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Marc Gratacos, 01 Aug 2007
“Andrew,

I just started the process of publishing your extensions to FpML that cover additional products such as warrants, futures, and options http://www.fpml.org/issues/view.php?id=411  Apologies for this late feedback.

I have some comments regarding the proposal and how to publish it:

Proposal:

WarrantContract – the warrant underlyer is an element of type fpml:ExchangeTradedContract. Shouldn’t that be a reference to the warrant element that you defined as a global element?

OptionContract – the option underlyer is an element of type fpml:ExchangeTradedContract. Shouldn’t that be a reference to the option element that you defined as a global element?

FutureContract – shouldn’t the future underlyer a reference to the future underlyer that you defined as a global element?

Settlement information – in some cases the settlement information is placed at the contract level (i.e. WarrantContract) while in others it is placed at the underlyer level (i.e. Option, Future). Shouldn’t be consistent and place it at the contract level in all cases?

Publishing: 

The non-derivative proposal currently available on the website http://www.fpml.org/documents/extensions.html  uses the “http://www.fpml.org/extensions” namespace. Shouldn’t we use the same namespace for this new version?

It seems that this new proposal is backward compatible with the previous one, should we publish it as version 1.1?

Can we publish all the extensions as single xsd file called non-derivative-1-1.xsd to be consistent with the previous one? Or do you prefer multiple files with the name convention that you have in the branch?

I think we shouldn’t publish the clock proposal as part of this since I think it will be published in FpML.

I am planning to publish a word document as well as we did with the previous one.

I am happy to make the changes that you consider appropriate.

Kind Regards,

-Marc

+13472846531”

Response

#1 WarrantContract

Warrant global element is present for those cases where you require more than just the symbolic information about the warrant. If you look at the sample, you will see that I have used type substitution ‘<ext:warrant xsi:type=”ext:Warrant”> to have access to reference information, such as “<ext:issuerName> which is part of the specification of the warrant. If I had used element warrant IS-A Warrant then there would always be access to this reference information regardless of an active choice being made
#2 OptionContract

Please review the argument on transaction context vs reference information presented in #1 WarrantContract above

#3 FutureContract

Please review the argument on transaction context vs reference information presented in #1 WarrantContract above

#4 Settlement Information

Agreed, complex type TransactionSettlementInformation created
#5 Namespace, Backwards Compatibility

This proposal is not document backwards compatible, and I want to select

a namespace which makes clear the version of FpML which is being extended

#5 Physical Packaging

I prefer to keep to distinct physical files, and have used the simple directional diamond shape include pattern to avoid circular includes, and have also put the tagged version of FpML which is being extended in a sub folder

#6 Clock Proposal

I have tried to make the clock proposal consistent with ISO TC68/WG4 Transport Characteristics, given the timescales and quality of comments so far in FpML Co Ord I would prefer that this material is retain in this extension

Matthew Rawlings, 05 June 2007

“#1 Why is ext:flatOfAccruedInterest a property of the bond contract rather than the price?

#2 I thought clean and flat were equivalent?

#3 ext:Bond is not a bond but the reference to identify the Bond. This is analogous to the difference between a country definition and a country reference. We could continue to call it a "bond" but the underlying type must refer to it as a "bondReference". The implication of this is that 

#4 Is a ext:bondContract a single legged transaction or two non-netted legs - cash payment and stock delivery. 

#5 The xsi:type is TradeCreated but the trade is for ext:bondContract. I find this confusing. Is this allocated contracts or unallocated trades we are dealing with?

#6 The important property of a mutual fund is not that it is mutual but that it is securitized. Not all unitized funds are mutual. Mutual is a marketing term in the US market. I suggest "unitizedFundContract" as a more precise alternative.

I have raised an FpML issue on these so that it can be reviewed within that forum: http://www.fpml.org/issues/view.php?id=380”
#1  ext:flatOfAccruedInterest

Agreed, complex type BondPrice created

#2 Clean and Flat

Agreed, flatOfAccuredInterest has been renamed cleanOfAccruedInterest 
#3 ext:Bond

Agreed, we do not yet have a clear distinction between identification and definition of an object in FpML. I have changed the wording to make clear that in a transactional context the default should be identification

Do you think that the default transactional view should be simply type and identification ?

#4 Is ext:BondContract a single legged transaction or two non netted legs ?

I think it would be a lot better if we had settlement as a separate process, and have removed settlement support within transactions for the present
#5 xsi:type is TradeCreated, but trade is for ext:bondContract
Agreed, I have used the word “Transaction” instead of “Contract”, since as you state the usage may be either in allocated contracts or unallocated trades
#6 Mutual Fund

Agreed, these are now named unitized instead of mutual
