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[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: _Toc402797125]Approval of Boston Meeting Minutes 
The following comments have been received and the minutes updated accordingly:
· CA268: Action items questions for NMPG’s on CETI / DECL have been clarified;
· CA282: In the “Decisions” paragraph, replace “Decrease/Increase of face value” by ”Securities Debit/Credit”; 
· CA285: Remove the erroneous comments on the Japanese market using PDIV as PDIV is not used in JP.
[bookmark: _Toc402797126]CA268 - Narratives scope/usage (GMP1 SG)
1. Scope and Rationalisation of Narratives


The GMP1 SG has started to work on drafting the text but still need to complete it.
Action: 1. GMP1 SG to draft MPs for all remaining narrative qualifiers, for all message types, in GMP1 and send the document to NMPGs for review together with the proposed changes in narrative table in the enclosed document. 
2. “How to Instruct” Narrative Document
Only three NMPGs were able to provide feedback. JP, SE and RU all reported that they do not use CETI or DECL narratives. SE is usually using COMP.
Since Mari made a comment to the actions in the Boston minutes, the actions have been updated to be more specific. Remaining NMPGs are requested to provide feedback at the next conference call.
Actions:
· Remaining NMPGs to provide feedback on the following question: 
· CETI vs DECL; Is there any duplication ? Could these be combined into CETI ?
· Can CETI be used to record all narratives related to “how to instruct”, or should a new qualifier be created ?
· GMP1 SG to review the MP of REGI
3. How to Indicate Updates in Narratives
A new open item CA291 has been created for this.
[bookmark: _Toc402797127]CA277 - COAF Assignment Body Registration & Governance Questions (Christine)
The German NMPG has not reverted on the issue, despite reminders, and did not attend the conference call. The item is postponed to the next conference call.
Actions:
1. Daniel / Andreana to provide comments of the latest COAF proposal at the next meeting.
2. NMPGs approval of updated COAF section in GMP1 requested once action item 1 is completed.
[bookmark: _Toc402797128]CA278 - Sample for usage of PRFC / NWFC in INT and redemption (Elena)
Bernard did not attend the conference call, and has not provided any feedback in writing. The item is postponed to the next conference call.
Action: Bernard to document what his concerns with the US MP are and send it to the CA-WG for further discussions.
[bookmark: _Toc402797129]CA279 - Market practice for Claims and Transformations  in the T2S context (GMP1 SG)
Regarding action 1, the GMP1 SG has started to discuss the issue, based on previous SMPG discussions as well as the original UK&IE CR III.78 from SR2006. In addition, the UK&IE NMPG will review the original CR at its next meeting on Nov. 6 to ensure it remains valid and complete.
Regarding action 2, Jacques reported on the process for the development of a new MT message. A market analysis with a business case, is required as the first step. The second step is to create a board paper for the approval of the MT creation. The whole process should take around 2 years.
The SWIFT specific criteria for the creation of a new MT message are:
· There is no MX equivalent for the message.
· The message completes a suite of messages in a particular business area.
· The message meets a particular business need which is not covered by any other MT message.

The full process is detailed in the attached document in section 4.


The business case was discussed, and it was agreed that we should ask the large CSDs in Europe plus DTCC for their market claim volumes.
Actions:
1. Mari together with Paola, Veronique and Christine to check first the original CR from the UK for SR2006 and start the process to create a business justification for a new MT and MX message, combining the CA details in an MT567 with the settlement and reference details of an MT548. And check the T2S implications of the above.
2. Mari, Veronique, Sonda (and other NMPGs) to search for traffic figures on Market Claims from their respective CSD/Institutions
[bookmark: _Toc402797130]CA282 - Write-downs / write-ups on  Bonds (Delphine)
Delphine and Bernard do not attend the conference call. However, Delphine emailed Jacques and Christine to report that ICSMA is also considering usage of pool factors for CoCo bonds.
This however might well be a separate case/process than the one discussed so far, leading to an additional market practice rather than changing the proposal from Boston.
Action 2: Completed (adding RATE [O] to the existing PINK line in EIG+, since we discovered that it is not currently included).
Action: Delphine/Bernard to communicate the proposal to the ICMSA WG and revert the outcome.
[bookmark: _Toc402797131]CA284 - MP for Amounts Larger than 15d (GMP1 SG)
Véronique presented the proposal from the GMP1 SG:
· Case 1: Amounts/rates/prices where the 15d character limitation means that not all decimals can be provided in a formatted field:
· In this case, include as many decimals as the field length allows PLUS include the complete amount/rate/price in 70E ADTX in sequence E.
· Case 2: Amounts/rates/prices where the 15d character limitation means that not all integers can be provided in a formatted field: 
· In this case, do not include the formatted field; ONLY include the complete amount/rate/price in 70E ADTX in sequence E.

Jacques noted that the too many integers problem exists for payment messages also, and their practice is to agree on a bilateral basis how to truncate the amount. Christine commented that this might be linked to the fact that an amount is a required field in a payment message.
Action: NMPGs are requested to review the proposal and revert by the next conference call.

[bookmark: _Toc402797132]CA285 - FDIV/PDIV usage (Jacques)
Regarding action 1, only the Swedish NMPG provided feedback on the item. The Swedish market reported no usage of PDIV; no concrete view on a new rate status; and no usage of FDIV. 
JP states also that PDIV/FDIV are not used in the Japanese market contrarily to what was indicated into the Boston meeting minutes (this has been amended into the Boston final minutes).
Actions: 
1. All NMPGs to provide feedback on the three following questions:
a. Do you use PDIV, and if so, do they follow up with FDIV for the final rate?
b. Would it be acceptable to add a new “Rate Status” to some format option to send GRSS (or NETT, if applicable) as indicative, without using a “Rate Type Code” (this would necessitate a standards change) ?
c. Do you use FDIV as a stand-alone code (i.e. without using PDIV)?
[bookmark: _Toc402797133]CA286 - Events Withdrawal and MT 567 (Mari)
Regarding action 1, the Swedish NMPG approved the proposal. 
The remaining NMPGs are requested to revert at the next conference call.
Regarding actions 2 and 3: This is dependent on action 1.
Actions: NMPGs to approve the proposal to state that MT564 WITH is required, MT567 in addition is optional and up to SLA.
[bookmark: _Toc402797134]CA288 - Information (INFO) Event Types (Andreana, Daniel)
The German NMPG has not reverted on the issue following up from the SR2015 CR000769, and did not attend the conference call. The item was postponed to the next conference call.
Action: DE NMPG to provide more information on the reasons to use an INFO event rather than the appropriate corresponding event code for Investment Funds.
[bookmark: _Toc402797135]CA289 - MAND event with Required Owner Action (Christine)
Christine has not yet drafted the market practice. The item was postponed to the next conference call.
Action: Christine to draft new MP.
[bookmark: _Toc402797136]CA290 - New Date in MT567 for "Ongoing" / "Au fil de l'eau" events (Delphine) 
Delphine has not yet proposed a solution. The item was postponed to the next conference call.
Action: Delphine to propose new solution.
[bookmark: _Toc402797137]Tax Subgroup report  (Jean-Pierre / Jyi-Chen / Bernard)
Jacques reported on the status of the Tax SG.
The Tax SG has started to discuss the two rejected CRs i.e. the withholding tax CR and the Canadian NMPG. No common solution has been found at this stage, and it may be that the problems – or the business needs – are so dissimilar it is not possible to find one. The CA CR depends on repetitive CASHMOVE sequences; the Tax SG CR on repetitive rates in one CASHMOVE sequence. The Tax SG has asked the CA NMPG to discuss usage of TAXR with country code.
The second item under discussion is the tax certification process; this is progressing well.

[bookmark: _Toc402797138]AOB
Jacques mentions that he had received information from a colleague about a new message related to the Shareholder Transparency Directive.
Clearstream has submitted successfully a business justification to ISO 20022 end of 2013 so as to develop an ISO 20022 message for transparency of holdings for investment funds.
Might it be something that could be used for securities, and specifically for corporate actions-related transparency? 
The SMPG members who are also members of the ISO Securities SEG are encouraged to investigate this possibility when the draft message will be available for review.
Jacques will pass on the information about when the message will be reviewed by the SEG.

Next meeting
November 20, 2014 from 2 to 4 pm CET.

------------------------ End of the Meeting Minutes -----------------
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Glossary of terms 
 


Accountable Required or expected to justify actions or decisions 


Advance documentation  Intermediate version of standards-related documentation, mainly 
focusing on message descriptions and XML Schemas. It is made 
available to a restricted audience, mainly for purposes of validation or 
piloting 


Approve Confirm, sanction 


BPC  SWIFT Board Banking and Payments Committee  


BRD  SWIFT Board – This means the full Board  


Consensus  Consensus: “General agreement among the members of a given group 
and the process of getting to such agreement. The consensus process 
actively solicits the input and participation of all decision-makers with a 
view to resolve or mitigate the objections of the minority to achieve the 
most agreeable decision. Consensus is achieved when no members 
oppose or block the proposal of the group” 


Confirm Establish the truth or correctness of something 


Consult Seek information or advice from (before a decision is taken) 


CR  Change Request  


CUG  Closed User Group. A subset of customers that have been grouped to 
use certain SWIFT services and products in a defined context (typically, 
the participation of customers in a market infrastructure, an MA-CUG, or 
a Solution). Either SWIFT or a service administrator defines the Closed 
User Group membership 


Endorse Confirm a statement or an opinion 


FIN The financial messaging service of SWIFT 


Final documentation  Complete and final version of standards-related documentation. It 
contains the “core documentation” and is complemented by business 
information, such as business scenarios and business examples. It is 
available to the entire SWIFT community 


IC  Industry Consultation – The experts from the user community that assist 
SWIFT in producing the business and logical models 


ICC International Chamber of Commerce 


IND  Industry - This group includes any part of the financial industry that has 
not been reflected as a separate entity in the standards process, for 
example, the SWIFT user community, non-SWIFT users, market practice 
groups, industry bodies. This group has been treated as one “player”  
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Inform Tell (after a decision has been made) 


ISITC International Securities Association for Institutional Trade 
Communication 


ISO International Standards Organisation – the authority that approves and 
registers new standards 


MFVR Message Format Validation Rules 


Monitor Maintain surveillance over (something) 


MT A traditional SWIFT FIN message type for use on the SWIFT network 


MX An XML message definition for use on the SWIFT network 


MWG  Maintenance Working Group – The experts from the industry that assist 
SWIFT in undertaking standards maintenance activities.  


MUG Message User Group - a group of users who have voluntarily agreed to 
support the specified message type and have registered with SWIFT to 
send or receive the specified message type. 


RA Registration Authority. 


The ISO 20022 Registration Authority is the guardian of the ISO 20022 
financial repository. The RA mission is to ensure compliance of 
developed repository items with the approved technical specifications 
and to publish the financial repository on www.iso20022.org  on behalf of 
ISO. 


The ISO 15022 Registration Authority maintains the dictionary of 
messages and fields and approves new or changed messages and 
fields. 


The RA services are provided by SWIFT S.C.R.L.  


RACI table  A RACI table describes the responsibilities of actors (individuals or 
groups) in the standards development or the standards maintenance 
process. Responsibilities in delivering an output and applying one 
process or the other are also detailed in the RACI tables.  


Ratify Confirm or accept an agreement made in one’s name 


SAC  SWIFT Board Standards Advisory Council  


Sanction Official permission or approval for an action 


SRG  Standards Release Guide  


SSC  SWIFT Board Securities Committee  


STC  SWIFT Board Standards Committee  


SWIFT  May include various parts of SWIFT  



http://www.iso20022.org/�
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UG  User/Member Group – The national SWIFT user/member groups. 
Throughout this document, the term “user group” has been used to refer 
to both user and member groups.  


UGC User/Member Group Chairperson – The chairperson of the national 
SWIFT user/member groups. Throughout this document, the term “UGC” 
refers to both User Group Chairpersons and Member Group 
Chairpersons.  


VEN/FI  Vendors and relevant financial institutions’ IT departments with vendor 
status. They may propose new standards projects (for example, 
technical corrections to existing standards).  


XML  EXtensible Markup Language  
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Preface 
The creation and maintenance of message standards is a critical aspect of SWIFT’s role in the 
financial community. 


This document describes the processes that SWIFT Standards follows for the development and 
maintenance of its MT standards. It describes the overall purpose of each process, as well as the 
conditions under which it will be used. It provides full details of all the steps that are followed, 
including the outputs produced and the involvement of the SWIFT community.  


The intended audience is anyone with an interest in SWIFT standards: from those that would 
initiate standards development and maintenance or collaborate as pilot users, to those that 
oversee the process from a governance standpoint. 


MT messages have been used by the SWIFT community for many years and, as a result, the 
portfolio is well defined. The messages do pass through annual maintenance cycles but there is 
very little activity with regard to the creation of new messages. As market needs change, so do 
the messages and change is carried out after consultation with market experts from the 
worldwide community, community agreement through country voting and final approval of the 
complete MT standards release by the SWIFT Board. 


Throughout this section any reference to messages, standards or groups implies the MT 
messages, MT standards and MT groups unless explicitly stated otherwise. The maintenance 
and development process for MX messages is described in a separate document, the MX 
Development and Maintenance Processes available at swift.com > Support > Documentation 
(User Handbook) 


Note SWIFT Standards acts as the ISO 15022 RA and in this capacity maintains some 
messages that do not follow the process described in this document 


  



https://www2.swift.com/uhbonline/books/hub/uhbmultifacet.htm�

https://www2.swift.com/uhbonline/books/hub/uhbmultifacet.htm�
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1 Overall Guiding Principles 
 


The overall guiding principles for the maintenance, development and implementation of SWIFT 
standards are as follows: 


• STP – Focus on the end-to-end straight-through-processing of financial transactions, for the 
global financial industry. 


• Market needs – Strive to meet the needs of the relevant players within the industry and to 
optimise the efficiency of all parties within the financial transaction process chain. 


• Costs – Strive to protect members' investments in legacy systems and to minimise the cost 
impact of standards changes on their back-offices. 


• Benefits – Standards maintenance, development and implementation will only be proposed 
if it results in a clear net benefit to members. 


• Global consensus for general use messages – Approval of a standard is based on global 
consensus around the SWIFT user community, weighted by network traffic.  


  







 General Information 
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2 General Information 
2.1 Involvement of the SWIFT Board 


All maintenance of existing messages and development of new messages require Board 
approval. The Board: 


• approves the SWIFT Standards maintenance plan and dates, after the need for a 
maintenance release has been determined 


• ratifies the decisions made by the maintenance working group for each business area 
before country vote 


• ratifies the country vote and approves the final content of the maintenance release 


The appropriate Board Business Committees act as bodies of appeal and may be consulted if 
consensus is not reached during country ballot or during working group discussions. The 
Banking and Payments Committee will be consulted for issues which arise for messages in 
categories 1, 2, 4, 7, and 8, while the Securities Committee will be consulted for category 5.  
Both committees will be consulted for issues in categories 3, 6 and 9, as appropriate. 


2.2 Involvement of the Industry 
There are several stages in the standards development and maintenance processes where 
SWIFT Standards involves representatives of the financial industry and/or representatives of the 
SWIFT community. Industry consultation occurs in several ways: 


• Meetings with individual customers or industry groups  
• Working groups composed of designated country representatives 
• Input from national user groups  


Industry consultation experts represent the interests of the whole community that nominated 
them. The profile of the experts and their responsibilities is outlined in a terms of reference 
document produced for each project.  


2.2.1 Customer or Industry Groups 
Meetings with individual customers or industry groups, such as ISITC or ICC, are used to identify 
potential standards requirements and, in some cases, perform preliminary maintenance or 
development activities, for example, when the message is used exclusively by that industry 
group. 


The number of participants consulted varies depending on the scope, timing, criticality of market 
demand, etc. of each project.  


2.2.2 Working Groups 
SWIFT Standards works with working groups to develop and maintain messages. To ensure both 
global coverage and broad industry representation, SWIFT Standards invites countries (as 
described in later sections) to designate representatives to each working group.  


Working groups are composed of experts in the business area that is the subject of discussion. 
While not a requirement, in-depth knowledge of the SWIFT and ISO messages at the detailed 
field level facilitates the discussion. 


In addition to the representatives designated by individual countries, a working group may also 
have observers (invited for their specific expertise), which are invited by the Standards working 
group or the head of the Standards Department.  


There are different types of workings groups: 
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• Standing maintenance working groups (MWG) – these are groups, with fixed members, that 
review the annual change requests. Fixed groups are set to maintain the messages which 
have high volumes of traffic on the network. 


• Maintenance working groups that are re-composed each year – these are groups which do 
not have standing, maintenance working groups, either because the category contains 
several types of messages and expertise, or because the volume of message traffic and/or 
change requests do not justify a separate group.  


• Development Working Groups (DWG) – these are groups formed specifically for 
development of new MT messages, once development is agreed by the Board. 


2.2.3 National User Groups 
The national User Groups select and nominate working group members as requested by SWIFT 
Standards.  


The national User Groups also submit maintenance change requests to SWIFT Standards on 
behalf of its community, and participate in the voting process for the final Standards maintenance 
proposal.   


2.3 Maintenance and Development requests 
Standards are maintained or developed in line with the business needs of the SWIFT community. 
However, any maintenance or development of standards requires Board approval. Approved 
standards activities are communicated to the community via various means, for example, user or 
national member groups, through publications on the SWIFT website, at industry events etc. 


Proposals to maintain or develop standards may be submitted by any of the following: 


• User Group Chairpersons (UGC) 
• Representatives of market practice groups or market infrastructures in which there are 


SWIFT members. These requests may only be related to messages that are exchanged 
between members of the market practice groups or market infrastructures. Requests for 
changes to messages that are exchanged between an infrastructure and its participants 
must be submitted through a UGC.  


• SWIFT internally, for example, in the case where changes are required to better align 
standards or to support a change in regulation or when a need is identified for new 
development. 


• Members of a message user group (MUG) or a closed user group (CUG) but only for 
messages that reside in that MUG or CUG. 


Individual users and members may not submit standards proposals directly to SWIFT Standards, 
but they may submit them to their User Group Chairperson. 


2.4 Criteria for a new FIN MT Message 
The FIN messages typically cover all market areas so most new development is in ISO 20022. 
However, a new MT message may be created if any of the following is true: 


• There is no MX equivalent for the message 
• The message completes a suite of messages in a particular business area 
• The message meets a particular business need, which is not covered by any other MT 


message 
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3 Maintenance Process 
3.1 Maintenance Timeline 


As shown below, SWIFT Standards follows a strict timeline for maintenance of its messages, 
beginning 18 months prior to the implementation of the release. Actual dates are set annually 
and communicated to the SWIFT community, on swift.com > Products & Services > Standards > 
Releases no later than the third week in June. 


 


Unforeseen circumstances sometimes create the need to change the published dates or to 
postpone a standards release, for example, there was no standards release in 1999 when banks 
were preparing for the century change to 2000. 


SWIFT Standards uses the most appropriate means to communicate the change to the 
community, for example, the swift.com or a broadcast message to all users. 


3.2 Collect Change Requests 
At the end of January each year, SWIFT Standards invites User Group Chairpersons to submit 
change requests to be considered for implementation in the standards release of the following 
year. The deadline for submission of the change requests is 1 June but the community is urged 
to submit the requests as soon as they are known. If a request is submitted by a new or an 
unfamiliar industry group, SWIFT Standards will work with the relevant UGC to validate the 
request. This will be done as soon as the request is received. 


All requests must be submitted in writing, using the appropriate template. They should contain 
sufficient information to form the basis of a complete business case. A business case is expected 
to contain the following information: 


• The origin of the request, for example, a user group request 



http://www.swift.com/solutions/standards/releases�
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• The urgency of the change for the requesting community and whether it would be possible 
to implement the change in a later release. 


• Impact level on the community and whether this is global or only for a community of users  
• A commitment from the requesting community to implement the requested change  
• A detailed description of the change 
• The business context for the change 
• The list of messages that will be impacted 
• Business scenario examples  


In order to reduce the maintenance costs for both SWIFT and the community, SWIFT Standards 
may request the removal of unused elements in messages or the deletion of unused messages 
from the SWIFT network. 


3.2.1 Removal of Unused Elements 
From time to time, and with Board approval, SWIFT conducts a statistical analysis of messages 
in order to determine whether there are unused elements in the messages, which may be 
removed. SWIFT Standards analyses the results to identify any unused elements that should be 
considered for deletion and these suggestions are submitted as change requests to the relevant 
maintenance working group as part of the normal annual maintenance cycle. 


The data analysis is carried out by SWIFT in a secure environment, using a secure tool that is 
able to analyse and record the usage of all MT message type elements. The data is processed in 
accordance with documented internal procedures and with the SWIFT data retrieval policy. All 
data used for the analysis is deleted after the statistical results are produced. 
The results of the analysis only indicate the number of occurrences of the analysed message 
type elements. The results do not contain any data extracted from the header or payload, and 
therefore do not reveal the identity of any customers, individuals, other third parties, their 
business relationships, or any other business information. 


3.2.2 Deletion of Messages 
From time to time, SWIFT reviews the use of messages to determine whether any should be 
removed from the SWIFT network. Removal of messages that have either zero-volume or low-
volume usage, results in savings from both a documentation and a testing standpoint for SWIFT 
and the community. A message is considered low-volume if there is, on average, less than one 
live message per day sent over the network.  


SWIFT Standards recommends removal of any messages with zero-volume over the previous 2 
years. For messages with low-volume over the previous 2 years, SWIFT Standards contacts the 
users to see if they have any objections to the removal of the message. If there are no 
objections, the message is put forward for removal. 


Messages that are low-volume message but fall into one of the following categories will not be 
considered for removal: 


• Common group (MT n9x messages such as the MT 690) 
• New messages that are on the network for less than two years  
• Messages that are closely linked to other messages that are either actively used or where a 


new initiative is taking place to promote usage 
• Messages in a business area where a new initiative will soon promote usage 
• Messages with very low volume used by more than 50 senders and receivers 


The requests to remove messages are submitted to country vote together with the annual 
change requests. 
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3.2.3 Example of the Change Request Template 
 


SWIFT STANDARDS MT CHANGE REQUEST TEMPLATE – SR 2012 


 
IMPORTANT 


1. All requests must be sponsored 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. 


2. A separate form must be used for each change request. Please do not submit multiple 
requests on one form. 


3. All items with a blue background must be completed. (Replace the text that is in blue 
Italics). 


4. 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. 


5. Completed forms must be sent to the SR 2012 e-mail address 
(SR2012.generic@swift.com). Requests submitted to any other address will not be 
considered. 


 


Title of Change Request  


(briefly describe the request, for example, MT xxx, addition of a date) 


Origin of request 


Requesting Country:  Country Code and Country Name 


Requesting Group:  (Full name of the requesting Group, for example, XYZ User Group) 


Urgency of this request:  


<For example, needed in order  to comply with regulatory requirements (state the regulatory 
requirements)> 
<For example, can be held over for a later release (state a preferred release)> 


  


Business Impact of this request:  


Indicate with an X which SWIFT users will be impacted by this change: 


  ALL - All SWIFT Users will be impacted  


 MAJORITY - The majority of users will be impacted by this change request 


 LIMITED - Only a restricted number of SWIFT users will be impacted by this change 
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request  


 OTHER (explain in the comment box below) 


<Comments on business impact – mandatory for OTHER, optional for ALL, MAJORITY and 
LIMITED>  


Indicate with an X the appropriate impact on business applications  


 HIGH - High Impact on business applications  


 MEDIUM - Medium Impact on business applications 


 LOW – Low Impact on business applications 


 OTHER  (explain in the comment box below) 


<Comments on impact on business applications – mandatory for OTHER, optional for HIGH, 
MEDIUM and LOW> > 


Commitment to implement the change 


Expected traffic per year < number of messages per year > 


Number of users impacted < approximately how many users > 


Country, community  or group committed to implement 
this change < country / community / group > 


Year they will implement this change < year > 


Nature of Change 


< For example, Addition of a code to field nn > 


Business context 


<Describe the business reason for the request and its criticality for your market. It must be complete 
and detailed.> 


Message Type(s) Impacted 
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<List all the message types affected by this request> 


Examples 


<Provide Business scenario examples if appropriate> 


3.3 Analyse Requests and Prepare Documentation 
During this phase of the process, SWIFT Standards does the following: 


• Determines if a standards solution already exists that would meet the requirements of the 
request 


• Determines if the information received in the request is complete and clear. SWIFT 
Standards may request the submitter to provide missing or additional information for further 
clarification of the request. 


• Creates the maintenance proposal documents (see section Maintenance Proposal 
Document for an example) that serve as the basis for the working group discussions. The 
maintenance proposal documentation includes the change request, as submitted by the 
community, a solution proposed by SWIFT Standards and the likely impact that the change 
will have on the standard 


• Creates a high-level information document (see section High-Level Information Document 
for an example) to assist implementers and operational staff with their resources planning 
and budget allocations for the following year.  


3.3.1 Maintenance Proposal Document 
SWIFT Standards distributes the maintenance proposal documents to the working group 
members at least six weeks before the working group meeting. For those categories with no 
standing working group, the documents are sent to the UGC in the countries that are invited to 
the conference call, during which the change requests will be discussed. 


3.3.2 Extract from a Securities Maintenance Proposal Document 
II.4.   MT 540, 542, 544, 546 Sequence Other Parties, addition of Authorized Broker 


Origin of request 


Requesting Country: KR, South Korea 


Requesting Group: National Market Practice Group (SMPG) 


Urgency and Impact of the request 


Urgency: In Korean market, for the lending and borrowing transactions of the non-resident 
investors, there is a regulatory requirement that the transactions must always be arranged 
through the broker (KSD, KSFC or one of the authorized brokers in the market).  The custody 
banks who receive settlement instructions from the non-resident investors need to identify this 
information in the message 


Business Impact: Securities Lending & Borrowing participants in KR, namely custodians, 







Standards MT  
  


 


 16 MT Development and Maintenance Processes 


brokers, investors, etc  


 


Commitment to implement the change 


At least four custodian (CITI, HSBC, SCBL & DEUT) users in KR commit to implement this 
change in 2011/2012 


Expected traffic is 600000 - 650000 messages per year 


 


Nature of Change 


Addition of a new code for Sequence F Other Parties Field 95a to indicate “Broker” of the deal 
(Lending & Borrowing) 


Business context 


In Korean market, for the lending and borrowing transactions of the non-resident investors, 
there is a regulatory requirement that the transactions must always be arranged through the 
broker (KSD, KSFC or one of the authorized brokers in the market).  The custody banks who 
receive settlement instructions from the non-resident investors need to identify this information 
in the message for 3 purposes:  (1) forward the broker information to KSD so that KSD can 
acknowledge that the deal is in line with the regulation, (2) maintain the record of the brokers 
for the L&B transactions due to the regulatory requirement, and (3) use broker information for 
manual / bilateral pre-matching of the instructions in case the L&B was arranged by KSFC or 
the authorized broker.   
Affected no. of messages:  approx. 600000 - 650000 per year (90% of MT540 / 542 sent to 
KR, and 90% of MT544 / 546 sent from KR) 
 


Message Type(s) Impacted 


MT 540, 542, 544, 546 and ISO 20022 equivalents 


 


Examples 


The non-resident investor BBBBUS33 will lend 20000 Samsung Electronics shares to 
AAAAGB2L.  The transaction was arranged via the authorized broker in Seoul, BROKKRSE.   


BBBBUS33 sends MT542 to it’s custodian in Seoul, BANKKRSE.  AAAAGB2L sends MT540 
to its custodian in Seoul, CUSTKRSE.  The BIC of the authorized broker (BROKKRSE) needs 
to be mentioned in these messages, in order for BANKKRSE / CUSTKRSE to send settlement 
instruction further to KSD, file in the broker information as per the regulation, and do bilateral 
pre-matching.   


 


3.3.3 High-Level Information Document 
SWIFT Standards publishes the High-Level Information document its website. This document 
gives a high-level overview of all the requested changes. It is important to note that these 
changes have not yet been validated by the working groups. The purpose of the document is to 
help technical implementers and operational users to evaluate the impact of the proposed 
changes on their interfaces and applications and thus to plan resource and budget allocations for 
the implementation of these changes. 
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3.3.4 Extract from a High-Level Information Document 
Settlement and Reconciliation (MTs 508, 524, 535-8, 540-9, 578, 586, alignment in other 
messages possible) 


Message 
Types 
(MT) 


Short description of the modification Impact 
level MUG 


MT  508 
MT  524 


Addition of one new optional, non-repetitive qualifier to field 20C 
Reference in sequence B Intra-Position Details.  
At the intra-position level, this change will allow for the identification of 
specific blocking/reservation for further increases and decreases. At the 
settlement transaction level it will allow for the use of restricted resources 
for the settlement and the identification of the balances that are impacted.  


2+ No 


MT  508 
MT  545 
MT  547 


Addition of one sub-sequence within sequence B Intra-position Details 
(MT 508) that will include from 4 to 7 fields.  
Addition of one optional, non-repetitive field 19A Amount in sub-
sequence C1 Quantity Breakdown (MTs 545, 547). 
Modification from non-repetitive to repetitive of field 22F Indicator.  
To identify the increase or decrease of the amount and the type of collateral 
following the settlement of a transaction or a group of transactions or intra-
position movement(s).  


2+ No 


MT  578 
MT  586 


Deletion of field 17B Flag from sub-sequence E3 Amounts.  
Usage statistics have shown that this data is not used or is rarely used.  


2+ No 


MT  586 Deletion of sequences A1 Linkages and B5b Cash Parties.  
Usage statistics have shown that these sequences are not used.  


2+ No 


3.4 Maintenance Working Groups (MWG) 
SWIFT Standards works with working groups to maintain messages. The meetings are convened 
and chaired by SWIFT Standards and are held, either physically, via conference call or any other 
means of telecommunication in order to:  


• validate the business case and other information contained in the change requests  
• provide an opportunity, when appropriate, for the submitters of change requests to answer 


questions and provide additional clarity 
• agree on which proposals will be accepted for further approval by the Board and country 


voting 


Working groups normally meet once a year, but in exceptional circumstances, for example to 
reach a decision on a country vote where the majority is less than 60%, the working group may 
be convened for a second meeting. 


Working groups are composed of experts in the business area that is the subject of discussion. 
While not a requirement, in-depth knowledge of the SWIFT and ISO messages at the detailed 
field level facilitates the discussion. To ensure both global coverage and broad industry 
representation, SWIFT Standards invites countries to designate representatives to each working 
group.  


The maintenance working group or the head of the Standards Department may invite observers, 
which have a specific expertise, to attend the working group meetings. Observers that are invited 
by unanimous decision of the maintenance working group may freely contribute. In all other 
cases, the observer is invited to only respond to specific questions asked during working group 
meetings.  
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3.4.1 Types of Maintenance Working Groups 
There are two types of maintenance working groups: 


• Standing maintenance working groups – these are groups, with fixed members, that review 
the annual change requests. There are currently standing maintenance working groups for 
Payments messages (categories 1, 2, 8, 9 and n), Trade messages (categories 4 and 7) 
and Securities messages (category 5). 


• Maintenance working groups that are re-composed each year – these are groups for the 
remaining message categories, which do not have standing, maintenance working groups, 
either because the category contains several types of messages and expertise, or because 
the volume of message traffic and/or change requests do not justify a separate group. For 
these categories, each year SWIFT Standards notifies the User Group Chairpersons (UGC) 
of relevant countries that a meeting, conducted by conference call, is planned for a specified 
date, in order to discuss the change requests received by SWIFT Standards.  Each UGC is 
asked to have a country representative attend the conference call.  


3.4.2 Composition of a Maintenance Working Group 
The responsibility to compose a working group is shared between UGCs and SWIFT Standards. 
SWIFT Standards invites the UGCs of the top 10 countries, based on network traffic in the 
relevant domain or sub-domain over the previous year, to nominate a primary candidate and an 
alternate with the required expertise and profile. The alternate will only attend meetings in the 
absence of the primary representative. The primary representative must keep the alternate 
representative informed at all times to ensure continuity if the primary representative is unable to 
participate in a meeting. Nominations must be submitted using a template form containing “CV” 
information justifying how the candidate meets the requested expertise.  


As members represent their specific community, each is responsible for reporting into that 
community and ensuring that the community is represented at all meetings. If a member is 
unable to attend a meeting, he or she must notify the alternate representative and ensure that 
the alternate representative is well briefed before the meeting. 


In addition to representatives from countries and when appropriate, SWIFT Standards invites 
market infrastructures and large industry groups to nominate a representative to participate in a 
working group. 


SWIFT Standards makes every effort to ensure there is a balance of working group 
representatives and expertise across countries and communities.  


3.4.3 Review of a Working Group 
Every two years the composition of the working groups is reviewed. This may result in a change 
to the composition of a group, for example, changes in traffic volumes may result in different 
countries qualifying for MWG representation. SWIFT Standards reviews the traffic for the 
preceding 12 months to determine the top 10 countries, by traffic volume, that send and receive 
messages in the relevant market. For those countries that still qualify for a seat on the working 
group, SWIFT Standards asks the UGC to confirm whether the present representative should 
remain in the group or whether they would like the nominate a new representative.  


The re-composition of the group is done in conjunction with the relevant UGCs or industry groups 
that were invited to participate in the working group.  


3.4.4 Removal from a Working Group 
SWIFT Standards is responsible to monitor the quality and contribution of working group 
members. When a member is not participating or does not have the required expertise, SWIFT 
Standards will notify the nominating UGC or institution with a request for remediation of the 
issue.  


The UGC or institution must respond in sufficient time to resolve the issue before the next 
meeting. In the absence of resolution by the UGC or the nominating institution, this will be 
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escalated to the SWIFT Board, which will authorise either appointment of the designated 
alternate or assignment of a replacement.  


3.4.5 Expenses 
Observers are not reimbursed for any expenses resulting from attendance at the working group 
meetings.  


Members of a working group are reimbursed their travel and accommodation expense for 
meetings organised at SWIFT’s head office. Reimbursement is according to the internal SWIFT 
travel policy in place at the time of the meeting. Any expenses incurred outside this policy limit 
are not reimbursed. 


3.5 Validate the Proposals 
During the maintenance working group meeting, the members review and discuss all of the 
change requests in the maintenance proposal document, which was sent to the group six weeks 
prior to the meeting. The maintenance working group is expected to validate or reject the 
proposed change requests but any of the following may occur: 


• The change request is validated – validated requests are sent to the board for approval 
• The change request is rejected – if a change request is rejected, the submitting community 


will be informed of the working group’s decision once the SWIFT Board endorses the 
group’s decisions. 


• The change request requires further clarification – in some cases, the working group may 
request more information about a change request. SWIFT Standards endeavours to obtain 
the information from the requesting community within the time frame of the present 
maintenance cycle, otherwise the request is held over for the next maintenance cycle. 


• The requested change requires a new message – if a change will have a major impact on a 
message, or cannot be accommodated within the scope of a message, and cannot be 
accommodated in any existing messages, then the working group may decide that a new 
message is needed. The proposal for the new message is sent to the Board committees for 
approval. 


The decisions of the maintenance working group are documented in the meeting minutes, and 
sent to the working group for approval. Once approved, they are published on the Standards 
pages, in a restricted area of swift.com. The working group minutes are also sent out to all 
national user groups together with the voting documents. 


3.5.1 Criteria for Acceptance of a Change 
Maintenance working groups operate by consensus and it may be necessary to have more than 
one meeting to achieve this. If there is no consensus as determined by the chair, then the chair 
must either open the issue for further discussion and potential revote or take a simple majority 
vote. 


The Board is informed of all contentious issues, whether finally agreed by the group or not, 


If the maintenance working group agrees that a requested change is necessary and should be 
implemented on the SWIFT  network, the request is added to the list of changes that the group 
submits to the SWIFT Board for approval and then to country vote. In the absence of agreement, 
the group may either decide to hold the request for the next release or to escalate it to the 
relevant Business Committee (Banking and Payments Committee or SWIFT Securities 
Committee) of the SWIFT Board. The decision of the Business Committee is binding. 


For any working group vote to be considered valid, there must be a quorum (3/4 of the members 
must be present) of members voting.  If there is no quorum, an attempt will be made to 
reconvene sufficient members for the vote. If there is still no quorum, SWIFT Standards 
escalates the issue to the Board Standards Committee.  


A vote is considered to be definitive, when at least 60% of the vote is either positive or negative. 
Abstentions are not allowed.  If the vote is not definitive the Chair must either open the issue for 
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further discussion and potential revote or take a simple majority vote based on the weighted 
volume of the countries.  


As stated in section Composition of a maintenance working group, working group representatives 
are responsible for ensuring alternate representation when absent from a meeting. If a member 
is absent and has not provided an alternate, the decisions made by the working group are 
considered final.   


3.5.2 Appeals against MWG Decisions 
Working group members may appeal against the decision of an MWG but the following 
conditions apply: 


• Working group members who do not agree with a decision because they were not present a 
the meeting may only appeal if there is explicit agreement between SWIFT and the working 
group 


• The appeal must be support by at least one other member of the MWG 
• The appeal must be in written form to the STC 


3.6 SWIFT Board Endorsement of Maintenance 
Proposals 
The SWIFT Board, at its third quarter meeting each year, endorses the maintenance proposals 
received from the working groups.  


While the SWIFT Board is asked to endorse all decisions, SWIFT Standards highlights any 
contentious change requests that resulted in extensive debate, along with the final decision of 
the working group.  In addition, in those cases where a decision was not reached (either due to a 
lack of consensus, quorum or decisive vote), the Board is asked to resolve the issue. The 
decision of the Board is final and binding. 


The Board, may stop, re-define or re-direct any change request or plan until its final 
implementation. 


3.7 Country Vote 
Following Board endorsement, and issue resolution if needed, of the standards maintenance 
proposals, all agreed proposals are captured in documents (by business market) and are 
submitted to the user community for country vote. The national user groups have five to six 
weeks to return their vote on all the proposals. The completed voting document must be emailed 
to SWIFT Standards by the UGC of the voting country. It may be emailed by a representative of 
the UGC of the voting country provided the UGC is copied on the mail. 


It is up to each national user group to define the process by which it takes the vote.  


The following general principles apply to the country voting process: 


• Consensus must be established with respect to the business requirements, the automation 
aspects and implementation cost of the proposals. If consensus cannot be reached, the 
community may return a split vote, that is, instead of a clear YES or NO vote, the 
community’s YES and NO votes may be given as two percentages. It is recommended that 
the vote be taken in the broad local SWIFT user community. The results of the country vote, 
during the maintenance process, are based on a weighted majority vote. The weightings for 
each category are based on the traffic statistics of the preceding 12 months.  


• Definitive approval or non-approval of a change request requires that 60% of the weighted 
votes cast must be positive or negative. 


• If the result of the country vote is not definitive, in other words, the majority (positive or 
negative) is less than 60%, SWIFT Standards will request the maintenance working group 
to re-discuss the concerned change request(s) via conference call and to make a 
recommendation.  
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• Abstentions are not counted. 


3.8 Publish updated High-Level Information 
Document 
In the third week of November, SWIFT Standards publishes an updated version of the High-Level 
Information document, which provides an overview of the changes that were accepted by the 
working groups and approved by the country vote. Also included is an indication of the impact 
that the change will have on applications. When the implementation of the change is different 
from the original request, this is clearly indicated. 


3.8.1 Extract from an Update High-Level Information Document 
Settlement and Reconciliation (MTs 508, 524, 535-8, 540-9, 578, 586, alignment in other 
messages possible) 


Message 
Types 
(MT) 


Short description of the modification Impact 
level MUG 


MT  508 
MT  524 


Addition of one new optional, non-repetitive qualifier to field 20C 
Reference in sequence B Intra-Position Details.  
At the intra-position level, this change will allow for the identification of 
specific blocking/reservation for further increases and decreases. At the 
settlement transaction level it will allow for the use of restricted resources 
for the settlement and the identification of the balances that are impacted.  
Addition of one new optional, non-repetitive field 13a Number 
Identification with one qualifier in sequence B Intra-Position Details.  
This change is optional as use of the field is linked to market practice or to 
a service level agreement (SLA) between the sender and receiver.T2S 
markets and participants will be impacted. 


2+ No 


MT  508 
MT  545 
MT  547 


Addition of one sub-sequence within sequence B Intra-position Details 
(MT 508) that will include from 4 to 7 fields.  
Addition of one optional, non-repetitive field 19A Amount in sub-
sequence C1 Quantity Breakdown (MTs 545, 547). 
Modification from non-repetitive to repetitive of field 22F Indicator.  
To identify the increase or decrease of the amount and the type of collateral 
following the settlement of a transaction or a group of transactions or intra-
position movement(s).  
Addition of optional field 19A Amount with one qualifier in sequence B 
Intra-Position Details of MT 508. Addition of one optional qualifier to field 
19A Amount of sub-sequence E3 Amounts in the MT 545 and MT 547.  
This change is optional as use of the field is linked to market practice or to 
a service level agreement (SLA) between the sender and receiver. 


2+ No 


MT  578 
MT  586 


Deletion of field 17B Flag from sub-sequence E3 Amounts.  
Usage statistics have shown that this data is not used or is rarely used.  
This change will be mandatory. The impact is low unless implemented in 
back office applications. Statistics have shown that this is not the case. 


2+ No 


MT  586 Deletion of sequences A1 Linkages and B5b Cash Parties.  
Usage statistics have shown that these sequences are not used.  
Deletion of sub-sequence B5b Cash Parties.  
The impact is low unless implemented in back office applications. 
Statistics have shown that this is not the case. 


2+ No 
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3.9 Board Ratifies Country Vote Results and These 
Are Sent to UGCs 
SWIFT Standards presents the definitive approved and non-approved voting results to the Board 
with a recommendation to ratify the results. The maintenance working group recommendation for 
non-definitive votes is escalated to the relevant Board Committee(s) for approval and ratification. 
At the discretion of the Board, a revote might be requested.  


SWIFT Standards produces a document, per business area, that summarises the voting results, 
including: 


• Approved and non-approved proposals  
• A list of countries that voted 
• The weighted traffic for all countries 


The results of the country vote are sent to voting countries immediately following Board 
ratification and approval. 


3.9.1 Extract from a Country Voting Results Document 
Summary of Votes 
The percentages in this table represent the responses of the voting countries only. Abstentions 
are excluded. 


SETTLEMENT AND RECONCILIATION 


Vote 1 II.4. MT 540, 542, 544, 546 Sequence Other Parties, 
addition of Authorized Broker 


Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 


Vote 2 II.5. MT 54X , addition of the Prime Broker Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 


Vote 3 II.7. MT 541, 543 and MX equivalents Sequence E 
Settlement Details field 22F new code to identify that 
collateral will be used to cover another delivery 


Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 


Vote 4 II.8. MT 541, 543 Sequence E Settlement Details, field 
22F::REPT a new code for re-price of a Repo or 
Reverse Repo 


Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 


Vote 5 II.9. MT 540, 542, Sequence E Settlement Details field 
:22F::COLA new code is needed to identify equity 
collateral which is sent/received with a 
counterparty/prime broker on exposure generated 
from a short sell strategy 


Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 


Vote 6 II.11. MT 548 -  Modification description of  rejection 
codes NRGM/ NRGN and addition of processing 
command status function 


Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 


Vote 7 II.12. MT 548 – Netted Transaction Reference to be 
added to the linkages sequence 


Yes: 95,22 % - No: 
4,78 % 


Vote 8 II.13. MT 543, 547 – Addition of reference CERT to 
allow linking a delivery to a stock deposit. 


Yes: 100 % - No: 0 % 
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3.10 Standards Release Guide (SRG) and Message 
Format Validation Rules (MFVR)  
The Standards Release Guide contains all the messages that are updated. The changes are 
tracked in the document to enable the reader to easily identify the differences between the 
current standards and the future standards. This document is intended for operational staff. 


The Message Format Validation Rules document describes the validations procedures that are 
performed on user-to-user messages by the SWIFT network. It is also marked with track 
changes to identify the sections that are updated in order to implement the changes highlighted 
in the SRG. This document is intended for staff that will implement the changes on interfaces and 
other applications at the user’s site. 


The SRG and MFVR are published within two weeks of the SWIFT Board meeting, where the 
outcomes of the country vote results are ratified. These documents are the only official record of 
the changes that will be applied at the next standards release. Any documentation issued prior to 
the SRG and MFVR are issued for information purposes only. 


3.11 Update to the SRG and MFVR 
After the SRG and MFVR documents are published, some omissions or inconsistencies may be 
reported to SWIFT Standards. If this occurs, update documents are published approximately two 
months after the publication of the initial SRG and MFVR. These documents are small in nature 
and only list the changes that must be applied to the SRG and MFVR documents.  


3.11.1 Extract from an Updates to the SRG Document 
2.5  MT 558, index 15, field 24B, code SFRZ changed to PRSY 


PRSY code should be used instead of SFRZ to be in line with other status messages (for 
example, MT 548) where the same functionality (and reason code) exists. 


CODES 
If Qualifier is PEND and Data Source Scheme is not present, Reason Code must contain one 
of the following codes (Error code(s): K24): 


 


FUTU Future All checks relative to the instruction are 
successful. 


PRCY Counterparty Instruction on Hold Counterparty's instruction is on 
hold/frozen/in a preadvice mode. 


PREA Your Instruction on Hold Your instruction is on hold/frozen/in a 
preadvice mode. 


SFRZ 
PRSY 


Put on Hold by System Transaction is frozen by the System. 


3.12 Test and Training and Implementation 
Two test and training dates are set; one for activation of the vendor environment (end of 
April/beginning of May) and one, approximately three months later (end July), for the activation of 
the customer environment. Customers and vendors must conduct adequate tests to ensure that 
their interfaces, their back and front office applications and also their disaster sites are ready for 
the standards release in the fourth quarter of each year. 
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More details on the Test and Training functionalities can be found in the FIN Operations Guide, 
which is available in the restricted area of the User Handbook Online.  


3.13 Standards MT Message Reference Guides 
The Standards MT Message Reference Guides (User Handbook) are published approximately 4 
months prior to the live activation of the standards release.  This set of books (by message 
category) is the final, official documentation for the standards release of the year.  


The Standards MT Message Reference Guides (User Handbook) are published at the same time 
as the activation of the test and training system for SWIFT customers. 
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4 Development Process 
MT messages have been used by the SWIFT community for many years and, as a result, the 
portfolio is well defined with little need for new messages. Very occasionally SWIFT Standards 
does receive a request for a new message or messages and for this reason, the process is 
described here. 


4.1 Development Timeline 
The timeline below shows the strict timeline that SWIFT Standards follows for development of 
new messages. A request for a new message must be received at least 24 months prior to the 
activation of the release in which the new message is introduced. Actual dates are published 3 
weeks after the Board approves the high-level description of the new message. 


 


Unforeseen circumstances sometimes create the need to change the published dates or to 
postpone a standards release for example, there was no standards release in 1999 when banks 
were preparing for the century change to 2000. 


SWIFT Standards uses the most appropriate means to communicate the change to the 
community, for example, the SWIFT website or a broadcast message to all users. 


4.2 Collect Development Requests 
Development projects originate from identified business opportunities or market demand.  
Requests for development can come from inside SWIFT (including from Standards) or from the 
SWIFT community. Members of the SWIFT community that wish to propose new standards 
development must submit their request to SWIFT Standards at least two years before the desired 
implementation date. SWIFT Standards will then determine the standards release in which the 
messages will be implemented and this depends on the number of messages requested and the 
size and complexity of the messages.  







Standards MT  
  


 


 26 MT Development and Maintenance Processes 


If a request is submitted by a new or an unfamiliar industry group SWIFT Standards will work 
with the relevant UGC to validate the request. This will be done as soon as the request is 
received. 


All requests must be submitted in writing, using the appropriate template. They should contain 
sufficient information to form the basis of a complete business case. A business case is expected 
to contain the following information: 


• The origin of the request, for example, a user group request 
• The urgency of the new development for the requesting community 
• Impact level on the community and whether this is global or only for a community of users  
• A commitment from the requesting community to implement the requested new message(s) 
• A detailed description of the new message(s) 
• The business context for the new message(s) 


Requests for development may also be identified within SWIFT. In this case, the business case 
for development will be completed and presented for approval to the SWIFT Board. 


4.2.1 Example of the development request template 
SWIFT STANDARDS MT NEW MESSAGE TEMPLATE 2012 


 


IMPORTANT 
1.) All requests must be sponsored 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. 


2.) All items with a blue background must be completed. (Replace the text that is in blue Italics). 
3.) The requestor may propose a solution to address the request. However, Standards is solely responsible 


for defining the appropriate standards solutions for such requests. 
4.) Completed forms must be sent to the SR 2012 e-mail address (SR2012.generic@swift.com). 


Requests submitted to any other address will not be considered. 
 


Origin of request 


Requesting Country:  Country Code and Country Name 


Requesting Group:  (Full name of the requesting Group, for example, XYZ User 
Group) 


Urgency of this request:  


<For example, needed in order  to comply with regulatory requirements (state the 
regulatory requirements)> 
<For example, can be held over for a later release (state a preferred release)> 


<The ultimate decision for the year of release remains with SWIFT 


  


Justification for an MT :  
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<Explain why an MT is requested instead of an ISO 20022 message> 


 


Business Impact of this request:  


Indicate with an X which SWIFT users will be impacted by the new message(s): 


  ALL - All SWIFT Users will be impacted  


 
MAJORITY - The majority of users will be impacted  


 
LIMITED - Only a restricted number of SWIFT users will be impacted  


 
OTHER (explain in the comment box below) 


<Comments on business impact – mandatory for OTHER, optional for ALL, MAJORITY 
and LIMITED>  


Indicate with an X the appropriate impact on business applications  


 
HIGH - High Impact on business applications  


 
MEDIUM - Medium Impact on business applications 


 
LOW – Low Impact on business applications 


 
OTHER  (explain in the comment box below) 


<Comments on impact on business applications – mandatory for OTHER, optional for 
HIGH, MEDIUM and LOW> > 


Commitment to implement the new message(s) 


Expected traffic per year < number of messages per year > 


Country, community  or group committed to 
implement the new message(s) < country / community / group > 


Number of users in your country, community 
or group that will implement < approximate number of users > 


Year they will implement the new message(s) < year > 


Business context 
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<Describe the business reason for the request and its criticality for your market. It must be 
complete and detailed.> 


 


Message Category and User Group 


<1 - 9> The most appropriate category for the new message(s) 


<YES or 
NO> 


Should the message(s) be implemented in a Message User Group (MUG)? This 
will require all users of the message(s) to register for the MUG  


Flows and Examples 


<Provide message flows and business scenario examples> 


 


 


 


4.3 Analyse Requests 
During this phase of the process, SWIFT Standards does the following: 


• Determines if a standards solution already exists that would meet the requirements of the 
request 


• Determines if the information received in the request is complete and clear. SWIFT 
Standards may request the submitter to provide missing or additional information for further 
clarification of the request. 


• Determines whether the message should be a FIN MT message or an ISO 20022 message. 
See the MX Development and Maintenance Processes document if the message is an ISO 
20022 message. 


• Determines the message category and type 
• Creates a high-level description of the new message and submits it to the board to get the 


authorisation to start the development 
• Creates a high-level overview document (see section High-Level Information Document for 


an example) to assist implementers and operational staff with their resources planning and 
budget allocations for the following year. 


4.3.1 Criteria for a new FIN MT Message 
The FIN messages typically cover all market areas so most new development is in ISO 20022. 
However, a new MT message may be created if any of the following is true: 
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• There is no MX equivalent for the message 
• The message completes a suite of messages in a particular business area 
• The message meets a particular business need, which is not covered by any other MT 


message 


4.3.2 Preliminary Working Group 
It may be necessary to establish a small preliminary working group in order to collect the 
business requirements for the new message(s). The message(s) are implemented during the live 
activation of an annual standards release and SWIFT Standards will determine the standards 
release in which the new messages will be implemented. This will depend on the number of 
messages requested and the size and complexity of the messages. 


If possible, it should be determined whether the message(s) will be for general use by the world 
wide community, for use in a message user group (MUG) or for use in a closed user group 
(CUG). 


SWIFT Standards then produces a high-level proposal, which must be approved by the Board 
before development can start. 


4.4 Board Approval 
The relevant Board Committee is asked to approve the high-level concept of the new message or 
messages. The Board Committee has the right to stop, re-define or re-direct any development 
plan during its execution phase. 


4.5 Country Vote 
Once that Board approves the development of the new message or messages, the high-level 
concept of the new development is submitted to the user community for country vote. This 
request is included in the voting documents of the next maintenance voting cycle or, if the next 
voting cycle is too far in the future, a special country vote is arranged.  


The national user groups vote on the proposal and it is up to each national user group to define 
the process by which it takes the vote. Consensus must be established with respect to the 
business requirements, the automation aspects and implementation cost of the proposals. If 
consensus cannot be reached, the community may return a split vote. It is recommended that the 
vote be taken in the broad local SWIFT user community. 


Country vote during the development process is based on a weighted majority vote. In the 
absence of specific historic data, SWIFT Standards will use traffic figures from the area that most 
closely relates to the requested development that is requested, in order to determine the 
weighting. For a development request to be approved, 60% of the weighted votes cast must be 
positive. Abstentions are not counted. 


If the result of the country vote is not definitive, in other words, the majority is less than 60%, 
SWIFT Standards will escalate it to the relevant Business Committee and the Standards 
Committee for approval. At the discretion of the Standards Committee, a revote might be 
requested. 


4.6 Board Ratifies Country Vote Results 
SWIFT Standards presents the definitive positive or negative voting result to the Board with a 
recommendation to ratify the results. At the discretion of the Board, a revote might be requested.  


SWIFT Standards produces a document that summarises the voting result, including: 


• Approved and non-approved proposal  
• A list of countries that voted 
• The weighted traffic for all countries 
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The result of the country vote is sent to voting countries immediately following Board ratification 
and approval. 


4.7 Development Working Group 
SWIFT Standards works with working groups to develop messages. To ensure both global 
coverage and broad industry representation, SWIFT Standards invites countries to designate 
representatives to each working group.  


Working groups are composed of experts in the business area that is the subject of discussion. 
While not a requirement, in-depth knowledge of the SWIFT and ISO messages at the detailed 
field level facilitates the discussion. 


In addition to the representatives designated by individual countries, a working group may also 
have observers (invited for their specific expertise), which are invited by the Standards working 
group or the head of the Standards Department. Observers invited by unanimous decision of the 
working group may freely contribute. In all other cases, the observer is invited to only respond to 
specific questions asked during working group meetings.  


Once the country vote has approved the concept of the new message(s), SWIFT Standards 
convenes the development working group. 


At its discretion, SWIFT Standards may convene the development working group before the 
country vote results are known.  


4.7.1 Composition of a Development Working Group 
The responsibility to compose a working group is shared between UGCs and SWIFT Standards. 
In the absence of specific historic data and when selecting the relevant countries to participate in 
the working group, SWIFT Standards will use traffic figures from the area that most closely 
relates to the development that is requested. The UGCs of relevant countries will be asked to 
nominate representatives to participate in message development but. SWIFT Standards may 
also invite recognised business experts who may or may not be located in one of the invited 
countries. Nominations must be submitted using a template form containing “CV” information 
justifying how the candidate meets the requested expertise.  


As members represent their specific community, each is responsible for reporting into that 
community and ensuring that the community is represented at all meetings.  If a member is 
unable to attend a meeting, he or she must identify a substitute representative and ensure that 
this person is well briefed before the meeting. 


In addition to representatives from countries and when appropriate, SWIFT Standards invites 
market infrastructures and large industry groups to nominate a representative to participate in a 
working group. 


SWIFT Standards makes every effort to ensure there is a balance of working group 
representatives and expertise across countries and communities.  


4.7.2 Removal from a Working Group 
SWIFT Standards is responsible to monitor the quality and contribution of working group 
members. When a member is not participating or does not have the required expertise, SWIFT 
Standards will notify the nominating UGC or institution with a request for remediation of the 
issue.  


 The UGC or institution must respond in sufficient time to resolve the issue before the next 
meeting. In the absence of resolution by the UGC or the nominating institution, this will be 
escalated to the SWIFT Board, which will authorise either appointment of the designated 
alternate or assignment of a replacement.  
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4.7.3 Expenses 
Observers are not reimbursed for any expenses resulting from attendance at the working group 
meetings.  


Members of a working group are reimbursed their travel and accommodation expense for 
meetings organised at SWIFTs head office. Reimbursement is according to the internal SWIFT 
travel policy in place at the time of the meeting. Any expenses incurred outside this policy limit 
are not reimbursed. 


4.8 Development Working Group Meetings  
As many development group meetings as necessary are called in order to obtain sign-off of the 
completed message(s). The group must have at least one physical meeting and may have 
several other meetings via conference calls.  


SWIFT Standards creates a first draft of the message(s), and sends it out together with the 
approved high-level proposal to the working group for review prior to the first meeting. 


The purpose of the meetings is to gather all the business requirements, which SWIFT Standards 
will apply to the draft message(s). Several review cycles may be needed to fine-tune the 
message design and once this is completed, the working group is asked to sign off the new 
message(s). This sign off is final and no further country vote is required. 


Sign-off of a new message is reached by consensus of the group and it may be necessary to 
have more than one meeting to achieve this. If there is no consensus as determined by the chair, 
then the chair must either open the issue for further discussion and potential revote or take a 
simple majority vote. 


The Board is informed of all contentious issues, whether the new messages are finally agreed by 
the group or not, 


If the development working group agrees to sign off the new message(s) this is presented to the 
SWIFT Board for approval (no country vote is required). In the absence of agreement, the group 
may escalate the decision to the relevant Business Committee (Banking and Payments 
Committee or SWIFT Securities Committee) of the SWIFT Board. The decision of the Business 
Committee is binding. 


For any working group vote to be considered valid, there must be a quorum of members voting 
(3/4 of the members must be present or must submit a vote if voting is by email).  If there is no 
quorum, an attempt will be made to reconvene sufficient members for the vote. If there is still no 
quorum, SWIFT Standards escalates the issue to the Board Standards Committee.  


A vote is considered to be definitive, when at least 60% of the vote is either positive or negative. 
Abstentions are not allowed.  If the vote is not definitive the Chair must either open the issue for 
further discussion and potential revote or take a simple majority vote based on the weighted 
volume of the countries. As stated in section Composition of a Development Working GroupC, 
working group representatives are responsible for ensuring alternate representation when absent 
from a meeting. If a member is absent and has not provided an alternate, the decisions made by 
the working group will be considered final.   


4.9 Publication of Information 
Advance information is published at least 17 months before implementation or as soon as it is 
available, to give the community the maximum amount of time to prepare for the implementation 
of the new message(s). 


If a maintenance high-level information publication occurs before the publication of the advance 
information then this high-level document will include a mention of the new message(s). 
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4.10 Standards Release Guide (SRG) and Message 
Format Validation Rules (MFVR)  
The Standards Release Guide contains all the messages that are updated during a maintenance 
cycle. The new message(s) will be included in this publication in the appropriate category and will 
be marked with track changes. This document is intended for operational staff. 


The Message Format Validation Rules document describes the validations procedures that are 
performed on user-to-user messages by the SWIFT network. It is also marked with track 
changes to identify the sections that are updated in order to implement the changes highlighted 
in the SRG. This includes the validation for the new message(s). This document is intended for 
staff that will implement the changes on interfaces and other applications at the user’s site. 


As some inconsistencies may be identified in the new messages during the creation of the 
MFVR, these are corrected in the SRG and the SRG supersedes any advance information 
documents that were published. 


4.11 Update to the SRG and MFVR 
After the SRG and MFVR documents are published, some omissions or inconsistencies may be 
reported to SWIFT Standards. If this occurs, update documents are published approximately two 
months after the publication of the initial SRG and MFVR. These documents are small in nature 
and only list the changes that must be applied to the SRG and MFVR documents. 


4.12 Test and Training and Implementation 
Two test and training dates are set; one for activation of the vendor environment (SR-7) and one, 
approximately three months later (SR-4), for the activation of the customer environment. 
Customers and vendors must conduct adequate tests to ensure that their interfaces, their back 
and front office applications and also their disaster sites are ready for the standards release in 
the fourth quarter of each year. 


More details on the Test and Training functionalities can be found in the FIN Operations Guide, 
which is available in the restricted area of the User Handbook Online. 


4.13 Standards MT Message Reference Guides 
The Standards MT Message Reference Guides (User Handbook) are published approximately 4 
months prior to the live activation of the standards release.  This set of books (by message 
category) is the final, official documentation for the standards release of the year.  


The Standards MT Message Reference Guides (User Handbook)  are published at the same 
time as the activation of the test and training system for SWIFT customers. 
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Appendix A 
A.1 RACI 


Responsible Responsible to perform the task 


Accountable Accountable for the task being completed 


Consulted Consulted/involved prior to completion  


Informed Informed that the task has been completed 


 


 


Activities Standards UGCs 
Working 
group 


STC / 
BPC / 
SSC Users 


MT Maintenance Process      


Change / development requests C RA I   


Analysis RA C    


Validation      


-  Agreement RA  RAC   


-  Possible vote RA         


Business Committees' approval     I RA   


Send out to country vote RA         


Return voting forms C RA     CI 


Analyse votes RA         


Report on country vote RA I I     


SRG & MFVR and updates           


Publish        I 


Review and feedback RA        


Publish updates RA       I 
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Legal Notices 
Copyright 
SWIFT © 2011. All rights reserved. 
You may copy this publication within your organisation. Any such copy must include these legal notices. 


Confidentiality 
This publication contains SWIFT or third-party confidential information. Do not disclose this publication outside your 
organisation without the prior written consent of SWIFT. 


Disclaimer 
This publication constitutes advance information only and is not to be considered the final and complete standards 
documentation for the subject matter published herein. The information in this publication may change from time to 
time. You must always refer to the latest available version on www.swift.com. 


SWIFT Standards Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Policy - End-User License Agreement 
SWIFT Standards are licensed subject to the terms and conditions of the SWIFT Standards IPR Policy - End-User 
License Agreement, available at www.swift.com > About SWIFT > Legal > SWIFT Standards IPR Policy. 


Translations 
The English version of SWIFT documentation is the only official and binding version. 


Trademarks 
SWIFT is the trade name of S.W.I.F.T. SCRL. The following are registered trademarks of SWIFT: SWIFT, the SWIFT 
logo, 3SKey, Innotribe, Sibos, SWIFTNet, SWIFTReady, and Accord. Other product, service, or company names in 
this publication are trade names, trademarks, or registered trademarks of their respective owners. 
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