RA ID : CR0722

Change Request
for the update of ISO 20022 financial repository items

A. Origin of the request:
A.1 Submitter: Swiss Commission for Financial Standardisation (SCFS)
A.2 Contact person: Rainer Vogelgesang, rainer.vogelgesang@six-group.com, +41 58 399 3808
 A.3 Sponsors: 
The ISO 20022 Technical Support Group (TSG) supports the approach to request amendments of the BAH through the CR mechanism. As per the meeting minutes of 04 March 2015, it was recorded that the TSG concluded that the BAH would be the most convenient solution to implement the requirements of this CR. The TSG encouraged the TSG member Rainer Vogelgesang to send a CR related to the BAH to the ISO 20022 Registration Authority.
B. Related messages:
· BusinessApplicationHeaderV01 (head.001.001.01)

C. Description of the change request:
This CR proposes to add a content indicator (block) to the BAH. The content indicator is to provide information about the content of the document part of the message to which the BAH is linked. This information could be used for various purposes.

In particular, this content indicator is to provide a facility through which the implementation specification, to the which the document part of the message is compliant, can be specified. 
The implementation specification could refer to a global or local market practice or to a service specification of a service provider.

Examples: 
· Global market practices:
· SMPG IF (Securities Market Practice Group - Investment Funds)

· EPC SEPA (European Payments Council – SEPA)
· Local market practices:

· ALMUS IF (Luxembourg local Market Practice Group - Investment Funds)

· SCFS IF (Swiss Commission for Financial Standards – Investment Funds)
· Service specifications:
· SWIFTNet Funds (SWIFTNet Funds Solution)

· T2S (Target2-Securities settlement messages)

In order unambiguously to identify a particular implementation specification, two approaches are envisaged, first, identifying an implementation specification by details and, second, identifying an implementation specification by reference.

In the first case of identifying an implementation specification by details, the following items of further detail are envisaged:

· Issuer
This is the name of the organisation which issued the implementation specification.
Example: SMPG 

· Name
This is the name by which a particular implementation specification is referred to by its issuer.
Example: 01_SubscriptionOrderV03_setr.010.001.03 
· Version
This is the version of a particular implementation specification.
Example: ver1.0
· Date
This is the date on which a particular implementation specification was issued.
Example: 2017-01-23 
It is understood that a sub-set of the aforementioned elements are sufficient in order uniquely to identify a particular implementation specification. For instance, Issuer and Version in conjunction with the MessageDefinitionIdentifier of the BAH can be sufficient to ensure that a particular implementation specification can be uniquely identified amongst all implementation specifications of a particular issuer.

Also, there may be cases where issuers of implementation specifications achieve uniqueness of their implementation specifications through a purpose-built convention for the naming of implementation specifications.

Furthermore, there may be cases where the issuers of implementation specifications only require the specification of certain items on a for-information-only basis and, therefore, can dispense with uniqueness. 

In the second case of identifying an implementation specification by reference, the following items of further detail are envisaged:

· Implementation Specification Registry
This is the name of an implementation specification registry in which a particular implementation specification is available.
Example: MyStandards 

· Implementation Specification Identifier
This is the identifier through which a particular implementation specification can be uniquely identified in the pertinent implementation specification registry. 
Example: 123e4567-e89b-12d3-a456-426655440000
It is understood that implementation specifications can be a sub-set of a global message, a global market practice specification and/or a local market practice specification and optionally contain additional elements not present in any or all of the aforementioned specifications.
D. Purpose of the change:

What follows are some use cases for which the content indicator information could be exploited:

1. Routing of incoming messages based on their content indicator(s), i.e. which destination, in particular, if the document part of a message is encrypted
2. Validation of incoming messages based on their content indicator(s), e.g. schema compliance, business rules compliance, etc.

3. Validation of outgoing messages based on their content indicator(s), e.g. schema compliance, business rules compliance, etc.

4. Determining quality of service for message delivery depending on content indicators (e.g. priority, first class delivery, etc)

5. Determining transport service depending on content indicator (cf. airmail, surface mail, by sea, etc) (e.g. SWIFTNet InterAct, SWIFTNet FileAct, etc.)

6. Using the content indicator for statistical analyses in order to determine removal of legacy information from messages (through maintenance process)

In absence of such information on the content of the document part of a message, it is only possible to make inferences about the content of the document part of a message by analysing the message content. This approach may lead to ambiguous conclusions. 
Moreover, if the document part of a message is encrypted, it is impossible to make inferences about the content of the document part of a message whilst it is in transit. In this case, the content indicator is the only mechanism which remains available.
The availability of such information in the BAH about the document part of a message would provide the pre-requisite information to fulfil the requirements stated above.

The availability of such information in the BAH will be very useful for larger organisations that are confronted with a multitude of global or local market practices as well as solution providers.
In order to provide guidance for the users of the content indicator, it is suggested to add a dedicated chapter to the BAH Message Usage Guide (MUG). This chapter is to provide further information towards using the specification-by-details option versus the specification-by-reference option. Also, this chapter is to highlight the possibilities of providing for-information-only items versus achieving uniqueness of implementation specifications specified.
Furthermore, the proposed content indicator is to be compatible with the MarketPracticeVersion element of type MarketPracticeVersion1. See diagram below.  
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This MarketPracticeVersion element is used within the document part of about 20 investment funds messages (acmt.001, etc).

Through this compatibility, it is possible that the function of the current MarketPracticeVersion element can be fulfilled in the future by the proposed content indicator in the BAH.
E. Urgency of the request:

It is proposed to include this CR in the next regular maintenance cycle.

F. Business examples:
Examples illustrating the change request.
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Note:
For all newly proposed elements, types and the like, this CR states long names throughout in order to ease readability. The equivalent short names are still to be determined in accordance with the applicable abbreviation convention. 

MessageContentIndicator is an optional element. If a message instance were created to be compliant with multiple specifications, it is expected that only the most restrictive of those specifications is referenced by the MessageContentIndicator. Therefore, the MessageContentIndicator is not conceived as a repeatable element.
The MessageContentIndicator element provides a choice of implementation specification by details (element ImplmnttnSpecByDetails) and implementation specification by reference (ImplmnttnSpecByRef).

In the former case of implementation specification by details, the corresponding specification, which the document part of the message is compliant to, is identified through its issuer, name, version and date.
The optional element Issuer is to specify the name of the issuer of the specification referred to by the instance of the message content indicator block, e.g. ‘SMPG’. It is suggested to envision this element to be of type ‘Max35Text’.

The optional element Name within ImplmnttnSpecByDetails is to specify the name of the specification referred to by this instance of the message content indicator block, e.g. 01_SubscriptionOrderV03_setr.010.001.03. It is suggested to envision this element to be of type ‘Max350Text’. 
The optional element Version is to specify the version of the specification referred to by the instance of the message content indicator block, e.g. ‘2.1’. It is suggested to envision this element to be of type ‘Max35Text’.

The optional element Date is to specify the issue date of the specification referred to by the instance of the message content indicator block, e.g. ‘2015-01-09’. It is suggested to envision this element to be of type ‘ISODate’.

In case of employing the other option of  specifying implementation specifications by reference, the corresponding specification, which the document part of a message is compliant to, is identified through an implementation specification registry and a pertinent identifier.

The mandatory element ImplmnttnSpecRegistry within ImplmnttnSpecByRef is to specify the name of the implementation specification registry in which implementation specification is maintained, e.g. ‘MyStandards’. It is suggested to envision this element to be of type ‘Max350Text’. This extended length of the element ImplmnttnSpecRegistry is to allow for cases in which a registry is to be identified by its URI.

The registry can be conceived in two variations. First, there may be registries which act as a specialised third party registry which issuers of implementation specifications can use to make available their implementation specifications. Second, some issuers of implementation specifications may decide to maintain their own implementation specification registry. Both cases are intended to be supported.
The mandatory element ImplmnttnSpecID within ImplmnttnSpecByRef is to specify the identifier which unambiguously identifies, within the implementation specification registry, the implementation specification which the document part of a referenced message is compliant to, e.g. ‘https://www2.swift.com/mystandards/#/mp/mx/_WHwOAMfEEeShV-78bgFeBA/_WHwOAcfEEeShV-78bgFeBA#content’. As another example, an implementation specification registry could foresee to use the UUID (ISO/IEC 9834-8:2014) as Implementation Specification Identifier, e.g. ‘123e4567-e89b-12d3-a456-426655440000’. It is suggested to envision this element to be of type ‘Max350Text’.

It is expected that the referenced registry provides further details on the implementation specifications maintained. Such further information items could encompass some of the elements of the ImplmnttnSpecByDetails block as well as supplementary information, such as the name of the publisher, the underlying standard, a textual description of the implementation specification, its publication status (public, restricted, etc) and so on. All of these further details can be directly obtained from the referenced registry and need therefore not be provided for in the ImplmnttnSpecByRef block.
G. SEG recommendation:
This section is not to be taken care of by the submitter of the change request. It will be completed in due time by the SEG(s) in charge of the related ISO 20022 messages. 

	Consider
	X
	Timing

	
	- Next yearly cycle: 2019/2020
(the change will be considered for implementation in the yearly maintenance cycle which starts in 2019 and completes with the publication of new message versions in the winter of 2019)
	X

	
	- At the occasion of the next maintenance of the messages
(the change will be considered for implementation, but does not justify maintenance of the messages in its own right – will be pending until more critical change requests are received for the messages)
	

	
	- Urgent unscheduled
(the change justifies an urgent implementation outside of the normal yearly cycle)
	
	

	
	- Other timing:
	


Comments:

	Reject
	


Reason for rejection:
Document History 


This version of the CR replaces the original CR0531 registered on the ISO 20022 web-site on 07 September 2015.


This updated version of CR0531 reflects further information and intelligence that has become known following the submission of the original version of the CR.
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