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Agenda
1. Review of previous actions (from 9th October meeting).
Minutes
1. Action: The ISDA scheme for underlying base rates should be extended to include some of the rate types which are not currently included. Solomon Roytshteyn to provide a list of missing base rate types.
Pending: Solomon Roytshteyn waiting for responses – credit agreements.


2. The (lender) position structure is currently embedded within the notice structure. It does not add value to the notice communication process, but acts as a point of reconciliation. It was decided that the lender position change should be communicated as a separate block.
Action: Move the position block to an independent block which can be reused in multiple notice structures.
Updated Action: Include the commitment and loan contract position amount before and after the business event within the position block. 


3. Action: Scott MacLaughlin (Goldman Sachs) to provide examples of various notice examples within the XSD structure.
Pending.


4. Action: Robert Murray (Bank of America) to provide examples of various notice examples within the XSD structure.
Pending.


5. Should the global funded amount be included on any of the notices…? This will be the sum of all outstanding loan contracts on the facility. Also we need to define whether we want to represent the amounts from a lender point of view or from the agent (overall global) point of view. 
From a system-to-system perspective we probably want to avoid providing e.g. a list of loan contract amounts as well as the sum of these.
Action: Discuss at the business meeting. Also Robert Murray to come back with some scenarios where this information may be most useful.

General Group Actions
It was agreed that a commitment has to be made by each institution to dedicate some resource and create practical notice examples based on the current XSD design.
Action: Business members within a given institution to provide their technical experts samples of basic notices. The technical experts should convert these to XML format and provide feedback to the working group on any issues found.

Review and provide further feedback to the documents sent out on the working group mailing list. Suggestions are most welcome.
Completed Tasks
The current loan contract identifier which is embedded within the notice structures should be replaced with only the loan contract id itself. There is a minimum amount of information contained in the current loan contract identifier which does not really help in identifying the loan contract. A better solution is to provide a unique id within the notice structure and should the lender require it, a separate call should be made in order to receive the full loan contract object.
Completed: The current loan identifier block was updated such that it does not contain any current amount fields. All fields except the loan contract id are not required. Only original amounts have been retained within the loan contract since these values are actually static.
Action: A business validation needs to be added for the rate fixing date. The rate fixing date should be required – in the case of a Prime rate setting, the rate fixing date will default to the effective date of the loan.
Completed: included in the v1.19 business spec.
Action: A commitment adjustment flag should be added to the repayment structure. This will allow for cross validation between the repayment and commitment adjustment structures.
Completed


Action: The interest paid on repayment flag should be moved to the loan contract level – this is more consistent and flexible.
Completed
Action: The underlying base rate should not be quoted without the associated tenor. They must be always quoted together (e.g. 3 month LIBOR).
Completed: Business validation included in v1.19 business spec. The tenor cannot be made mandatory since not all underlying rates will have tenors associated with them.

It was noted by Marc Gratacos, that we should not be pre-fixing element names with description of the block they are within. E.g. repaymentAmount should be renamed to just ‘amount’ since it is already within the repayment block.
Action: Try to identify and fix occurrences of this wherever possible.
Completed
Design Considerations for the Future (Previous Discussions)
1. Should we embed the facilityIdentifier block within the Repayment object…? This will provide an embedded instrument reference with a repayment but may lead to redundancy when combining this business event with other such business events. The current design requires the receiver of the message to use both the business event and the instrument as separate blocks – in order for the business event to make sense.

2. Is the loanContractIdentifier object within the LoanContractRepayment object sufficient for identification purposes…? Should it be the full loanContract block here instead…?
E.g. a lender could buy into a facility in the secondary markets, enter a minimal amount on loan contract information into their system (from the funding memo). 
When a cash flow occurs (an interest payment) – should the agent bank communicate the full loan contract details...?
The decision made for the moment was to keep the short form loanContractIdentifier within the Repayment. We will be dealing with modeling the funding memo message in a later phase which will contain the full loan contract object. Also, if extra fields are required within this short form in the meantime then we can add them as necessary.
