivery (CoSD)”. Currently it is envisaged that TARGET2-Securities will deduct the “place of settlement” from the location of the CSD keeping the securities account(s).

	IC

Conf by BVG
	Pending
	Medium
	August 2008

	25
	Identification of qualified intermediary (JASDEC)
	The identification of a qualified intermediary needs to be added to settlement instruction for bonds transactions so that a delivering agent can notify a receiving agent who the qualified foreign intermediary is.
	The proposal is to include a qualified intermediary in the settlement instructions and confirmations in both ISO 15022 and ISO 20022.

A receiving agent  needs to record the  Qualified Intermediary information together with the ex-holder’s tax status based on the provision of the tax law Detailed maintenance request to be submitted.
	IC

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally agreed
	Medium
	August 2008


	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	26
	Paying agent’s ordering customer (JASDEC)
	In the cash parties’ sequence of the settlement instruction and confirmation, the identification of the  ordering customer (client of the paying agent, PAYE) is not possible. 

The Japanese market needs to be able to provide this additional payment chain level when appropriate in a settlement instruction.
	The proposal is to allow the providing of the ordering customer as a cash party in the settlement instructions and confirmations in both ISO 15022 and ISO 20022.

- Today in the MT541/3 you can identify:

        the account of the beneficiary customer at the                       financial institution

       The ultimate party to be credited with the money

       The Paying institution account

But not the underlying payer.

ISO 20022 Payment parties to be reused.(i.e. terminology will change to Debtor, debtor’s agent, creditor, creditor’s agent)

Maintenance request to be submitted for validation by BVG,


	IC

Conf by BVG
	Provisionally agreed
	Medium
	August 2008

	27
	Page numbering (mainly in statements but not only) should be removed from the content of the message and be in the header.
	Page numbering should be removed from the content of the message. It belongs more to a technical level (i.e. the header?). This depends at which level the message is reconstituted.

Argument could be that for reconciliation purposes users might have sometimes to go into the message and the page number might help to track the information that is needed.
	
	BVG
	Pending
	Low
	June 2008


	Id
	Short Description
	Long Description
	Proposed Solution
	Owner
	Status
	Impact
	Deadline

	30
	Rationalize Indicator field 22a 
	SWIFTStandards has started the logical modelling of the future ISO 20022 messages and has a question regarding ISO 15022 22F indicators that have two code values effectively meaning YES or NO (Eg, the RTGS indicator with YREG and NREG).

One of the reason for this is that in past Maintenance meeting of the ISO 15022 standards, “wrong” decisions have been taken to add 22F indicators instead of yes/no flag 17B to avoid the inclusion of a field 17B in the sequence E of the settlement messages. If we can fix this while going to ISO 20022, this would be preferred.
	Proposal:

To be compliant with the ISO 20022 standards, such yes/no codes indicators should effectively become real Y/N indicators in ISO 20022 except for the cases where its is probable that a third value might be needed in the future.

Such an exercise/approach would also be done for all business areas such as post-trade. 

A list of these 22F that would become yes/no indicators in ISO 20022  (see appendix)

        


	IC Conf call

Confirmed by  BVG 
	Pending


	Low
	April 2008

June 2008  

	31
	Identification of the Fund ID
	Japanese Trust Banks and IMs manage thousands of funds ( pension funds, investment trust funds, hedge funds, etc...), therefore there is a need to provide the FUNDid to identify which fund the IM is trading for. FUNid is going to be created in the Post Trade arena so it is necessary to be incorporated into the S1R arena consistenly
	The IM sends some kind of 'preadvise instruction'  to PSMS which in turn forwards the info to the Trust Bank. Upon receipt of this information the Trust Bank will then send a Settlement instruction to PSMS on behalf of the IM for the IM's account. This means that the account at PSMS is in the name of the IM.

Proposal:

The ACOW field should be included with the BIC or a proprietary code.

The fund ID represents the institution that invest in the fund and should therefore be included in the Other Parties Seq as a ReceivingInvestor or DeliveringInvestor.
The IM is part of the settlement chain as he is the initiator of the transaction even though he is not the sender and therefore should not be included in Other Parties.

	BVG
	Pending
	Medium
	August 2008


Additional points:

· The Business and High Level Requirements Analysis document will reissued as version 4.
[Post Meeting Note – posted on https://www.swiftcommunity.net/S&R in the folder named "BVG1 Minutes and Docs".]
· In addition draft schemas of MT 54x equivalents will be made available for the BVG at the end of August.
· A message scope paper on settlement and reconciliation will be provided by the Standards Department at SWIFT.  It will contain more information covering the Funds and S&R overlap.  SWIFT will oversee issues, and if change is required by Funds this will be discussed by Funds and copied to S&R.  Feedback will be required for August BVG meeting.
· Noted that it is proposed that the MT 548 will include structured information on the counterparty’s transaction details, for use on unmatched status.  
Details are normally put in free format field, eg explaining money difference when DMON.  The BVG was agreed it is a great idea and all in favour except Euroclear (Kevin W) as he was concerned that people would STP and then auto change to whatever was stated, although the BVG agreed that this was really what happens now manually.  What are UK&IE SRT MPG views?  This will be discussed again in the August BVG.
Action (11): Group, to give feedback on or before the next UK&IE SRT MPG meeting.

· A review of the use of MT 548 status and reason qualifiers and codes is being carried out and which of the six messages they would be applicable to.  Once details of SWIFT's review of code usage is available Alexandre Kech will update the documentation and redistribute.
· The custody statement of holdings has been reverse engineered and FX details have been included.

Action (12): Co-chairs, to sort out the UK representatives on the BVG email distribution.

[Post Meeting Note – HSBC sent email on 8 July 2008 and JPM’s interest noted.]
3
Update on ‘Settlement’ of Funds/Mutuals/Unit Trusts in UK & IE Markets
See above, report on actions 1&2.

4.
Euroclear Update
4.1
ISO 20022 Developments
· Issuer/Agent – no change - messages with the Securities SEG
· Market Claims and Buyer Protection – messages are half-way produced
· Issuance – no change - good first WG, messaging and modelling in June
· Registration – second WG held second week of June in Paris.  Originally to be infrastructure messages only, scope now increased to include holder’s switch from bearer to registered by way of an additional business justification.

The second WG opened wider areas of concern, for example, what happens when settlement is pending registration as occurs in markets where settlement does not process with electronic transfer of title (ETT).  The MT 508 Intra-Position Advice is being migrated/ reverse engineered to ISO 20022 with other S&R messages.

· Euroclear attended an ISO 20022 Developers Forum last week at SWIFT HQ, the aim is to ensure consistency across messages across functional areas by use of a framework, for example status messages, cancellation messages.
Action (13): Euroclear, to circulate minutes when available.

4.2
SR2008

Analysis complete, ISO DEX published on www.euroclear.com.
A call has been issued for participants to take part in testing which begins in August.

4.3
Harmonisation
· SR2009 Change Requests raised:

· 1 common

· 4 corporate actions

· 10 settlement and reconciliation, 2 from FR, two from UK and 2 anonymous, + 4 others.  understood by EUI that SWIFT will recommend the postponement of all but the most urgent amendments until SR2010.
· The Communications Group has not met since January

· The Message Working Group first met in April, as second meeting is to be arranged in August.
· The Message Inventory for Single Platform is due for publication on 16th June

· The Communications Standards Group is putting together a training programme for use as a consultative tool for Single Platform.  It will consist of:
· ISO 20022 History

· SMPG and its influence

· And modules on migration for each domain:

· Settlement & Reconciliation

· Custody

· Payment

· Including:

· Message functions

· ISO mapping

· Issues and pain points

· Examples

All to be a two day course.

· The RMPG has reconvened to discuss ESES issues.  To be a separate agenda item at the next meeting of this group.

5
ISO 20022 Securities Standards Evaluation Group (SEG) Update
· Issuer Agent messages walked through today (meeting day)
· The business validation group for the ISO 15022 reverse engineering BJ met in June (see elsewhere in these minutes)

· A call has been made for business expert s for ISO TC/68 SC4 WG1, security identifier

· The business application header is being reviewed by the securities SEG – more details at future meetings

· The financial industry business information model is soon to be incorporated in the ISO 20022 repository (the output from WG11)

· Tony Coates has transferred Rational Rose to Magic Draw and requests volunteers to review.

6
AOB
6.1
SR2009 Change Requests 
The SR2009 CRs for S&R and common have been published.  To be distributed to the group for review at the next meeting.  Non attenders to submit comments to JPMChase by cob 8th August.

Action (14): SWIFT, to distribute to the group.
[Post Meeting Note – issued to the group on 9 July 2008.]
6.2 SMPG Website – New Publications
Recent publications on www.smpg.info include, inter alia, a new PSET list, a new Nordic market practice and a reissue of the Settlement Market Practice summary spreadsheet.  The review time for the latter was short and UK&IE have still to verify their entry.
Action (15): JPMChase and Euroclear UK & Ireland, to validate.
6.3
SMPG Meetings 2009
A survey on the SMPG website requests views on attendance at a September meeting in Hong Kong following SIBOS.
Action (16): Co-chairs, to complete on behalf of the group.

6.4
Standards Forum
An email from David Mellett of the SWIFT Standards Department has been sent to SMPG convenors with further details of the Standards Forum at SIBOS.  The Thursday will include a half hour presentation described as:

SMPG – The changing face of market practice
Come and celebrate the SMPG’s 10th anniversary. While established members of SMPG blow out their birthday candles and review a long list of accomplishments, hear what newer members have to say about the importance of market practice, but the need for a change in approach. What is the future of market practice? Does global market practice really make sense?

The group commented that compliance with and participation in SMPG is frequently a question in RFPs.
6.5
EMEA Regional Director
Kevin Wooldridge of Euroclear is the successful candidate.

6.6
Tri-party Collateral Management Reverse Engineering
A request has gone out to industry experts for S&R asking for volunteers to take part in the reverse engineering of the tri-party collateral messages.

Action (17): Goldman Sachs, to consider participation, and advise JPMChase and SWIFT Standards Department.

[Post Meeting Note – Goldmans Sachs advised on 11 July 2008 that they are unable to participate at this time.] 

7
Future Meetings
The date of the next meeting is Tuesday 12h August at 14:00 at

BGI,
Murray House

1 Royal Mint Court

London 

EC3N 4HH

To confirm attendance please contact: Jane Montana jane.montana@barclaysglobal.com.  

Telephone 0207 668 8230.

Nearest underground station Tower Hill

Outline Agenda
1. Previous Minutes and Actions
2. SR2009 Maintenance Requests
ROLLING AGENDA ITEMS IF TIME PERMITS
3. ISO 20022 Securities SEG

4. ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering Update & Co-existence - Monitor of SMPG Approach / BVG update 
5. Update on Settlement of Funds/Mutuals/Unit Trusts in UK&IE markets

6. Euroclear Update
7. RMPG Update
8. AOB

Future meeting dates for 2008 are on the second Tuesday of the month.
The next global SMPG meeting is scheduled for 19-20 September 2008 in Vienna.

8
Actions Carried Forward
	Number
	Who 
	What 

	(1)
	Co-Chairs
	“Settlement” of Funds/Mutuals/Unit Trusts
to distribute summary paper with the IMA paper below
As part of this action the co-chairs will set a date to meet and determine the next steps

	(2)
	Co-Chairs
	“Settlement” of Funds/Mutuals/Unit Trusts
to distribute the IMA paper when review complete

	(3)
	SWIFT, co-chairs
	UK&IE MT321 MPG
to agree on a date for the meeting to reconvene the group.  Co-chairs to attend the first meeting in order to explain the origin of the item from the SMPG S&R WG.  Noted that subsequent meetings would require chairing from the MT 321 MPG.  .

	(4)
	Euroclear

SWIFT
	MT 530 Processing Codes

to draft appropriate wording 

to include in the current update of the UK&IE Settlement MP document, and explain that the functionality is proprietary and not supported by the MT 530

	(5)
	JPMChase
	MT 530 Processing Codes

once complete to advise SMPG this action discharged.

	(6)
	Euroclear
	UK&IE Settlement MP SR2008

to address review points made at this meeting and re-review the amendments, once made

	(7)
	SWIFT
	UK&IE Settlement MP SR2008

to issue marked up version for final review by the group. 

	(8)
	Euroclear
	Euroclear Harmonisation

to supply an outline of the Euroclear Communications Standards Group Training Programme when available.

	(9)
	JPMChase
	New Market practices on www.smpg.info 

to request amendment to the Split Settlement draft MP - The diagram on page 5 remains incorrect – the point where the decision to be split is made, it may be both before settlement is attempted and also on occasion after a (failed) settlement attempt 

	(10)
	JPMChase
	Regional Market Practice Group

to contact Citi regarding the submission of the ECCP change request.

	(11)
	Group
	ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering BVG – MT 548

to give feedback on or before the next UK&IE SRT MPG meeting on the proposal that the MT 548 will include structured information on the counterparty’s transaction details, for use on unmatched status.

	(12)
	Co-chairs
	ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering BVG

to sort out the UK representatives on the BVG email distribution

	(13)
	Euroclear
	ISO 20022 Developers Forum
to circulate minutes when available

	(14)
	SWIFT
	SR2009 Change Requests
to distribute to the group

	(15)
	JPMChase and Euroclear
	SMPG Website – New Publications – Settlement MP Summary
to validate

	(16)
	Co-chairs
	SMPG Meetings 2009
to complete on behalf of the group

	(17)
	Goldman Sachs
	Tri-Party Collateral Management Rev Eng
to consider participation, any volunteers to contact JPMChase


9
Open Issues
	Ongoing: to reconvene Lending and Borrowing Settlement Market Practice Group 

	Ongoing: to invite interested UK&IE participants to identify the business elements required by investment managers and custodians and brokers when information about derivatives is communicated.  The purpose is to give a base line against which to assess the US Derivatives templates and business case


--------------------------------------------------End of Document----------------------------------------------
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