
SWIFT Standards MT Change Request Template – SR 2016
Instructions for submitters
1.) The originator must fill in all fields to enable Standards and the maintenance working groups to fully understand the change request and its impact on the community.
2.) The role of the UGC as submitter of change requests is important and must be underlined. The UGC must make sure that a change request is discussed with the national community or industry body and, as the sender of the change request, must check that it is clear and complete.

3.) Please consider that the quality of change-request documentation is paramount for the evaluation and impact analysis, and in the end for an adequate decision and implementation for the benefit of the community.

4.) The Standards department is committed to check the quality of change requests and to return change requests that are unclear or incomplete, and to ask the originator to provide additional information if needed.

5.) The deadline for final and complete change requests is 1 June 2015. You are encouraged to submit your request ahead of this deadline to be sure that there is sufficient time for Standards to validate it and, if needed, to get back to you with questions before the deadline is passed.

6.) All requests must be submitted by a SWIFT National Member Group, a SWIFT User Group or an industry group whose membership includes SWIFT users. Requests received directly from individual institutions will not be accepted.

7.) The requestor may propose a solution to address the change request. However, Standards is solely responsible for defining the appropriate standards solutions for such requests.

Notes for completing the template
1.) A separate form must be used for each change request. Please do not submit multiple requests on one form.

2.) All the shaded cells must be completed. (Replace the text that is in blue or red Italics).
3.) Completed forms must be sent to the Standards releases e-mail address, which is StandardsReleases.generic@swift.com. Requests submitted to any other address will not be considered.
	Proposed title of change request 

	(Enter the title here, for example, add a date subfield to field xx)

	Origin of request

	Requesting country/Industry body: 
	Country code
	OR Name of industry body

	
	Code
	SMPG

	Person or persons that can be contacted for additional information
	Name: Jacques Littré

Email Address: jacques.littré@swift.com

Telephone number: +3226524930

Name: Christine Strandberg

Email Address: Christine.Strandberg@seb.com

Telephone number:

Name:

Email Address:

Telephone number:

	Group that sponsors the request
It must be a group of users or multiple institutions within a group
	SMPG CA WG members

	Is this change required for regulatory reasons?
	NO

	
	

	Business impact of request: 

	Indicate with an X the appropriate impact on business applications 

	
	HIGH - High Impact on business applications 

	X
	MEDIUM - Medium Impact on business applications

	
	LOW – Low Impact on business applications

	<Comments on impact on business applications – this is optional >

	Impact on traffic/events/users and commitment to implement the change

	Total number of messages of this type that the sponsors currently send and receive in one year
	25% of all MT56X traffic

	Of the messages sent and received (see previous cell), how many will use this change in the future?
	25% of all MT56X traffic

	Country, community  or group that is committed to use this change
	SMPG CA WG members

	Year they commit to use this change
	SR2016

	Business rationale for the change

	The SMPG CA WG has made during the years 2014 and 2015 an in-depth review of all market practices regarding the narrative qualifiers in the MT 56x message so as to check their semantic and ensure that the actual contents is consistent with it. 
However, during this analysis the SMPG CA WG has noticed many inconsistencies in the placement of narrative qualifiers which in some cases may prevent STP (in the case of the MT566 namely) and some overlaps in the semantic of some others (CETI/DECL; TXNR/INST).
Therefore in  order to streamline the usage of the narratives, avoid misuse, and improve STP, the SMPG CA WG is alo proposing a number of changes on narrative qualifiers.

	Nature of change / proposed change 

	In the MT564:

- sequence F, remove DECL (see CR 772 iof SR2015 where CETI is added)
In the MT566:

- sequence C, remove all Narative qualifiers (OFFO, NAME, ADTX, TXNR, INCO, COMP, TAXE)

- sequence D1b/D2a, remove PACO (D1b), add TAXE (D1a/D2a)
- sequence E, remove TXNR, INCO, COMP, TAXE, DECL, REGI, BAIN

In the MT565:

· Sequence C, remove DECL, replace with (add) CETI
· Sequence D, remove all naratives (COMP, DISC, DLVR, FXIN, INST)
· Sequence E, remove ADTX, TXNR, DISC, BAIN, and add COMP, DVLR, FXIN, INST (moved from seq. D)

MT567 – No changes
MT568 – No changes (see CR 772 for SR2015 changes i.e. TXNR and CETI added)

An overview of the changes are available in the following doc:


[image: image1.emf]CA268_MT_narrative s_Comparison_20150522.xlsx



	Describe a current work around if one exists

	NA

	Message type(s) impacted

	MT564, MT565, MT566

	Business scenario examples

	NA
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				Narratives in CA MTs  - SR2014

				Legend

				SR2016 Proposed to be added

				SR2016 Proposed to be deleted

				APPROVED SR2015 CR to add qualifier

		Y*		Repetitive qualifier







				Messages				MT564						MT566						MT565						MT567		MT568

				Sequences				D		E		F		C		D1b/D2a		E		C		D		E		C		C

				Offeror		OFFO		Y*						Y*

				Web Site Address		WEBB		Y																				Y*

				Name		NAME		Y						Y*

				Additional Text		ADTX				Y		Y*		Y				Y*						Y*		Y*		Y*

				Narrative Version		TXNR				Y		Y*		Y				Y*						Y*				Y*

				Information Conditions		INCO				Y*		Y*		Y*				Y*										Y*

				Information to be Complied With		COMP				Y*		Y*		Y*				Y*				Y*		Y*				Y*

				Security Restriction		NSER				Y*

				Taxation Conditions		TAXE				Y*		Y*		Y*		Y

LITTRE Jacques: LITTRE Jacques:
Should TAXE be added in D1b/D2a? (For Tax SG)		Y*										Y*

				Disclaimer		DISC				Y*		Y*										Y*		Y*				Y*

				Certification/Breakdown Narrative		CETI				Y*		Y*								Y				Y*				Y*

				Declaration Details		DECL						Y*						Y*		Y

Christine Strandberg: Christine Strandberg:
N/A if merging to DECL.

				RegistrationDetails		REGI						Y*						Y*						Y*				Y*

				Party Contact Narrative		PACO						Y*				Y		Y*						Y*		Y*		Y*

				Basket or Index Information		BAIN						Y*						Y*						Y*

				Delivery Details		DLVR																Y*		Y*

				FX Instructions Narrative		FXIN																Y*		Y*

				Corporate Action Instructions Narrative		INST																Y*		Y*



				Questions to NMPGs

				Q1: OK to aggregate DECL and CETI? Preference on which qualifier to keep?		Merge & Keep CETI

				Q2: OK to remove 70E from sequence D in MT565? Please note that this means a move of COMP, DLVR and FXIN to sequence E.		OK

				Q3: Should we have both ADTX and INST, or should we remove one? If so, which one?		Keep INST
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