LC Submission final

BRITISH EXPORTERS ASSOCIATION

CONSULTATION ON THE INTRODUCTION OF A PRODUCT GUARANTEEING REIMBURSEMENT OF UK CONFIRMING BANKS UNDER LETTER OF CREDIT ARRANGEMENTS

http://www.ecgd.gov.uk/index/public-information/public-consultation.htm
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.
The British Exporters Association (BExA) has no objection to the proposed Letter of Credit (LC) Guarantee Scheme but does not believe that it will have any meaningful impact on exporting.  BExA’s reasoning for this is that only a small portion of exports are transacted on LC terms (perhaps 10 per cent, according to SWIFT and BExA’s own research), and that only a small percentage of these are required to be confirmed for payment in the UK.

2.
The bigger problem is the difficulty for overseas customers in opening LCs in favour of British exporters.  LCs are costly to open and – especially in the current recession and with restrictions on bank lending - the issuing bank will usually require that funds are put up or part of a borrowing limit is allocated to support the opening of LCs

3.
BExA’s own research relating to the use of LCs has shown minimal change in usage between this year and last.  See Attachment One
4.
Moreover, ECGD’s restrictions concerning eligibility, when combined with the need for adherence by users to most of ECGD’s Business Principles, are likely to introduce delays that will make such a scheme unattractive.  And, based on experience of the current credit insurance BIS top-up for domestic trade, it is anticipated that the scheme will be expensive and, therefore, will add to the cost price of UK exports.

5.
Instead, in BExA’s view, there are more urgent needs which, if addressed, are likely to have a more substantial, positive, impact on British exports, namely:

· Support for short term export credit insurance;

· An overhaul of ECGD’s excessive Business Principles which, BExA believes, inhibit a wider take-up of ECGD’s facilities. 

· Bond Issue Support, which BExA believes would be best and most appropriately delivered by BIS rather than ECGD since the risk will, by definition, be on UK (rather than overseas) companies.

· Support for the funding of export finance loans.

BExA VIEW OF THE PROPOSED LC GUARANTEE SCHEME

6,         In so far as it goes, BExA welcomes the proposed Letter of Credit Guarantee Scheme (LCGS). It will, without doubt, achieve its objective as outlined in para. 34, which is “to enable UK exporters to obtain letter of credit confirmations to facilitate the export of goods and/or services”.

7,
However,  BExA believes that ‘things have moved on’ and in June 2009 banks are less reluctant than at the start of the year to confirm LCs issued by other, overseas, banks.  So the proposed scheme will have less impact than was anticipated when it was proposed.

8,
Moreover, feedback from members has suggested that the impact of the LCGS will be less than it might have been as a result of the capital adequacy treatment of trade finance under the provisions of Basel II.  The capital weightings applied are not perceived as fully reflective of the low risk level of the activity.  The ICC Banking Commission Recommendations, Impact of Basel II on Trade Finance, dated 24th March 2009, articulates the underlying issue in more detail.  

9,         BExA would point out that (a) a considerable amount of business, both export and import, is conducted without a bank letter of credit (LC) on open account terms, and (b) many exporters seek to protect their trade receivables by purchasing credit insurance.  It is difficult for those who normally sell on open account terms to change the terms offered to customers (buyers).  Whilst some would prefer a greater degree of payment security from LCs, this is often unrealistic as many of those customers do not have sufficient banking facilities to make such arrangements – and the cost to the buyer of opening an LC and the cost and burden of administering it for the exporter may be prohibitive.  

10, 
The tendency is for UK exporters to request LC security from their customers in the following circumstances:

1. Where the parties are not well known to one another, particularly for new buyers

2. Where the buyer is known to be a weak or poor credit risk commercially

3. Where the buyer’s country is known to be a poor political risk or there is a high risk of payment default by the banking system, or

4. Where an LC is a condition of their credit insurance policy.

11,
To put this in context, according to the ICC
, only some 15-20% of global trade is secured by LCs (perhaps 10 per cent according to SWIFT and BExA’s own research) and, of these, only a small percentage are confirmed.  Therefore, schemes which support open account trading have the potential to be far more important to global trade than those which support LCs.  In the case of the UK’s largest market, the USA, Tate’s Export Guide states “Most business with mainland USA is on open account because terms must be competitive with local suppliers”.

12,
It is also relevant that credit/political risk insurance of an LC is generally a cost-effective alternative to its confirmation.    
13,
The provision of an LC presupposes that the buyer’s bank is in a position to issue an LC in the first place. Within WTO sponsored discussions in this regard, a key issue is the difficulty developing market banks have in opening LCs due to their own capital adequacy rules.  At the same time, in the current economic environment, overseas banks may be reluctant to open LCs because of doubts concerning a buyer’s creditworthiness.
STRENGTHENING THE LC GUARANTEE SCHEME

Bank Guarantees, Standby Letters of Credit and Silent Confirmations

14,
A portion of the open account trade, including in the oil sector, involves the guarantee of a bank (sometimes in the form of a standby LC). This is considerably more flexible, administratively and financially, than an LC. 

15,
Exporters require that the LCGS is extended also to confirmation of standby LCs. 

16,
It should also be made clear that the LCGS can apply to both silent and open confirmations of LCs.

Discounting under an Acceptance Letter of Credit – payment in excess of one year
 

17,   
BExA contends that the proposed scheme should not be limited to repayment terms of less than one year (para. 45).   This would seem to exclude the ability to use the scheme for discounting under an Acceptance Letter of Credit.   Under such an arrangement, instead of immediate payment against documents, banks accept liability to pay at a future date, which could be in excess of one year and possibly up to three years' duration.  This bank undertaking can be discounted by the exporter for immediate cash payment, thus enabling smaller value medium term supplier credits (£50,000 - £3m) to be financed.  

18,
If the LCGS is extended to repayment terms in excess of one year, we trust that the consequential provision set out in para. 45 will still stand, namely that “neither the Recommendation on Common Approaches to the Environment and Export Credits, nor the Principles on Sustainable Lending Practices would apply to the LCGS.”

Proposed Eligibility of Letters of Credit – shipment/presentations in excess of one year

19,
BExA believes that LCs with a validity period allowing shipments and presentation to take place within a period of up to 36 months should be eligible for automatic inclusion under the LCGS rather than the 12 months review point mentioned in Annex A Para 5.1 (vi) because the export of capital goods commissioned on site for overseas customers often takes longer than 12 months.  Most of these long validity LCs are payable either at sight (ie against presentation of valid shipping documents) or with tenor (credit) periods of up to 360 days.  

Eligible Exports:  needs to be all goods and services

20,
Reference is made in the consultation paper to the provision of ECGD facilities for ‘capital and semi-capital goods’ (para. 5).  So far as the provision of support for short-term business is concerned, BExA considers that the breadth of products covered should be extended so that it is more in line with the range of products traditionally covered by short-term credit insurers (ie including, components, raw materials and food & drink).  
21,
BExA members also note that LCs are often used for payment of services, and any scheme should allow for this as well.

Eligible Countries – needs to be all countries

22,
The consultation paper indicates that the LCGS ‘would be targeted primarily at emerging markets and developing countries’ (para. 6).  Members hope that the facility will also be available to OECD countries.  Since the vast majority of global trade is between developed OECD countries, there is a commensurate need for these countries to be included as the values will have greater impact on the UK banks’ capital adequacy ratios than the volumes of LCs for smaller developing countries.   Including OECD LCs would have a similarly greater positive effect on the UK’s ability to continue trade internationally. 

Constraints regarding the application of ECGD principles generally

23,
While BExA believes in the implementation of sound business principles, it is clear that the burden of red tape associated with ECGD’s normal application process is excessive and, BExA believes, acts as a disincentive to exporters from using ECGD’s services.  Overseas competitors, while still compliant with the law, and with support from less restrictive ECAs, have a real advantage over British exporters.

24,
When considering the application of ECGD’s Business Principles, it should be borne in mind that issuing and advising banks will have needed to conduct their own internal due diligence procedures to combat money laundering and other inappropriate practices.  Exporters, too, will have applied internal controls as a result of good business practice and their compliance with English law.
25,        BExA’s concern regarding the application of ECGD’s Business Principles to short term business is tempered to some extent by the statement in para. 38 of the consultation document that “it would be impracticable for all ECGD’s current assessment procedures, whether relating to sustainable development, the environment or bribery and corruption, to be extended beyond the type of product for which they were designed to the LCGS.”  Likewise, the Association welcomes the assertion in para. 46 that “it is not proposed that ECGD’s policies in or deriving from its Business Principles which concern assessment of matters other than payment risk, including the CIAP and the full enquiries described in the Final Response to the Consultation on anti-corruption practices, will be implemented in relation to the LCGS”.

26,       It is understood that the proposed facility is only due to be in place for a relatively short period of time and, with reference to para. 43 (1), BExA suggests that a number of exporters in the short-term field, who are of good repute, will not have the time or resource available to develop and introduce ‘appropriate management controls systems to combat bribery’ (ie carry out due diligence) to ECGD’s satisfaction.  

27,
With reference to para. 43 (2), BExA suggests that it will be impossible for the exporters in question to go so far as to ‘warrant’ that associates other than themselves have not engaged or will not engage in corrupt activity for the business concerned.  

28,       Issues relating to bribery and corruption should be addressed by ECGD in the same way as they are by other national export credit agencies.   We note that current government support for companies’ working capital through BIS and its investment in certain UK banks does not call for similar adherence to these business principles.

29,
Indeed, BExA would go further and assert that, unless all the Business Principles – particularly those relating to bribery and corruption – are modified, if not scrapped altogether, existing medium/long-term business will move abroad and new customers seeking short-term facilities from ECGD will find that they, too, cannot work with the Department.  British industry and the employment it provides will suffer.

30,      ECGD should respect commercial confidentialities in a similar way to the attitude to Freedom of Information taken by other countries’ ECAs.  

SHORT TERM ECGD FACILITIES – opportunity for ECGD to provide support

EU Position

31,
Short term export credit insurance is deemed to be a ‘marketable risk’ in the EU, and, therefore, is a facility generally to be provided by commercial insurers and not by government export credit agencies, such as ECGD in the UK.  

32,
However, in response to the current economic difficulties, the European Commission has relaxed this rule and, in effect, until 31st December 2010 “temporarily non-marketable risks may be taken on to the account of or with the guarantee of the State…”.

33,
It seems to BExA that, subject to meeting EU procedural requirements, ECGD is, temporarily, in a position to provide a full range of short-term credit insurance facilities, and that it need not confine its underwriting to capital and semi-capital goods only.

34,
BExA urges ECGD to apply to the European Commission for the necessary permit to provide short term credit insurance both on a specific and on a whole turnover basis.  

35,
However, BExA doubts whether ECGD has the knowledge or staff resource to assess credit risk and administer such a scheme at short notice and the Association believes that ECGD should look to the private credit insurers to deliver such a facility.

36,
The fact that these risks have been turned down by short term credit insurers should not in itself be a reason for ECGD to decline to offer cover.  Commercial credit insurers’ appetites are generated by the availability of reinsurance and in any case they are taking a more cautious approach in the current economic environment.  

Existing ECGD Short-term Facility for individual risks:  EXIP Policy

37,
ECGD’s EXIP facility is already available for business sold on cash or short terms of credit with a £20,000 threshold where such cover is not otherwise available from the private market.  We understand that it is not available for sales to Europe and certain OECD countries and is limited to capital and semi-capital goods/services.  

38,
We also believe that the red tape associated with the EXIP facility, together with ECGD’s interpretation of the UK’s Freedom of Information laws, makes it an unattractive proposition for some exporters.  

39,
We suggest that ECGD should, in consultation with exporters, seek to improve access to its existing EXIP facility.  However, we recognise that this process will take time.

40,
To meet the immediate needs of exporters, ECGD should follow-up its renewed interest in the short-term market by working through private export credit insurers to deliver cover for individual risks.

Short Term Export Credit Insurance Top-up Facility

41,
The Dept. for Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) Top Up facility available until 31st December 2009 for domestic credit insurance policyholders is a welcome move and should be replicated in an improved form for export credit insurance.

42,
The shortcomings of this domestic Top Up facility, which should be addressed if a similar export scheme is introduced, are as follows:

· It only applies to reductions in credit limits, not for withdrawals of credit limits, even when it is applied for insurer capacity/appetite reasons (credit limit withdrawals being expected when there is a deterioration of risk);

· The facility is expensive;

· Salvage rules have not yet been communicated;

· Limits can still be cut or withdrawn without notice even when there is no deterioration of risk.  Exporters need to have some permanence to the limit capacity (so long as the customer continues to pay on time) so that they can plan ahead.

43,
We would welcome an ECGD scheme incorporating the following features of the recently-announced French domestic credit insurance “CAP +” scheme:

· no need for underlying credit insurer limit, 
· pricing dependent upon insurer grading. 
ie  a UK export credit insurance scheme providing 90-95% cover for sales to countries rated below Grade A when insurers have insufficient country limit; and for corporates of any country graded 5,6, or 7 in a scale of 1-10 (where 1= AAA; 10 = insolvent) and commitment to continue to provide such cover on a 12-month policy unless the risk deteriorates.

Permanent Limits

44,
In the context of ECGD’s new interest in the short-term market, BExA favours the introduction of a ‘commitment facility’ as a way of fixing the credit limits in advance and of protecting insureds from immediate withdrawal of cover during the bid period and during manufacture/delivery.  This is, no doubt, an issue for the Association to discuss with the short-term credit insurers.  But in the light of private market lack of confidence in such commitments, ECGD/Government encouragement for the introduction of such a scheme would be welcome.   

Export Credit Reinsurance of country risk

45,
With reference to para. 7 of the consultation document, BExA would welcome an ECGD Export Credit Reinsurance Scheme to provide additional capacity when countries are downgraded for economic or political reasons.  Currently, credit insurers reduce their credit limits to keep within their reinsurance capacity on country downgrades, and this can cause problems for exporters.

BOND ISSUE SUPPORT

46,
BExA urges the Government to help exporters by introducing a bond issue support scheme, relating to both domestic and export contracts. We have had reports over a number of years that UK exporters, large and small, are not always able to obtain the bonding capacity they require on economic terms and, therefore, have walked away from bids or contracts.  It is our contention that Government has already been sufficiently briefed by BExA to take a final decision to implement this required facility without further delay.

47,
Attached is a note on a £3.5m project that was lost to the UK in late 2008 for lack of a bank guarantee (bond).   Attachment 2
48,
Such a facility is already provided by many countries’ ECAs.  [A list of such countries prepared in May 2008 is attached].  Attachment 3
49,
In the case of the UK, BExA feels it would be more appropriate for such a scheme to be administered by BIS.  This would sit comfortably with its other support for UK business.

50,
Any facility must take a realistic stance on the sharing of security with the bank that will be issuing the bond.  There will be a direct relationship (i.e. a ratio) between the security and the size of the bonding line from the bank.  If BIS were to require an equal share of the security, then this would result in the bank halving its proposed bonding line, unless BIS’s ratio was greater.

ADDITIONAL ECGD SUPPORT FOR BANKS:  FUNDING

Bank Liquidity 
  
51,
There is a need to help banks to fund long term (5 years or over) trade deals guaranteed by ECGD.  Whilst the position is easier than it was at the beginning of the year, some banks still do not have the liquidity to meet all long  term funding requirements. They would benefit from ECGD assistance in accessing alternative (eg capital market) funding for ECGD-guaranteed loans.  Such facilities are being made available by continental ECAs.
COMMENCEMENT AND DURATION OF NEW SCHEMES

52,
BExA asks that the LCGS and other schemes to help exporters are introduced as soon as possible in order to encourage UK exports.

53,       BExA understands that Germany and France provide a permanent LCGS-type scheme and requests that ECGD’s scheme should also be introduced on a permanent basis.  At the very least, we ask that this and all new, temporary, ECGD facilities continue in place until it is clear that they are no longer necessary.  Good notice should then be given of the date of their withdrawal.  
54,
Finally, we ask that sufficient government finance and ECGD resource is allocated to ensure that the new facilities are of real benefit to British exporters.

MARKETING AND ADMINISTRATION OF ECGD COVER

55,
BExA believes that ECGD should engage with credit insurance brokers, who, with their wealth of experience, knowledge and contacts are a potentially useful marketing tool for ECGD as well as playing a role in fielding queries, explaining policies, and in making sure that the cover is fit for purpose.  For a similar relationship, short term credit insurers pay a commission (brokerage) and ECGD should do likewise.  Brokers could also assist the application process in demonstrating any lack of availability of commercial export credit insurance solutions in the private market that may be needed to justify ECGD’s involvement.

56,
BExA is also aware of the great benefit exporters, particularly the smaller and newer players, obtain from the advice and expertise available from the brokers. These firms, especially the SMEs, do not have the resources to pay retainers to brokers, and expect brokers to be compensated by the insurer, if and when the exporter wins an export contract.  Thus if an exporter bids for export business but is not successful, he does not have to pay an adviser’s fee in addition to his own bid costs which will have to be written off – charging on that basis is a disincentive to take advice in the first place. The payment of commission (as opposed to a consultancy fee) is the norm in other insurance business. 

WHAT IS  BExA?

57,
The British Exporters Association (BExA) is an independent national trade association established in 1940 which represents capital goods and other exporters and their banking, credit insurance and other service providers.

58,
BExA has long taken an interest in export credit insurance and its members
 have a wealth of experience in all aspects of credit insurance, both long/medium term provided to a large extent by the government’s ECGD and short term that is currently provided mainly by private sector credit insurers.  Our members are also well versed in bank trade and export finance techniques.

59,
BExA appreciates the fact that, as demonstrated by this consultation, ECGD is actively looking at ways in which it can help British exporters overcome current constraints in the availability of trade finance.

British Exporters Association,

Broadway House,

Tothill Street,
London SW1H 9NQ

Tel.:  020 7222 5419

Email:  hughbailey@bexa.co.uk

Attachment 1

British Exporters Association

COMPARISON OF PAYMENT TERMS

between 2009 (Oct. 08 to March 09) and 2008 (Oct. 07 to March 08)

43 Exporters participated in BExA’s survey.
They were asked to indicate their turnover:  under £25m;  £25 to £100m;  over £100m

Questions asked included the following:

· What proportion of exports were undertaken on LC terms or other terms requiring bank security (eg bank guarantees as security for payment)?

· Of the LC business, what proportion was confirmed?

· Is the decision to confirm related to country, bank, etc

· Do you have a credit insurance policy?

· What proportion of exports were covered by credit insurance?
Conclusions:

1,
Of 43 respondents, only 3 (7%), all SMEs, had over 20% of their trade 

financed by LCs;  75% had 5% or less of their trade financed by LCs.

2,
Of those using LCs, 9 (36%) had them confirmed.   14 (56%) had 5% or less 

 
confirmed.

3,
All respondents had credit insurance but percentage of trade covered by credit 

insurance had diminished from 28% with 100% cover in 2008 to 23% with 

100% cover in 2009.

4,
Business lost due to lack of export credit insurance cover had jumped from 

£2.7m to £32.5m.  One respondent had lost 50% of their turnover.

5,
The fall in the value of sterling had not helped increase exports overall mainly 

because:

a),
Demand had been reduced by the worldwide credit crunch;

b),
Reduced credit insurance credit limits prevented expansion of trade.

British Exporters Association

COMPARISON OF PAYMENT TERMS

between 2009 (Oct. 08 to March 09) and 2008 (Oct. 07 to March 08)
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ATTACHMENT 2
Details of a £3.5m contract that was lost to the UK because an On Demand Bank Guarantee (bond) could not be provided.  Such a bond would probably have been available/affordable if the Government had introduced an ECGD- bank risk sharing bond facility. 

‘This is a brief summary of the contract we lost at the end of last year.

The equipment quoted was for a six colour screen line and coating line, both of which were to be located in a new factory in Poland.  It was a green field site project.  The winner of the contract would not just supply equipment but also the necessary services to run and support the production process.  These services would include operator training and maintenance of the equipment for a three year period.

This type of turnkey project was not new to us:  we have done similar in Russia and China.

Our ideas and technical understanding were well received by the client and our price was very competitive.  We wanted this business.

The total value of the project was £3.5m.  We got to the stage of the fine details of the contract.  All elements of the contract were agreed with the exception of the guarantees on advance payments.  

The payment terms were 30% with order and then further payments would be made on completion of agreed segments (milestones).  On delivery a 30% guarantee would expire.

The deal breaker was that we were not in a position to offer the requested On Demand Bank Guarantee.  We offered a Coface bond, which was not acceptable, and whilst we tried and tried the customer would not move on the On Demand Bank Guarantee.  Reluctantly, the customer decided to place the business with our Dutch competitors, who being part of a very large group were able to agree to the terms.

The customer did inform us that our equipment and process specification and, of course, price, were superior but our inability to meet the On Demand Guarantee cost us the business.’

ATTACHMENT 3 

 Countries where the Government provides support for bonds  (as at May 2008)

Government support for bonds

	Country
	Agency
	Support for bonds

	Austria
	OeKB
	No

	Australia
	Export Finance and Insurance Corporation
	Yes.  EFIC issues or guarantees bonds

	Belgium
	Office National du Ducroire
	No

	Brazil
	BNDES/SBCE
	No

	Canada
	Export Development Canada (EDC)
	Yes.  100% guarantee to issuers

	China
	China Export & Credit Insurance Corporation
	Yes.  Sinosure issues bonds

	Czech Republic
	Export Guarantee and Insurance Corporation (EGAP)
	Yes.  EGAP insures issuing banks against fair and unfair calls

	Denmark
	Eksport Kredit Fonden (EKF)
	No

	Finland
	Finnvera
	Yes.  100% guarantee for banks

	France
	Coface
	Yes.  80% cover on SMEs, 60% others

	Germany
	Euler Hermes (as agent)
	Yes.  80% guarantee

	Hong Kong
	HKECIC
	No

	Hungary
	MEHIB
	Yes?  (English website incomplete)

	India
	ECGC
	Yes.  75% guarantee

	Indonesia
	ASEI
	Yes.  ASEI issues bonds

	Israel
	ASHRA
	No

	Italy
	SACE
	Yes.  SACE issues or guarantees bonds

	Japan
	Nippon Export & Investment Insurance
	Yes

	Korea
	KEIC
	Yes.  Cover for fair and unfair calls

	Malaysia
	Export-Import Bank of Malaysia
	Yes

	Mexico
	Bancomext
	Yes.  Up to 100% of bond amount

	Netherlands
	Atradius (as agent)
	Yes

	Norway
	GIEK
	Yes.  Up to 50% guarantee for banks

	Poland
	KUKE
	Yes.  KUKE issues or guarantees bonds

	Portugal
	COSEC (as agent)
	Yes

	Singapore
	ECICS
	Yes

	Slovak Republic
	Eximbanka SR
	Yes.  Slovak Exim issues or guarantees

	Slovenia
	SID Banka
	Yes. SID Bank issues bonds

	Spain
	CESCE
	Yes

	Sweden
	EKN
	Yes

	Switzerland
	Serv
	No (unfair calling cover only)

	Taiwan
	Taipei Export-Import Bank of China
	Yes.  TEBC issues bonds

	Thailand
	Export-Import Bank of Thailand
	Yes.  Exim issues or guarantees

	Turkey
	Export-Import Bank of Turkey
	Yes? (Bank c/g'tees seem required)

	United Kingdom
	ECGD
	No (unfair calling cover only)

	Uruguay
	Banco de Seguros del Estado
	Yes

	USA
	US Export-Import Bank
	No

	
	Overseas Private Investment Corporation
	No (although it used to)


ATTACHMENT 4:  List of BExA Members 

ABC International Bank

Aeona Management

Agusta Westland

AIG

Airbus

Alperton International Ltd.

ALSTOM Ltd

ANZ Investment Bank

Aon Trade Credit

Atradius

BAE SYSTEMS

Bank of Scotland

Barclays Bank

Barclays Capital

Barlow Lyde & Gilbert

BAT

Berry Palmer & Lyle

BNP Paribas

British Arab Commercial Bank

Calyon Corporate & Investment Bank

Camara Ltd

Clyde & Co

Coface UK

Colomendy Ltd

Commerzbank

Converteam

Corus 

Deutsche Bank

DF Deutsche Forfait AG

DuCroire Del Credere

EIL Services Ltd

Euler Hermes UK

Euro Exim Ltd

Genzyme

Handelsbanken

HSBC Bank

HSBC Insurance Brokers

Ince & Co

International Risk IRC Europe

JCB Sales Ltd

Keith Johnson Consulting Ltd

Lloyds Bank Group

London & Scottish International Ltd

London Forfaiting Co.

Mabey & Johnson

Michael Possener Export Consultant

Motorola

Newstead International

Omni Bridgeway

Pipe Source

R A Watts Ltd

Rattner Mackenzie Ltd

Raytheon Systems Ltd

Rolls-Royce Capital Ltd

RZB Austria London Branch

Selex Communications

Selex S A S

Siemens Industrial Turbomachinery

Sovereign Star Trade Finance

Standard Chartered Bank

Stemcor

Strong & Herd

T G Powell

Telent

Thales UK

The Royal Bank of Scotland
� 31 March 2009 an ICC Banking Commission Market Intelligence Report “Rethinking Trade Finance 2009: An ICC Global Survey”


�  Official Journal of the European Union, C16 dated 22nd January 2009, reproduces a “Communication from the Commission – Temporary Community framework for State aid measures to support access to finance in the current financial and economic crisis”.  Section 5.1 relates to short-term export credit insurance.


�   A list of BExA members is attached (Attachment 4)
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