


BUSINESS JUSTIFICATION
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW ISO 20022 FINANCIAL REPOSITORY ITEMS

A. Name of the request:
Bilateral Securities Market Claims

B. Submitting organisation:
Securities Market Practice Group (SMPG)
	
C. Scope of the new development: 
This Business Justification aims at requesting a suit of ISO 20022 messages to support bilateral market claims whereby the entitled party (or its asset servicer) can instruct the other party (or its asset servicer) a new or replacement market claim and being informed if its counterparty has alleged/matched the claim. The sender is the account holder, and the receiver is the account servicer.
The SMPG Corporate Actions (CA) Working Group (WG) has identified the below business needs:
1. to instruct a new or replacement market claim;
2. to provide the details of an alleged market claim;
3. to cancel/remove an allegement of a market claim;
4. to request the list of all outstanding market claims (report) – the intention is to have a generic request for CA related reports;
5. to provide the list of all outstanding market claims (report).

We believe these needs can be addressed by creating a series of five new messages.

[bookmark: _Toc156900674]Actors and Roles:
1. Executing/Servicing Party
The party reporting the creation and settlement of claims
2. Instructing Party
The party instructing the cancellation or creation of claims.

	Instructing Party
	Executing/Servicing Party

	Central Securities Depository (CSD) participants (custodian/asset servicer) and their underlying clients

	Central Securities Depository, any CSD participant (custodian/asset servicer)



We have summarised the communication flow between the instructing party and the executing/servicing party to:
· instruct a bilateral claim
· provide the status of such bilateral claim instruction (existing message)
· provide the details of an alleged bilateral claim instruction once the executing party has alleged it to the other party 
· remove an alleged bilateral claim instruction once the other party has sent its instruction or to cancel an alleged bilateral claim instruction once the instructing party has subsequently cancelled its instruction
· [bookmark: _Hlk177910096]OPTIONAL – request a list of all outstanding market claims
· OPTIONAL (based on subscription) – to provide the list of all outstanding market claims (report).


[image: ]

In view of the scope, we propose that the new message definitions be part of the ‘seev’ Business Area and be evaluated by the Securities SEG.

D. Purpose of the new development:
According to the European standards for transaction management as per the Corporate Actions Joint Working Group (CAJWG) and T2S Corporate Actions Sub-Group (T2S CASG), CSDs and CCPs are to generate market claims for affected settlement transactions, starting after close of business on record date and continuing for a period of 20 business days. 

In case the CSD doesn’t offer an automated market claim functionality or, for whatever reason, the claims haven’t been automatically raised, the two counterparties must have the option to instruct the claim in the CSD using an ISO message (once available). The counterparty also needs to be informed that a claim has been alleged against them so to action accordingly.

E. Community of users and benefits:
The categories of parties/actors that would use/benefit from the new messages are:

	Instructing Party
	Executing/Servicing Party

	CSD participants and their underlying clients

	CSD, any CSD participant (custodian/asset servicer)



1. Benefits/savings: There is currently no message support for bilateral market claims processing and it needs to be done manually. These new messages would enhance STP. 
2. Adoption scenario: the new messages would be introduced on SWIFTNet FINplus as of SWIFT Standards Release 2027 (SR 2027), if possible.
3. Volumes: The exact number in Europe cannot be determined, however, both in Euroclear UK & International and T2S, daily volumes are significant.
4. Sponsors and adopters: SMPG CA WG member countries in the EEA, Switzerland and the UK sponsor the request. The adoption will be left to each CSD in the relevant country.

F. Timing and development:
The intention is to submit the models to the RA as soon as the business justification is approved.
The development will be based on the requirements collected by the SMPG CA WG and will involve the CA experts of the joint ISO 15022/ISO 20022 maintenance working group.

G. Commitments of the submitting organisation:
SMPG confirms that they can and will:
· undertake the development of the candidate ISO 20022 business and message models that it will submit to the RA for compliance review and evaluation. The submission will be compliant with the ISO 20022 Master Rules and include a draft Part 1 of the Message Definition Report (MDR) compliant with the ISO 20022 Master Rules provided by the RA, the ISO 20022 Message Transport Mode (MTM) that the submitting organisation recommend to consider with the submitted message set, and examples of valid instances of each candidate message; 
· address any queries related to the description of the models and messages as published by the RA on the ISO 20022 website.
The submitting organisation confirms that they will promptly inform the RA about any changes or more accurate information about the number of candidate messages and the timing of their submission to the RA. If the submitting organisations do not submit the candidate messages within the timing announced in section F and do not inform the RA beforehand, the business justification may lapse and require re-submission of a new business justification for approval by the RMG.    
The submitting organisations do not intend to organise any testing of the candidate messages once they have been reviewed and qualified by the RA and before their submission to the SEG for approval.     
The submitting organisations confirm that they are committed to undertake the future message maintenance. 
The submitting organisations confirm their knowledge and acceptance of the ISO 20022 Intellectual Property Rights policy for contributing organisations, as follows.
“Organizations that contribute information to be incorporated into the ISO 20022 Repository shall keep any Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) they have on this information. A contributing organization warrants that it has sufficient rights on the contributed information to have it published in the ISO 20022 Repository through the ISO 20022 Registration Authority in accordance with the rules set in ISO 20022. To ascertain a widespread, public and uniform use of the ISO 20022 Repository information, the contributing organization grants third parties a non-exclusive, royalty-free licence to use the published information”. 

H. Contact persons:
Miriam Ortseifen, SMPG CA-WG facilitator
Email Address: miriam.ortseifen@swift.com

Mariangela Fumagalli, co-chair SMPG CA-WG
Email Address: mariangela.fumagalli@bnpparibas.com

Christine Strandberg, co-chair SMPG CA-WG
Email Address: christine.strandberg@seb.se


I. Comments from the RMG members and relevant SEG(s) and disposition of comments by the submitting organisation:
This section includes the comments received from RMG members and the SEG(s), if any, and the response given to each of these comments by the submitting organisation.

	Comments submitted by the Swiss community

	To ease the reading of the comments, it has been kept in a separate document because it includes diagrams. 2 options to access the file:
· Double-click on the icon below to open the PDF file.


· Access the file using a separate url: here

	Reply from the submitting organisation:
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RMG comments on Business Justification (BJ 279):  
Bilateral Securities Market Claims 
 
Submitter of comments: RMG delegation of Switzerland 
Date: 07 November 2025 
 
Commentary 


 
The Swiss Association for SWIFT and Financial Standards (SASFS) is the representative 
organisation for financial standardisation in the financial centre of Switzerland and Liechtenstein. 


 
The SASFS welcomes the initiative of the Securities Market Practice Group (SMPG) to propose, by 
means of BJ 279, the development of five new ISO 20022 messages for the bilateral market claims 
business process.  
 
Although the SASFS supports the intent of the BJ, there are a number of details for which we 
recommend further clarification as follows: 
 


1. Terminology clarification used for the business process ‘bilateral market claims’ 
 
It is understood that this proposed business process for bilateral market claims is to be 
distinguished from the other, already existing CSD-initiated market claims process.  
The classification of the proposed business process as ‘bilateral’ is believed to refer to the 
fact that two instructing parties can interact with each other to initiate the process.  
From our interpretation we believe however that the classification as ‘bilateral’ would only be 
applicable, if there is no additional party involved such as the party depicted in the sequence 
diagram as ‘Executing/Servicing Party’. In the latter case, the business process would have 
to be referred to as ‘trilateral or triparty market claim’. However, the ‘trilateral’ classification 
would be in contradiction to the CSD-initiated market claims business process which can 
also involve three parties.  
Therefore, we recommend using a different terminology to distinguish the proposed market 
claims process from other already existing market claims processes.  
As a suggestion, it may be possible to refer to the process as ‘claimant-initiated securities 
market claim’ or ‘account-holder-initiated market claim’ to distinguish it from the existing 
‘Scenario 1 – Account Servicer (CSD system) generates market claims’ as per the MDR part 
1 of ‘ISO20022_MDRPart1_MarketClaims_2024_2025_v2.docx’ of the earlier BJ 163 
‘Securities Market Claims’. 
 
At the end of this document, we have added a collection of slides which illustrate the various 
possible business flows. In these slides we have maintained the designation of the business 
process as ‘bilateral’. On the final slide, a number of open points are documented that 
should be considered in the course of the refinement of this BJ or during the modelling 
phase as may be appropriate. 
 


2. Further in-scope variations of the market claims business process 
 
The BJ depicts one possible sequence diagram with two instructing parties interacting 
through one executing/servicing party.  
We understand that there may be further variations of the business process that are 
intended to be encompassed by the proposed messages. Firstly, there may be a direct 
interaction between the two instructing parties where there is not an Executing/Servicing 
Party as an intermediary. Secondly, there may be a separate flow where there are two 
Executing/Servicing Parties, one for each Instructing Party.  
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In view of these additional variations, it would be preferable explicitly to state these 
variations in the BJ and to add pertinent sequence diagrams highlighting the interactions 
between the actors in scope. See also additional slides attached to the end of this document. 
 


3. Appropriateness of actors and interactions  
 
The proposed messages to initiate the bilateral market claims are referred to, in the BJ, as 
‘instructions’. The term instruction is mostly used in situations where there is a service-user-
to-service-provider relationship between the actors.  
In case there is no Executing/Servicing Party acting as intermediary, we believe there is no 
such service-user-to-service-provider relationship between the two instructing parties.  
It may be an option in this scenario to refer to the parties as Bank A and Bank B or similar.  
 
In the same vein, the names of the messages exchanged should not imply a service-user-to-
service-provider relationship as one would assume in case of an ‘Instruction’ message 
(‘Instructing bilateral market claim’).  
Instead ‘Raise claim’ or similar designation may be more appropriate to imply that no 
service-user-to-service-provider relationship exists between the parties.  
 


4. Viability of direct interaction: instructing party to instructing party 
 
It is assumed that the direct interaction between instructing parties without a 
‘Executing/Servicing Party’ as intermediary requires that both Instructing Parties are able 
readily to communicate with each other.  
 
This implies that both parties have at least one connectivity media in common and that they 
have previously established the technical capability to use the connectivity media for 
exchanging information, e.g. in the case of SwiftNet through a prior RMA exchange/set-up.  
 
We would appreciate some indication in the BJ whether this requirement of a readily 
bilaterally usable connectivity media has been considered and how the viability of this 
scenario is assessed in view of the possibility that such readily usable technical connectivity 
may not be sufficiently widespread to stipulate such a scenario between two potentially 
unrelated and not directly connected parties.  
 


5. Adoption wording 
 
Chapter E, clause 4 states, “SMPG CA WG member countries in the EEA, Switzerland and 
the UK sponsor the request. The adoption will be left to each CSD in the relevant country.” 
 
We would prefer to have some more explicit language to indicate that CSDs are not bound 
to implement this business process including the proposed messages, even if the country 
where the CSD is located is involved in the development effort for the proposed messages at 
the SMPG. We would propose some language similar to the following:  
Despite the development of the proposed market claims messages and independently of the 
involvement and sponsorship of representatives of local markets, it remains entirely at the 
discretion of the local CSD whether or not to implement market claims processes according 
to the proposed business process and related messages or, otherwise, some other process 
and messages, potentially in accordance with locally applicable regulations and similar 
provisions whether binding or otherwise.  
 


6. Provisions regarding use of ISO 20022 BAH and ISO 20022 BME 
 
We would appreciate indications regarding the modelling and use of the ISO 20022 
Business Application Header (BAH) and the ISO 20022 Business Message Envelope (BME) 
as follows: 


a. Are the proposed messages intended to be modelled for the use of the ISO 
20022 Business Application Header (BAH), i.e. without duplicating BAH 
elements in the body of the proposed ISO 20022 messages themselves? 



http://www.sasfs.ch/

mailto:geschaeftsstelle@sasfs.ch





 


 


Homepage: www.sasfs.ch  Page 3 / 3 
Secretariat: Swiss Association for SWIFT & Financial Standards, Tannenstrasse 98, CH-8424 Embrach 
E-Mail: SASFS Secretariat <geschaeftsstelle@sasfs.ch> © SASFS All rights reserved 


Sensitivity: C2 Internal 


It would be important to model the proposed messages in close alignment with the 
other ISO 20022 securities messages which are also predominantly modelled for the 
use of the BAH. 


b. Are the messages intended to be implemented in conjunction with the ISO 
20022 Business Application Header (BAH) in the network service Swift FINplus 
as of SR 2027 or later as stated in the adoption scenario? 
It would be important to use the proposed message in the applicable network 
services with the BAH in order to be aligned with the other securities messages. 
 


c. Are the proposed messages intended to be implemented with the ISO 20022 
Business Message Envelope (BME) in the network service Swift FINplus as of 
SR 2027 or later as stated in the adoption scenario? 
The BME is the ISO 20022 mechanism to bind the BAH to the corresponding ISO 
20022 message (referred to as ‘document’). In situations where there are multiple 
network services available in a CSD market, the BME affords an additional level of 
standardisation in that the binding mechanism based on the BME can be applied 
identically across multiple networks. In case of the Swiss market, this would apply to 
the two predominant networks used locally, i.e. Swift FINplus and Secure Swiss 
Finance Network (SSFN) (i.e. the domestic financial messaging network in 
Switzerland). Similar considerations regarding multiple available networks may apply 
in other markets.  


 
 
We look forward to the responses of the SO to the points raised above and remain available for 
further considerations in relation to this BJ. 
 
Kind regards 
Swiss Association for SWIFT and Financial Standards (SASFS) 
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Bilateral scenario A / Parties are direct participants in same CSD not offering service / DVCA


Seller Buyer


Instruct (Raise) MC seev.05x NEWM 
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Bilateral scenario B / Parties are direct participants in same CSD offering service / DVCA


MC Instruction seev.05x NEWM 


CA Confirmation seev.036 NEWM


MC Allegement seev.05x NEWM


MC Instruction seev.05x NEWM
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MC Status Advice seev.052 
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PACK MATCH
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SETT
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Bilateral scenario C1 / Parties are direct participants in different CSD offering service / DVCA
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Bilateral scenario C2 / Parties are direct participants in different CSD offering service / DVCA
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Bilateral Scenario D / Rejection of Market Claim


Seller Buyer


Instruct (Raise) MC seev.05x NEWM
> RDTE


SETT


CSD


MC Status Advice seev.052 / REJT REAS
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Bilateral Scenario E / Rejection of Allegement


MC Instruction seev.05x NEWM > RDTE
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MC Status Advice seev.052 / REJT


MC Allegement seev.05x NEWM 


Sec Message Rejection semt.001 
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Bilateral Scenario F1 / Market Claim Mismatch / Update of MC allowed


Seller Buyer


Instruct (Raise) MC seev.05x NEWM


> RDTE


SETT


CSD


CA Confirmation seev.036 NEWM


MC Status Advice seev.052 PEND / 
NMAT & REAS
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Bilateral Scenario F2 / Market Claim Mismatch / Update of MC NOT allowed


Seller Buyer


Instruct (Raise) MC seev.05x NEWM > RDTE


SETT


CSD


MC Status Advice seev.052 PEND / 
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Bilateral scenario G1 / Market Claim Mismatch / Seller action needed  / Updates of MC 
allowed 


MC Instruction seev.05x NEWM
> RDTE


SETT


MC Allegement seev.05x NEWM
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Bilateral scenario G2 / Market Claim Mismatch / Seller action needed/ Updates of MC NOT 
allowed 
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Bilateral scenario H1 / Market Claim Mismatch / CSD reconciled / Updates of MC allowed 
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Bilateral scenario H2 / Market Claim Mismatch / CSD reconciled / Updates of MC NOT allowed 
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Open points


• Should the Allegement Revocation message only be sent after the bilateral MC has matched?
[scenarios B, C1, C2, G1, G2, H1, H2]


• If both CSDs in a Cross-Border scenario are supporting ‘Bilateral MC’ the same, what is the role of the Seller-CSD? 
Instructing or Servicing/Executing party? [scenarios C1 & C2]


• Scenario E : see questions on slide


• If the alleged party sends proactively a bilateral MC what happens to any Allegement message received afterwards?
Can the sender consider the Allegement message as nil and void?
Do we need to update the existing MC Status Advice with an ‘Allegement Status’ part?


• What in happens in a Cross-Border scenario if the involved CSDs do not support ‘Bilateral MC’ the same way?
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