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Items covered

[1]	Orders MP sign-off
	As a result of the London meeting, some fine-tuning was done on the orders MP, both the usage guidelines and the process document. Comments were received from IT and CH.  (See below in the information section.)  During the conference call, these were reviewed and agreed and some additional some amendments were made. It was agreed the collection is now signed off and be uploaded and have the status ‘public’. This has been done and the collection is now on MyStandards (SMPG-Global-IF-OrderProcessing-Final-2014.05).  In the description of the collection a note has been made of the these most recent changes.

Versioning Notes
The market practice uploaded is now the definitive version of the current market practice. It was agreed that the version is indicated with a YYYY-MM convention. When it is time to make changes to the market practice, this must be done on a new version of the MyStandards file, so that the old one can remain in place. The old market practice stays in place until it is superseded by a new public market practice.

[2]	smpg.info – the ‘SMPG PDF’ 
In the London meeting, it was agreed that we need some mechanism to re-direct visitors from smpg.info to MyStandards when a MP is no longer published on smpg.info. This will take the form of a PDF which should specify the MP practice available on MyStandards and give some simple ‘getting started on MyStandards’ information.  This was distributed to SMPG IF WG on 2 May . Very good feedback has been received from two NMPGs so far (IT and CH). It was agreed that the best way forward for this is to have a small sub-group tasked with doing this work and Andrea and Rainer were invited to be part of the group with Janice. Please let us know if others wish to join in with this work.  A conference call and web-ex will be set up so that the document worked upon.

[3]	Corporate Actions 
Follow-up of questions and further work required as a result of London meeting. This is a reminder to complete any work resulting from London meeting.

[4]	Any Other Business
[4.1]	London meeting Minutes
Feedback has now been received by a number of conveners – the minutes are to be updated and circulated as final.

[4.2]	Price Report MP. Feedback has been received by a CH. Still to be actioned

[4.3]	Payment Instructions (MT 103)
Andrea Milanesio has circulated information about MT 103 change for SR2015 that has raised some concerns in the Italian market and is looking to get input from SMPG although it is a SWIFT FIN related issue. In the SWIFT UHB, the following information will be given “It is preferred that the country code and town indicate the country and town of residence, as provided by the ordering customer”. Italy would like some additional text in the standard, something along the lines of “For a payment related to the investment funds business the recommendation to indicate "town of residence" may not be applicable.”

Charles has knowledge of the change request and said that Luxembourg voted ‘no’ in the SWIFT maintenance country vote, he said he would discuss this in LU. Henrik  (Denmark) has already provided some feedback ‘I have looked into how we use the MT103 and can inform you that we in field 59 does not use any letter option and as the option F is optional we will not use this option.’

Other conveners are invited to discuss this within their markets.

[4.4]	MyStandards SMPG/NMPG Licensing issue
In the SMPG IF WG meeting in London last month, it was agreed that SMPG IF was unhappy about the SMGP/NMPG MyStandards license conditions. It was agreed that this would be escalated to the SMPG Steering Committee,  as it is likely that the other groups have similar issues. Namely that it should be possible to distributed usage guidelines spreadsheets generated via MyStandards. The spreadsheets would enable market participants to capture their own comments and share them internally in way that is not possible without a commercial standards license.  This is a huge detractor for MP users compared to the old method of capturing field usage analysis in spreadsheets.
A reminder about this was sent to Rudolf about the need to raise this with the steering committee. The next steering committee meeting is on Wednesday 21 May.

[4.4]	Use of Supplementary Data
It was agreed in the London meeting that, on the whole, the SMPG Funds IF WG, is in agreement that the best approach, long term is the replacement of Extension by Supplementary data. However, Funds would not was to agree to this unless the rules governing the use of Supplementary Date are relaxed. This still needs to be escalated to the RMG. Rainer said the best thing is to actually submit a resolution to the RMG.  Action: David and Nadine to draft a resolution and submit it.



INFORMATION
[1] 	Orders MP – feedback
[1] From Italy

Question 1 - subscriptions
Correct me if I’m wrong but we agreed to temporary link account messages and order by master reference (see Charles question from Findel)
If this is the case we have to add in MyStd 'Master reference' and a related usage rules which actually is 'removed'

JEC comment: usage rule added to account opening message on Master Reference “May be used to link the account opening to an order message”. (Although I would have thought the order reference in the account opening message could have been used)

Question 2 - switches
If we decide to use the 'settlement ccy' of the redemption leg to specify in which ccy we want to subscribe (instead of using subscription leg -requested NAV ccy) should work for one to one switches but not for one to n switches where you could subscribe in different ccy. I'm aware SMPG is focused on 'one to one' but the usage of subscription leg -requested NAV ccy could fit both scenarios.
Having said that I have no problem also for this solution.

It was agreed in the conference call that:
[1] In the RedemptionLegDetails, RequestedSettlementCurrency was changed to 'do not use'. 
[2] In the SubscriptionLegDetails, RequestedNAVCurrency set to 'allowed'.

[2] From Switzerland
I realised that the extensions implemented in the SMPG MP are difficult to spot as they are embedded within the body of a message, as opposed to the end where the extension block appears in the message instances.
 
Embedding the extension elements into the body of the message is fine from a modelling perspective. However, for the local MP groups it can be challenging, as they are easy to miss.
 
Therefore, my question: Is there a mechanism for highlighting such extensions within the message body?
 
Apart from the one occurrence of the extension used in setr.006 and setr.012 (Received Date Time) are there other extension elements that you know of?

JEC comments
Thought we had something in the Extension sequence itself at the bottom of the message to ‘point’ out the existence of an extension definition higher up in the message … this has now been added into the Orders usage guidelines (setr.010, setr.004, setr.012, setr.006, setr.015) with usage information along the lines of ‘See Multiple Order Details / Individual Order Details / Charge Details for information that may be optionally specified in the Extension sequence.’ And so on. 
There are Extensions defined in:
	1
	Setr.010
	Individual Order Details / Charge Details
	NonStandardChargeReference.

	2
	Setr.004
	Individual Order Details / Charge Details
	NonStandardChargeReference.

	3
	Setr.012
	Multiple Execution Details 
	ReceivedDateTime

	4
	Setr.012
	Individual Execution Details 
	Register Update Date

	5
	Setr.006
	Multiple Execution Details 
	ReceivedDateTime

	6
	Setr.006
	Individual Execution Details 
	Register Update Date

	7
	Setr.015
	Switch Execution Details
	ReceivedDateTime

	8
	Setr.015
	Redemption Leg Details
	Register Update Date

	9
	Setr.015
	Subscription Leg Details
	Register Update Date

	
	
	
	

	10
	Setr.048
	Multiple Execution Details 
	ReceivedDateTime

	11
	Setr.048
	Individual Execution Details 
	Register Update Date

	12
	Setr.052
	Multiple Execution Details 
	ReceivedDateTime

	13
	Setr.052
	Individual Execution Details 
	Register Update Date

	14
	Setr.056
	Switch Exeuction Details
	ReceivedDateTime

	
	
	Redemption Leg Details
	Register Update Date

	
	
	Subscription Leg Details
	Register Update Date



Rainer also provided comments on the revisions record that had been posted with the market practice, in that there were some errors. The revision record posted was deleted from the collection as this was a work-in-progress document
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