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Minutes of UK & IE Securities Market Practice Group 
14:00pm 9th June 2009
at BGI, London

· Attendees:

Barclays Global Investors Ltd
Jane Montana

Citigroup
Doug Warrington
Citibank Europe PLC, Dublin
Robin Leary, by telephone

Euroclear

Alan Bredin, by telephone
HSBC

Peter
 Chapman, Chair

JPMorgan Chase Worldwide
Simon Burke
Securities Services

Northern Trust
Liam Sroka
· Apologies from:

Bank of New York
Wayne Norton
BBH
Neil Lewington

RBC Dexia Investor Services

Eddie Casey, ISITC Europe Executive

SWIFT, Standards UK & Ireland

Tim Taylor

· Also Distributed to:

ABNAmro Mellon
Luke Haughton

BNP Paribas
Mari Angela Fumagalli

Deutsche Bank
Dianna Wiseman

INVESCO
Tom Gardner
Legal & General Investment Management

Merrill Lynch
Ann Leonard, Nick Whiteley

Morley Fund Managers
Harold Bimpong

Newton Investment Management
Brian Bradley 

RBC Channel Islands

Andre Rees
State Street
Peter Tulloch 

State Street Global Advisors Limited
Peter Shum
· Agenda 

Outline Agenda
1. Previous Minutes and Actions

2. SMPG Spring Meeting Debrief
3. SMPG Chair Vote

ROLLING AGENDA ITEMS
4. ISO 20022 Securities SEG

5. ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering Update & Co-existence – Monitor of SMPG Approach / BVG update 

6. Euroclear Update

7. RMPG Update

8. SWIFT UK Ltd User Group

9. AOB

1.
Previous Minutes and Actions

1.1. Previous Minutes
Minutes required amendment of some typos (Item 5, Cuurency and item 7, Uswer) plus meeting to be recorded as at BGI and not SWIFT and then may be posted in the UK&IE folder of www.smpg.info as version 1-1.

1.2. Actions 
(1) SMPG Website – new publication – settlement MP summary
HSBC and Euroclear, to validate UK & IE entries in the SMPG settlement summary spreadsheet. now the UK&IE Settlement MP has been published
On-going (1): HSBC and Euroclear.

(2) SMPG Moscow - UK&IE views on SMPG S&R Agenda for May Meeting
HSBC, to collate current UK & IE view on open items based on previous minutes, in particular the October 2008 minutes in preparation for discussion at the next meeting of the group.
Complete.

The date of the meeting moved due to a clash with Eurovision (which had pushed Hotel prices sky high).  More importantly HSBC had presented the UK comments to SWIFTStandards but there is no indication in the Moscow minutes that these were presented or discussed by SMPG.
Follow-on (2): HSBC, to pursue with SWIFTStandards.
(3, 4) SMPG Moscow – SR34 - MT 535 vs MX Document

SR-34: ISO 15022 MT 535 and ISO 20022 Securities Balance Reports. Proposal for optimization and simplification. See MT535_versus_MXs.doc  on www.smpg.info in the Moscow meeting folder.

The group’s views are:

1.1 We would like to recommend the deletion of sub-balance components from the Securities Balance Accounting Report.

UK&IE SRT MPG - OK
1.2 We would like to recommend the deletion of the funds specific way of identifying financial instruments.

UK&IE SRT MPG – 
(3) BGI, to investigate.

Complete.  BGI reported – seeking alignment of financial instrument attributes, mainly for the funds business and mainly related to securities identification.  As clients have to pay (subscribe) up front, they need a substitute security allocation so as not to dilute their net asset values.  Once the unit price is decided for the subscribed shares, the old bilaterally agreed ISIN is cancelled and replaced by the new stock.  BGI will redistribute their email to the group on this topic (done).  General agreement that the funds business should align on the use of identifiers wherever possible with the caveat that bilateral agreed ISIN should only be used as exceptions.
2.1 Are pricing and holding value components really needed in a custody report?

UK&IE SRT MPG – Differing views on this, some custodians say no, others have investment manager clients asking for it increasingly..

(4) HSBC, to draft a communication to the ‘cc’ group for wider investment manager input.
On-going (3): HSBC.
2.2 We will propose to the funds industry to align their identification scheme with the one that is used in pre-trade, trade, post-trade, settlement & reconciliation and corporate action.

UK&IE SRT MPG – No problem with this.

(5, 6, 7) SMPG Moscow – SR34 - ISO 15022 S&R usage statistics
SR-34: ISO 15022 S&R usage statistics: discussions on the proposal for deletions. As mentioned in previous meeting, SWIFT Standards has run statistics on the usage of sequences, fields, formats, qualifiers and codes in all ISO 15022 MTs. The objective is to avoid reverse engineering data elements or data types that are not effectively used today in ISO 15022. SWIFT Standards will present the outcome of this analysis and the standards simplification proposals that will results from it before they are presented to the working groups that will make the decision.

The document will be made available end of March 2009.

(5) SWIFT, to circulate the document to the group once it has been made available.

Complete.  There has been a conference call to discuss.  Virtually all points agreed but Euroclear had some comments on the deletion of some corporate action codes.  SWIFTStandards, in response, commented that the settlement simplification was OK and that corporate action codes will not be of issue (already reviewed by the Corporate Actions stream).
(6) HSBC, to chase SMPG as the document has not yet been published.  

Follow-on (4): SWIFT, to follow up on S&R maintenance for 2010.
(7) Group, to prepare for discussion at next meeting.

Complete.  Telco held on 12th May.
(8, 9) SMPG Moscow – SR38 - Allegment

SR-38: Allegement: the SMPG is asked by users to set business rules on what are the criterias for sending a 578. Some of the rules the users would like to have are:

· When should a 578 be sent? As soon as the cpty instructs or on SD-1? Some users are bombarded with 578 for trades they know about and handling the flow is so burdensome that they just do not look at any of them.

· Is there a way to identify markets where 578 are currently supported?

· Can there be a rule mandating the presence of a client of the REAG/DEAG on 578 in an Omnibus account market?

· Etc.

UK&IE SRT MPG – third point very interesting.  What happens if the direct client of the agent is not passed on from the place of settlement?

When sent?  Consensus view is that this is in the SLA.

Group, to prepare for discussion at next meeting.

Complete.
Citi’s response is as follows:

Just wanted to share with you the Citi view on MT578 allegements, a new item noted on the Global SMPG agenda.
 

Question: Are there business rules in addition to the SMPG recommendations for sending MT578s? Citi are not aware of any. As the MT578 is an optional message it would be up to the account servicer whether to support the message or allegement reporting as a service.
Question: when should an MT578 be sent?  as soon as the counterparty instructs or closer to settlement (e.g. SD-1). Some parties are bombarded with MT578 for trades they know about, so end up ignoring all 578's received.  This would be a decision made by the account servicer. So if an ultimate recipient of the MT578 considered the account servicer is sending allegements too early, it would be at the discretion of the account servicer to consider sending them either closer to the deadlines for receipt of instructions or closer to settlement date. The account servicer could easily managed in markets where MT578's are manually generated. Where the account servicer has automation in a market the timing of generation of these allegements would probably need a system enhancement.
Question: Do we know which markets support MT578's? From a market perspective, not all markets report settlement allegement information to Citi. Citi  have the technical capability to send allegements in all key markets. For example the western European sub-set capabilities are attached.
Question: Should there be a rule mandating the presence of REAG/DEAG on the MT578 where the market operates omnibus accounts.  It would be good to see this. As for the party field information, the account servicer should mention all the information available. The business elements obtained by the account servicer will depend on its source (CSD report, CSD computer system, Counterparty’s call). 
However the minimum requirement should be the place of settlement (CSD of the alleging counterparty), the alleging receiving/delivering agent, the alleged party and the direct client of the alleging receiving/delivering agent (if available). 
Question: anything else related to MT578s that we would recommend to see process improvement? Institutions should encourage any markets for which they want to offer allegement services to provide the information electronically so as to eliminate the manual generation of MT578s.
Thanks
BGI commented: that some custodians do not send on a settlement instruction unless the stock is ‘in vault’.  This causes problems when BGI have to recall stock from a borrower.
The group consensus is that allegements should be sent on T+1 at the soonest.  On the other hand BGI want the allegement as soon as possible as they are chased by the broker for the match.

(8) HSBC, to draft a summary for the group to review.

Complete.  Allegement timings had been previously discussed by the group. SMPG opined they see this matter as being down to SLA.
(9) Euroclear UK & Ireland, to find out how much of the settlement chain given in the settlement instruction is passed on in ‘Single Platform’.
On-going (5): Euroclear UK & Ireland.

(10) SMPG Moscow – SR39 – Swiss limitation on number of digits

SR-39: Switzerland would like a limitation on the number of digits allowed in a quantity field. A request will be discussed by the Investment Funds WG and if agreed, the discussion will be extended to the other groups as the change would impact all messages.

SMPG confirmed that the proposal is to limit the decimal places to five maximum.

(10) HSBC, to revert to SMPG that UK&IE SRT MPG view is that the field should remain as a floating point decimal.  Why do the Swiss want this?
Complete.  SMPG consider the fund managers/funds should decide, on a case by case basis, any numerical limit per fund.
Follow-on (6): HSBC, to make the point that this is not market driven but rather fund driven or client SLA based.

(11) UK&IE SRT MPG Attendees
Chair to write to the ‘cc’ group to encourage attendance, particularly investment managers and brokers.

On-going (7): HSBC.  We need more broker/fund managers at the meetings.  Maybe an “open day” approach to introduce NMPG could be considered.
(12) SMPG Moscow Meeting – General Session Topics
Bylaws updates.  Presentation of the proposed changes, discussion on a proposal for allowing representatives from other groups than NMPGs at global meeting.

Why?  UK&IE SRT MPG not keen on vendors participating.
HSBC, to ask SMPG for more details.

Complete.  UK view – Participants must have an active interest in standards and be from an organisation affected by the standards.  Should also be from an existing NMPG, unless the market has no NMPG where a representative from an alternative industry group could attend (e.g. the CSD).
(13) SWIFT UK Ltd User Group Update
Nothing from the recent User Group Meeting on 25th February (minutes not yet posted on the private site on www.swift.community.net).  .

On-going (8): RBC-Dexia, to follow up with User Group Chair.  The meeting attendees were unsure of the relevance.  Is this to do with the SWIFT UK user group?
(14) UK&IE SRT MPG Previous Minutes
The previous minutes are lagging on www.smpg.info.

SWIFT, to post.

Complete.

2
SMPG Spring Meeting Debrief
See <Moscow_2009_S&R_DRAFT_Minutes_v1.doc> on www.smpg.info.  

· Final minutes expected mid-June.  
· Attendance was down on previous years (due to economic climate and venue).  For example the UK and US did not attend.

· The October SMPG meeting will be held at Febelfin, Belgium, proposed dates are 21st and 22nd October.
· All market practice recommendation documents need to be sanitised and made syntax neutral.  This will be a substantial task.  The purpose is to ensure the document apply equally as well to 15022, 20222 or any other standard.
2.1
Open Items
	Item no
	Brief description
	Status as of 
	Owner
	Due Date
	UK&IE Comment post meeting

	SR-01
	Derivative settlement
	+ Listed_Derivatives_Trade_notification_and_management_flow_3_4 was reviewed. It is still unclear what is meant by client of cpty. If it is in case of allocation to identify the client being allocated, what is the difference with Allocated Client on page 12? The same clarification is required for GCM2 versus Cpty

Action: FR NMPG to clarify.

Providing this is clarified, the MP can be finalised.

Note: SWIFT Standards announced that listed derivative functionalities would be kept for now in the settlement message waiting for the outcome of the post-trade projects. It is not yet confirmed that notification of listed derivative transactions will be part of the scope of the notification messages being developed.
	FR NMPG
	August 31st.
	None

	SR-05
	S&R Factored securities – US to document MP
	+ Review of US proposal for global MP Factored Securities MPv1.7.pdf.

The group provided their feedback o the document:

- Current face should not be mandatory, only original. If the need to provide current face is linked to the fact custodians may perform both accounting and custody function, it should only be mandatory for such scenarios, not for all.

- Japan will need to provide their feedback as they are currently defining their MP on factored securities.

Action: 
- JP and other NMPG to comment on the document in order to assess the feasibility to have the US MP become global or to see whether there will be a need for country specifics. 
	NMPGs
	September 30th.
	None

	SR-16
	Unitized bond global market practice
	Presentation of the outcome of the survey. FR, NL, GR and UK responded.

- NL + FR: Following implementation of Euroclear SP for Settlement, all will be Face amount. 

- GR:  the CSD (HELEX) keeps them in Unit and report them in Unit. The local agent converts those into Face amount. There is still an issue for some market participants who receive direct report from the CSD.
- DE: there are more issues than just unitized bond: warrants, options that are traded in lots. This would need to be addressed.

The group recommendation is to create a document on quantities where all quantity related issues should be addressed or update on an existing MP document (e.g. the 10 common elements). 

The first recommendation would be that, for unitized bond, face amount should be used, and it is the responsibility of the local agent/custodian to ‘translate’ if local CSDs cannot comply with this rule. It should be back and forth, ie, if custodian receives face amounts in instruction, they should report back using face amount.
	NMPGs having not replied to the survey to do so.

SWIFT Standards to propose a draft for MP on quantity.
	Next meeting.
	Unitised Bonds – document on quantities, especially face versus unit conversions or inclusion of the quantities debate in the 10 Common Elements document required. General SMPG view is to use and report the face amount. 

Action (9): SWIFT to propose where this requirement to be captured

	SR-18
	SMPG website improvement
	SWIFT has analyzed the possibility to use a similar product of the SWIFT Community.net website. The cost seems to be an issue. It was said that if the possibility exist, we should at least discuss the possibility and deal with the cost issue separately.

After meeting note for SWIFTStandards: the swiftcommunity customized product offering is currently on hold, so we will keep the current environment until the offering is reactivated or something else better is proposed.
	On hold
	On hold
	None

	SR-27
	Place of listing usage
	Multi-listed instrument v1.2
The group feels that it would be a huge impact to always provide this information. If it relates to an accounting need, this information is more relevant for the relationship between the IM and GC.

The example in the ISITC document illustrates a place of safekeeping issue, not a place of listing issue. It should be revised.

With the multiplication of MTFs and multi-exchanges netting at CCP level, is the mandatory presence of place of listing still a valid request and a solution? Instruments being fungible, what if the instrument to be settled was traded on multiple exchanges with different listing? The document, which was written before the explosion of the number of CCPs and exchanges, should probably be reassessed to see whether it still make sense.

Action: A conference call will be organized with ISITC in order to discuss this. There is currently NO agreement to have this document become a global SMPG recommendation.
	ISTC and co-chairs
	Next meeting
	Closed from a UK perspective but 



	SR-28
	MT 536 MP update
	ISITC confirmed they did not need an accounting version of the MT 536. It is however unclear whether the usage of a trade dated 536 as illustrated in the MT 536 MP update is OK Now. 

Action: ISITC to confirm. Item closed at SMPG level for the moment.
	ISITC
	
	None

	SR-29
	Repo
	Discussion on US REPO MP document (when available) and pair-off examples.

Pair-off is on hold until examples are provided. 

However, ISITC’s comment on the REPO MP will need clarification: “There have been some recent concerns raised within ISITC on the perspective the US and SMPG MP is written for.  IE. Messaging for Custodian of the broker instead of IM/Custodian of the IM.  This perspective was decided for the US MP due to the SWIFT User Handbooks table stating the MT543 REPU and MT541 RVPO code usage. Needs to be discussed further once business case completed and discussed at ISITC”.

Action: ISITC to clarify their concern.
	ISITC
	Next meeting
	None

	SR-31
	Time deposits
	Update on UK and US work on the subject.

Comment received from the US: “initial draft of business case of differences between US and UK MP has been completed.  Sub-group of subject matter experts in US and UK are working through ISITC to document all differences to present to SMPG”. 

Clarification will be needed as UK commented that there was no progress done recently on this subject.

Action: ISITC and UK NMPG to clarify where they stand with this.
	ISITC

UK&IE NMPG
	Next meeting
	Action (11): Group to clarify status of UK & US harmonisation work

	SR-32
	CSD-CSD settlement
	Feedback of NMPGs on the CSD-CSD settlement MP produced by ECSDA.

The group is happy about the conclusions of ECSDA’s MP (in line with the SMPG place of settlement MP) but concerned by the effective implementation. Many suspect there will be no implementation prior to T2S, but as the MP is defined, it will hopefully be taken into account during T2S development. 
FR noted that the actors and roles section needs to be reviewed and checked in order to make sure that they are consistent with the T2S current definition. No other comments on the document itself.

The MP being an ECSDA country MP, how can we get non ECSDA CSD to adhere to this MP? We could share this with the local NMPG in America (US, CA) and Asia (Japan) to see whether they can convince their CSD to implement the MP in their CSD-CSD settlements scenarios. ACSDA was already contacted about this. Armin will be asked for an update.

In the meantime, it will be up to the local custodian to “translate” the SMPG compliant messages into whatever their local CSDs require.

Action:

- JP, ISITC, CA and other non ECSDA countries to inform their CSD of the ECSDA document and of the CSD-CSD settlement section of the SMPG Place of settlement MP. Try to obtain their buy-in.

- Armin to provide feedback on contacts with ACSDA.
	NMPGs

Armin
	Next meeting.
	None

	SR-33
	Time Zones
	Timezones MP v3.0.doc.

The group reviewed the document and updated it on line. Chapter V.I. was not reviewed. See Timezones MT 3.1.doc
Action:

- NMPGs to review 3.1 and focus on chapter V.1. not reviewed.

- CA WG and IF WG to add the topic to their agenda to define their rules.
	NMPGs
	Next meeting.
	Action (12): SWIFT to distribute Timezones MP 3.1.doc (?) when available
Action (13): Euroclear & RBC-Dexia to review Timezones MP 3.1.doc (?)

	SR-34
	ISO 15022-20022 reverse engineering
	Update on the status of the meeting. See below.
	
	
	Action (14): Group to review documentation set
Substantial reading opportunity!

	SR-36
	Countries with no NMPG or country specific document
	See Country Missing MP v1.0.xls. The document was updated during the meeting.
Indonesia is a priority for the US (as per their comments). All the European market without a NMPG should also be a priority. SWIFT Standards is also very active in the Middle East as they are implementing new systems. FR and DE have explained that they have several big issues with several Middle East markets.

FR is asking that we check if Jersey and Guernsey to see if they are part of the UK IE NMPG. What about the other products that would not settle in Euroclear UK.

The NO and FI representatives (Nordic country) will check to see if we can contact also the Iceland and the Baltic countries. Christian (AT) explained that for Slovenia, Check Republic and Hungry, they will use the same CCP. The next step would be to set-up a new single CSD in Check Republic for those three countries. In the meantime, Christian will propose them to have a generic template to explain the basic requirements. 
For Argentina, there is a template created with the help of the GC. Also there is an initiative to try to have NMPG in the big country in South America. For Cyprus, the Greek will help to create one. For Gibraltar, the UK&IE should help to facilitate the creation of a CSD. In Vietnam, SWIFT is doing something. Saudi Arabia should be a priority (SWIFT). For Malta, we will ask Italy to see if indeed Malta is using the Italian CSD. For Bulgaria, Christian (AT) will look at it..
	See document
	End 2009.
	There will be a push into Asia and Middle East. Indian NMPG document needs to be updated. Action (15): SWIFT to note Indian NMPG document update required to appropriate party (? What does this mean?)

Action (16): Group Do we need specific NMPG documents for Guernsey, Jersey and Gibralta? Also do any of these markets have/require their own CSD?


2.2
New Items
1. SR-34 (535): ISO 15022 MT 535 and ISO 20022 Securities Balance Reports. Proposal for optimization and simplification. 
Pricing and holding values were questioned. No UK/IE impact.

2. SR-34 (Deletion): ISO 15022 S&R usage statistics: discussions on the proposal for deletions
Deletions will be reviewed by SMPG in August? 
Action (17): HSBC, to confirm with SWIFTStandards that EUI comments on TTCO codes have been noted, along with any other code concerns raised by EUI.
3. SR-37: Statement date: what should it be? SWIFT Standards received a question related to the Statement Date for which they would appreciate the opinion of the SMPG.

Statement date – UK agreed with SWIFT standards (last business day of the account servicer) but SWIFT standards are now proposing last business day of the month?? CONCERN – were the UK comments raised at the SMPG meeting? 

Action (18) HSBC, to confirm the stance of SWIFTStandards.

4. SR-38: Allegement: the SMPG is asked by users to set business rules on what are the criteria for sending a 578.

Covered above, actions 8 and 9 from April minutes.
5. SR-39: Switzerland would like a limitation on the number of decimals allowed in a quantity field.

Covered above, action 10 from April minutes.
6. SR-40: See Payments Market Practice Appendix for Trailer Fees.doc.

SMPG concluded this is not settlement related.
7. SR-41: Reverse engineering ISO 15022 – 20022 collection of samples for functional testing.

Relates to a request for UK/IE institutions to submit 15022 message examples.  The group agreed to consider if these could be produced. 
Action (19): Group, Each firm to evaluate if they could produce business related message example. Confirmation due by 19th June. Production, for firms that can supply examples, by 25th June.  Examples to be sent to Tim (to consolidate – oh yes?).
3
SMPG Chair Vote
The group unanimously voted yes for Karla Mc Kenna. 

Action (20) HSBC, to confirm the UK vote.

4
ISO 20022 Securities Standards Evaluation Group (SEG) Update
See email from Robin Leary of Citi 9th June 2009.
5
ISO 20022 Reverse Engineering Update

See actions 5-7 above on ISO 15022 usage statistics.
6.
Euroclear Update
Euroclear talked the group through the EUI SR2010 requests. 

The MT548 freeze/unfreeze request for cross border trades, requires that both CSDs able to position resources to effect settlement.  If positioned on one side (at one CSD) it will be frozen until the contra CSD indicates they are positioned, at which point an unfreeze (a thaw [sic]) is applied.  In parallel to the CSD freeze processing, a client may also apply a freeze (to inhibit settlement until they are ready).  The client freeze would continue to apply (until unfrozen by the client) even if the CSDs have unfrozen the trade for settlement.

Action (21): Euroclear, to add clarity to the request as SWIFT noted it reads more like a processing issue and not a standards matter.
The Collateral Management freeze/unfreeze request and Bilateral codes request have already been supported by UK/IE NMPG.

7
RMG Update
No change.  See the ESES RMPG Settlement MP on www.smpg.info <http://smpg.webexone.com/default.asp?link=>.
Appears to be parked from an NMPG viewpoint.
8
SWIFT UK Ltd User Group Update
Nothing to report.
9
AOB
9.1
JPMorgan Chase Representative
The group welcomed the new representative from JPMorgan Chase, Simon Burke.
10
Future Meetings
The date of the next meeting is Tuesday 14th July at 14:00 at

SWIFT

The Corn Exchange

55 Mark Lane
London 

EC3R 7NE
To confirm attendance please contact: Tim Taylor

Telephone 0207 762 2023.

Nearest underground stations – Aldgate, Tower Hill, Monument, Bank,

DLR Tower Gateway & Bank.
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ROLLING AGENDA ITEMS
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Future meeting dates for 2009 are on the second Tuesday of the month.
10
Actions Carried Forward
	Number
	Who 
	What 

	(1)
	HSBC and Euroclear
	SMPG Website – New Publications – Settlement MP Summary
to validate UK & IE entries in the SMPG settlement summary spreadsheet. Now the UK&IE Settlement MP has been published

	(2)
	HSBC
	SMPG Spring Meeting Preparation – Open Items
HSBC had presented the UK comments to SWIFTStandards but there is no indication in the Moscow minutes that these were presented or discussed by SMPG.  HSBC to pursue with SWIFTStandards..

	(3)
	HSBC
	SR-34: ISO 15022 MT 535 and ISO 20022 Securities Balance Reports 

to draft a communication to the ‘cc’ group for wider investment manager input regarding <MT535_versus_MXs.doc> point 2.1 Are pricing and holding value components really needed in a custody report?

	(4)
	SWIFT
	SR-34: ISO 15022 S&R usage statistics

to follow up on S&R maintenance for 2010.

	(5)
	Euroclear UK&IE
	SR-38: Allegement

to find out how much of the settlement chain given in the settlement instruction is passed on in ‘Single Plat

	(6)
	HSBC
	SR-39: Swiss limitation on quantity digits

to make the point that this is not market driven but rather fund driven or client SLA based.

	(7)
	HSBC
	UK&IE SRT MPG Attendees
We need more broker/fund managers at the meetings.  Maybe an “open day” approach to introduce NMPG could be considered.

	(8)
	RBC-Dexia
	SWIFT UK Ltd User Group Update
to follow up with User Group Chair anything of relevance decide 

	(9)
	SWIFT
	SR16 Unitized bond global market practice
to propose where this requirement to be captured
(nothing to do with me)

	(10)
	RBC-Dexia
	SR27 Place of listing usage
to check with ISITC on any updates

	(11)
	Group
	SR31 Time Deposits

to clarify status of UK & US harmonisation work

	(12)
	SWIFT
	SR33 Time Zones

to distribute Timezones MP 3.1.doc (?) when available

	(13)
	Euroclear & RBC-Dexia
	SR33 Time Zones

to review Timezones MP 3.1.doc (?)

	(14)
	Group
	SR34 ISO 15022-20022 reverse engineering
to review documentation set

	(15)
	SWIFT
	SR36 Countries with no NMPG or country specific document

to note Indian NMPG document update required to appropriate party (? What does this mean?)

	(16)
	Group
	SR36 Countries with no NMPG or country specific document

Do we need specific NMPG documents for Guernsey, Jersey and Gibralta? Also do any of these markets have/require their own CSD?

	(17)
	HSBC
	SR-34 (Deletion)

to confirm with SWIFTStandards that EUI comments on TTCO codes have been noted, along with any other code concerns raised by EUI

	(18)
	HSBC
	SR-37 (Statement Date)

to confirm the stance of SWIFTStandards

	(19)
	Group
	SR-41: Reverse engineering ISO 15022 – 20022 collection of samples for functional testing

Each firm to evaluate if they could produce business related message example. Confirmation due by 19th June. Production, for firms that can supply examples, by 25th June.  

	(20)
	HSBC
	SMPG Chair Vote

to confirm UK & IE vote

	(21)
	Eurolear
	Euroclear MT 548 freeze/unfreeze CR

to add clarity to the request as SWIFT noted it reads more like a processing issue and not a standards matter


11
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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