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SMPG INVESTMENT FUNDS WORKING GROUP

CONFERENCE CALL

WEDNESDAY 16 JUNE 2010
1. ATTENDEES

	1. 
	AU
	Paul Talbot
	PT

	2. 
	DE
	Eduard Schroeder
	ES

	3. 
	DE
	Felix Ertl
	FE

	4. 
	IE
	Carlos Figueredo
	CF

	5. 
	GB 
	David Aspinall
	DA

	6. 
	IT
	Andrea Milanesio
	AM

	7. 
	LU
	Charles Boniver
	CB

	8. 
	XS
	Rainer Vogelgesang
	RV

	9. 
	XS/Co-chair
	Nadine Badesire Muhigiri
	NBM

	10. 
	GB/Co-chair
	David Broadway
	DB

	11. 
	Facilitator
	Omar Rodriguez
	OR


2. AGENDA
2.1 Feedback on the Luxembourg meeting minutes (from those who could not attend as well as those who were there)
2.2 Feedback on the Transfer Information Exchange_Process_Output_LUX_2010.ppt (new ideas since the Group's discussion in Luxembourg that are worth mentioning:  new slide 1, the (I)CSD variations slide 20,  and the points about master references (i.e. that we have them for both sides and should be allocated as early as possible).




 
2.3 Next meetings Amsterdam (Q4 2010) & Brazil (Q2 2011)
3. DISCUSSIONS
3.1 Feedback on the Luxembourg meeting minutes (from those who could not attend as well as those who were there): No additional comments on the minutes were made. Prompted by the Trailer Fees presentation made in Luxembourg, DB noted that the UK had started to explore the possibility of using the pacs.008 message (FIToFICustomerCreditTransfer) sent by the remitter of funds to the recipient to advise them that the remitter's bank had been instructed to transfer the funds.  The requirement had arisen specifically in the context of its work on portfolio transfers and it had also been suggested in connection with the settlement of redemption orders.  The UK was investigating whether the message could validly be used between two non-bank financial institutions.  
3.2 Feedback on the Transfer Information Exchange_Process_Output_LUX_2010.ppt: 

The group agreed on what it was prepared and suggested by DB from item “a” through “f” below
Action for all: provide feed-back to OR on items “g” and “h”
a) corrections as agreed during the discussion in Luxembourg 
b) completion of the confirmation flows (which were outstanding in my initial version) 
c) removal of my previous references to "upstream" and "downstream", which I decided were ambiguous and likely to confuse people

d) removal of the matching steps (confirmation to instruction), on the grounds that this would actually be done routinely on receipt of any confirmation or information response (note that we were not talking about matching instructions, as would be required in a double-leg process)

e) new suggestion that "master" references should be provided for both the receiving and delivery chains and allocated as early as possible in the process (ie. by Bank A and Bank B). It’s also required that the references must be associated to the BIC code of the institutions who issue them. 
f) new opening slide to illustrate/highlight the possibility of multiple intermediaries A1/B1 and TAs

g) new closing slide to illustrate the possible variations where the shares are deposited with (I)CSDs on either the delivering or receiving side or both, with mappings between the ISO 20022 messages and their MT or proprietary equivalents.
h) Apart from validating the changes discussed above, we also need to decide whether or not there is any need to identify in the information request message that the stock is to be received or delivered 
With regard to item h), DB provides the following analysis after the meeting in support of not including any delivery/receipt indication:
The initial gathering and exchange of information involves two messages: RequestForPEPOrISAOrPortolioInformation (sese.019.001) and PEPOrISAOrPortolioInformation (sese.018.001).

In the processes we have charted, the only recipients of "request" message are delivering parties (steps 1/2 where the process is initiated by Bank A, or steps 1 - 3 where it is initiated by Bank B).  Receipt of the "request" message is therefore an unambiguous indicator to the recipient that it is part of the delivery chain.
In our processes, "information" messages may be received by parties in both the delivery and receiving chains (all blue steps other than those mentioned above).  However, "information" messages will only be received unsolicited (ie. not in response to a previous request) when they are in the receiving chain (steps 5 - 7 where the process is initiated by Bank A, or steps 7/8 where it is initiated by Bank B).  Receipt of an "information" message without a RelatedReference block is therefore an unambiguous indicator to the recipient that it is part of the receiving chain.
The reason for proposing to exclude them is that there is that I do not believe there is an obvious place in either message for delivery/receipt indicator, which means we would have to devise a workaround and perhaps raise a change request.  This effort would be saved if we could agree that the indicator was not required.
3.3 Next meetings Amsterdam (Q4 2010) & Brazil (Q2 2011): 




            For the meeting in Amsterdam OR encouraged the group to register and book accommodation as soon as possible, since the hotel rates may be more expensive than usual during the SIBOS week. 

For the meeting in Brazil OR notified the group members who did not attend the general meeting in Luxembourg, the decision of the SMPG steering committee to have the next meeting in Rio de Janeiro. OR reminded the group needs to think about an attractive agenda with the purpose to sell this to our budget holders. 

DB suggested that the SMPG steering committee should set a deadline before the next physical meeting in Amsterdam, in order to know the number of members with the intention to attend the meeting, and decide whether or not the meeting will take place in this location. OR will bring up the suggestion at the next steering committee conference call.   
3.4 Next conference call details
The timing – cancellation of the conference calls will be decided by co-chairs and facilitator, based on the numbers of participants confirmations received previous to the calls.

Date:            

            14 Jul. 2010 - WED
Start Time:                
            02:00 PM GMT+01:00

Duration:                 
            01:00 hr
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